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1
Approval of the agenda and registration of new documents

S5A071000
Invitation to this meeting



Source: Host

S5A071001
List of participants



Source: LTE OAM SI Rapporteur

S5A071002
Agenda



Source: LTE OAM SI Rapporteur

The agenda was approved. Some time will be reserved for a drafting session, likely on Friday. Some time will be reserved at the end of the meeting for the work plan. New WIDs will be addressed at the end of ad hoc meeting if time is remaining after the discussion on work plan.
S5A071003
Meeting Templates



Source: TB Officer

S5A071004
Meeting Document List



Source: LTE OAM SI Rapporteur

S5A071005
Approved agenda with Tdoc allocation



Source: LTE OAM SI Rapporteur

1.1
IPR Declarations

The attention of the members of this Working Group is drawn to the fact that 3GPP Individual Members have the obligation under the IPR Policies of their respective Organizational Partners to inform their respective Organizational Partners of Essential IPRs they become aware of. 

The members take note that they are hereby invited:

•  to investigate in their company whether their company does own IPRs which are, or are likely to become Essential in respect of the work of the Technical Specification Group.

•  to notify the Director-General, or the Chairman of their respective Organizational Partners, of all potential IPRs that their company may own, by means of the IPR Statement and the Licensing declaration forms (e.g. see the ETSI IPR forms http://webapp.etsi.org/Ipr/).

2
UID 340036 Study on Management for LTE and SAE (OAM8-Study) - TR 32.816

S5-071757
TR 32.816-111 Study on management of Long Term Evolution (LTE) and System Architecture Evolution (SAE)



Source: Ericsson
Presented by the Rapporteur. 

Huawei: More than one candidate architecture. They should be listed here. 

Ericsson: We said the architecture discussion will be later. Focus on use cases first. 

Motorola: We need to list the possible architectures. 

T-Mobile: We should have the requirements in place; then we look at the architecture. We agreed not strictly follow M.3020 because it is only a TR. The tables in the use cases should be dropped.

Ericsson: The agreement was to follow the best we can 32.155, which is in line M.3020.

NSN: Agree with Ericsson. First, functional decomposition, then logical architecture, then where the blocks should be located.

Huawei: We should regard all candidate architectures in the same way. In that case, we should remove all candidate architectures. 
Ericsson: Keep only the existing architecture in the document. Do the functional decomposition based on use cases and then see which interfaces we need. 

Huawei: Remove also the existing architecture. 

Vodafone: We support Huawei. 

Ericsson: Remove the UTRAN architecture is going too far. It is an important starting point.  

NSN: Support Ericsson. We need a starting point. 

Conclusion: We will keep the existing architecture and make it clear it is a starting point. However, if further evolution is needed over this starting point, we will do so. Any changes to existing architecture should be well motivated. We will take NSN contribution S5A071023 for exact wording. The group agreed. 
Huawei: There are some requirements which are not supported by a use case. 

Ericsson: We have requirements and use cases. Each requirement should be backed up by use cases. For new functionalities, it is the case. For old functionalities, it is maybe not needed.
Motorola: 5.1.10.1 part of the contents (text related to Itf-P2P) should be moved to the specification requirements. 

Rapporteur: This will be addresses in the drafting session. 
NSN: 5.17 last sentence to be moved to specification requirement. 
Rapporteur: This will be addressed in the drafting session. 
Conclusion: The group agreed that the update is reflecting the agreements from SA5#55 meeting. 

S5A071006
Meeting minutes



Source: LTE OAM SI Rapporteur

S5A071007
Update of S5-071514 (White paper on LTE&SAE OAM architectures) to the new TR 32.816 structure



Source: Motorola
This Tdoc will be addressed in the drafting session. Motorola will check if this document should be withdrawn since MCC provided an update in S5A071008. Postponed.
S5A071008
R8 CR 32.816-111 Enhance to fit the different architectures based on the discussion on the LTE&SAE OAM architectures



Source: Motorola (MCC)
Conversion of Tdoc S5A071007 into a “CR” (by MCC). This Tdoc will be addressed in the drafting session. Postponed.
S5A071009
Discussion paper on the SON use cases for LTE management



Source: Huawei
Presented by Huawei
Motorola: One use case in 3GPP should be mapped to one or many use cases in NGMN?
Huawei: It does not matter. We just need a mapping. The use case in NGMN should not be reworded.

NSN: We agree some clean up is needed for use cases. Some of them are very generic, some others are very specific. 

Nortel: We do not support the inclusion of all NGMN use cases in the TR. NGMN is very generic, LTE is very technology specific. Not the same level. We need more time to check the mapping. 
T-Mobile: The original basic SON use cases were introduced one year ago. We need to give an action item to Operators to check whether the uses cases are up-to-date.
Ericsson: The NGMN uses cases are stable since May 2007. We agree we should check if we are still aligned.
NSN: We have issues with automatic inclusion of NGMN use cases. Network planning is for SA5? Maintenance use cases are good but may be out of scope. We should analyze uses cases one by one. We support having a mapping table to describe what is in the TR only, what is NGMN only and the mapping between TR and NGMN use cases. The group agreed. 

T-Mobile: We can provide inputs for SA5#56 meeting to check the alignment of the TR with the latest NGMN use cases. 
Huawei: We will provide an initial mapping table for the drafting session (S5A071038).

Conclusion: A mapping table will be discussed and introduced as an annex in the TR. 

S5A071010
Discussion paper on LTE management



Source: Huawei
Presented by Huawei  
Proposal 1
Nortel: We already have traditional FCAPS in 32.816. How to distinguish traditional FCAPS requirements from SON requirements? 
Huawei: We have to map the SON solutions to existing specifications, which are based on FCAPS. 
Ericsson: The TS 32.101 is referring to TOM, not FCAPS. 
ZTE: What is the relationship with the functional decomposition as proposed by NSN? 

Huawei: This proposal is in continuity with NSN proposal. 

Conclusion: On proposal 1, we should wait until the review of NSN proposal (S5A071023) to decide where to put this into the TR. After review of S5A071023, it was agreed that the proposal 1 is not needed.
Proposal 2
NSN: We support proposal 2. In clause 5.2, we should decide what to do with this text. 

ZTE: 5.1.5 is a high level requirement. Why merge with use case?
Huawei: We simply propose to remove the heading 5.1.5. 
Rapporteur: We ask for more time to consider a solution. We may have further contribution. 

NSN: There is also a NSN contribution related to this issue (S5A071031). 

Conclusion: Proposal 2 is postponed until we review S5A071031 (NSN). After discussion of S5A071031, an agreement could not be reached. This will be addressed during the clause by clause review of the TR.
Proposal 3
Conclusion: After a lengthy discussion, no consensus can be reached on the proposal 3. Off line discussions are encouraged. This may be discussed again during the drafting session. 
Proposal 4

Ericsson: In some cases, one SON solution cannot be mapped to only one FCAPS domain. 

Huawei: Yes, some solutions may refer to more than one domain (CM, FM, PM, etc) but we need to make a link with existing specifications. This is at specification level. 
NSN: What is a solution? Do we really want to document IS or SS solutions?

Rapporteur: We previously agreed to put that kind of things in an annex. 

Ericsson: It is a matter on how you capture that but there is no disagreement. 
Conclusion: Proposal 4 is agreed in principle. How to exactly document that is FFS. 

Proposal 5

Conclusion: Proposal 5 is agreed. 

S5A071011
R8 CR 32.816-111 Addition of Classification of real time operation for LTE SON



Source: Huawei
Presented by Huawei

ZTE: What is the benefit of classifying operations?

Huawei: The objective is to assess the real time aspects of solutions. This will help to identify the location of solutions. 

Motorola: We do not think this classification is useful for requirements. 

Huawei: For each use case, we have to estimate the time scale.

NSN: This remains high level. We have more urgent things to do. 
Ericsson: This is useless at this moment. 

Conclusion: Time characteristics (general constraints but no specific values) should be stated in use cases but there is no need to introduce such categories.
S5A071012
R8 CR 32.816-111 Addition of use case QoS related parameter optimization



Source: Huawei
Presented by Huawei

Ericsson: There is an ongoing task to check all NGMN use cases to see if they should be introduced in the TR. 

Huawei: The proposal is to just to introduce a new use case. 

Ericsson: Is there any overlap with use case 5? 

Huawei:  We believe the Use Case 5 has no direct link with QoS.

T-Mobile: There is always a risk of overlap. There is some relation between traffic situation and QoS, but both use cases are useful.

Ericsson: What are the multi-vendor aspects for this use case?

Huawei: There is no special link with multi-vendor aspects in this use case.
Ericsson: QoS is a big topic. You have QoS mechanism in many layers. A use case is not a list of parameters. What do get from this use case?

T-Mobile: This use case reflects the user experience. 

Huawei: We propose QoS for radio bearer.  

Motorola: QoS is for the telecommunication service and for bearer service. There is no clear understanding of what is proposed. 

Huawei: For LTE, we can only provide QoS at bearer level. We do not address the service level or the transport level. 
Motorola: We can extend use case 5 instead of adding a new use case. 

T-Mobile: QoS for eUTRAN is an important issue still being discussed in RAN WGs. It also needs to be considered for SON as an independent use case. Whether the solution will be common with use case 5 will be determined later on. 
Conclusion: Principle agreement to introduce the Use Case in the TR. The text needs to be updated to reflect the discussion and will be reviewed before we make a decision (S5A071037). 
S5A071014
OAM Architecture for SON



Source: Huawei
Postponed after functional decomposition has been discussed.
S5A071016
Removal of bad cells from Neighbour Cell List (NCL) for LTE SON



Source: Huawei
Presented by Huawei

Motorola: What is the relation between your proposal and the RAN3 proposal from Ericsson? 
Ericsson: There is an email approval ongoing. RAN3 sent a LS asking SA5 to work on this issue.  
NSN: The RAN3 CR says that management of white list and black list is OAM. 

Ericsson: If this is not standardized, is it impacting multi-vendor aspects? Should it be a vendor differentiator?

Ericsson: It is premature to discuss the solution. We must start with the requirement. 

Huawei: The algorithm is proprietary; it will not be discussed in SA5. Measurements are needed for the decision. 
Ericsson: If the output of the algorithm is not predictable, why do we have to specify the input of the algorithm? Vendors’ algorithm may need other inputs. 
Huawei: The algorithm is out scope but the input and output parameters must be defined. 

T-Mobile: Thresholds may be used. Is it intended?
Conclusion: Huawei to provide high level requirements before further discussions are held on the solution.
S5A071017
Discussion paper for MBMS Optimization for LTE



Source: Huawei
Presented by Huawei

ZTE: Based on figure 1, is there a need for SA5 to be involved in MBMS optimization?
Huawei: OAM might be involved in this process so we need to study MBMS optimization.

Ericsson: How can we be sure this is in our scope? 
Vodafone: Optimization at higher level view than cell level may be needed. 

Ericsson: “Ping pong” effect is possible. How to resolve it? 
Huawei: We should liaise with RAN groups to let them know we plan to work on that and ask them whether they also plan to work on that, and how we should cooperate. 

Motorola: We need more time to analyze this issue. 

Vodafone: It is still sensible to liaise with RAN3.

Conclusion: Further discussions needed. It is better to have a clearer point of view in SA5 whether we want to work on this issue before we send a LS to RAN3. Huawei will resubmit the contribution.
S5A071018
Solution for use case Neighbour Cell List (NCL) optimization



Source: Huawei
Presented by Huawei

Ericsson: Which requirement would lead to this solution? 
Huawei: There is a specification level requirement in 5.1.3.1.3. 

NSN: Link with the other contribution on NCL?

Huawei: This contribution is a description of the general mechanism. The other one proposes counters for removal of bad cells. They are not at the same level. 

NSN: It is proposed to specify similar functions in SA5 and RAN3 but the proposed solutions are different. How do we evaluate which one is better? Who makes the decision which solution is accepted? 
Huawei: We need to better understand RAN3 proposal (LS to SA was received for SA5#56) and see if we are aligned. 
Ericsson: RAN3 has defined 3 neighbouring cell lists. This proposal is not aligned with RAN3.
Motorola: We must wait for the solution from RAN3.
NSN: We still need to know how we evaluate both solutions.

Ericsson: This is a management problem. SA5 must be involved in those discussions. 
Huawei: We should study whether we can align both solutions. NCL must be synchronized between eNodeB and OAM. It is not 100% conflicting. 

Motorola: If we do not know RAN3 solution, how can we know there is a management problem? 

Conclusion: The Ericsson contribution S5A071030 needs to be discussed before we make a decision. After discussion of S5A071030, it was agreed to wait until the end of the email approvals in RAN3 and come back to this during SA5#56 (updated contribution expected S5-071901). Updated contribution should clearly indicate the use case(s) which is addressed. 
S5A071019
E New WID for E-UTRAN and EPC NRM IRPs



Source: Ericsson
This will be addressed if time is remaining at the end of ad hoc meeting, otherwise next week. Postponed.
S5A071020
E TD EPC modelling



Source: Ericsson
Was not presented in details

Huawei: IS level of EPC modelling. We have a pending WID for modelling EPC. Supporting document for the WID?
Ericsson: Yes, it is related to the WID.
Motorola: It is a new TS or a new TR? We would prefer a study and a TR.

Ericsson: We have or should have requirement for KPIs, FM, CM, and PM. All these need to have a management model. This is a solution which refers to these requirements. 
Conclusion: Postponed. First address contributions on uses cases, requirements and functional decomposition. 
S5A071021
E TD EUTRAN modelling



Source: Ericsson

Not presented.
Conclusion: Postponed. First address contributions on uses cases, requirement and functional decomposition. 
S5A071023
SON Architecture Definition Procedure



Source: Nokia Siemens Networks
Presented by NSN (slightly updated)

Motorola: What is the difference between reference model and logical architecture?
NSN: With logical architecture, we want to see what needs to be done and how to group the logical functions, it does not mention where it is located. The reference model specifies where it is implemented (eNodeB, EM, etc).
Rapporteur: Action item NSN/Motorola to study a better terminology. 
Ericsson: Removal of 6.3. Why?

NSN: It was based on the old approach. We don’t need different high-level architectures as a starting point. The architecture impacts will be an output of the study. 
Motorola: This procedure can be applied for all LTE/SAE cases or is it only for SON?
NSN: We think it is applicable to both but we have only SON use cases so far in the TR. 
Rapporteur: We may not have use cases for all old functionalities we need to keep in LTE (e.g. alarms). Those old functions are using the old architecture. Unless there are new requirements which make we cannot use this old architecture, we should reuse the existing architecture. 
Huawei: Clause 6.2.1 “This model is equally applicable to SON” need to be replaced based on the discussion we had on S5‑071757. We also need more time to re-check the last minute changes in this contribution.
Motorola: Will the procedure be included as an annex in the TR? It is currently restricted to SON. 

NSN: Where to put it is indicated in the contribution. 

Ericsson: The headings of the clauses indicate SON. They may need to be changed. We should not exclude new functionalities not part of SON. 
NSN: It was mainly intended to SON. We agree it should be more generic. 
Conclusion: This approach is agreed in principle and should be introduced in the TR after discussion on the raised comments. An update will be produced for SA5#56 (S5-071903).

S5A071024
Functional Decomposition of the Use Case “Self-Configuration of a new eNodeB”



Source: Nokia Siemens Networks
Presented by NSN (slightly updated)

T-Mobile: We assume that initial communication in step 1 is to the security gateway and authentication and authorization is performed and eNodeB gets the address of its NEM.
NSN: Security aspects need to be added. 

Motorola: Step 1 bullet 4: what means software here? 

NSN: It depends on your implementation whether you need self-test or not. The optional character of software download should be addressed in another contribution.
Huawei: Similar text is in 32.821. Whether we should merge the descriptions? 
NSN: The text does not apply to Home NodeB. This is valid for Macro eNodeB. 

ZTE: Actors and roles: we should be more specific. FFS.
Huawei: Step 1. Do you assume the address is available from the eNodeB EMS? Do you assume eNodeB and EMS can communicate with each other?
NSN: Yes.

Huawei: We have discussed security for Home NodeB before. We need to clarify the intention here. 

Ericsson: SA3 is working on this at the moment. We still do not have the answer. 
NSN: We should assume they are able to communicate. 

Ericsson: Why do we put M & O in this document? What is the meaning? 
Rapporteur: We should refer to M.3020/32.155 for the definitions of M, O, C, etc, but it is not defined there. 
NSN: Remove all the M, O, C, etc for the moment. The group agreed. 
Conclusion: Interactive questions and answers session occurred leading to some on-line drafting on the document. In principle, this contribution is agreed and it needs to be updated for SA5#56 (S5-071904).
S5A071025
Logical Architecture of the Use Case “Self-Configuration of a new eNodeB”



Source: Nokia Siemens Networks
Presented by NSN 
Huawei: Figure 1: a lot of bi-directional arrows. For example, is download arrow between server and client bi-directional? 
NSN: These arrows identify there might be possible interaction. It is generic and it needs to be further specified.

Motorola: No description of Policy Control Function (SC_PCF).
NSN: Not yet defined, like SC_MCF. We can add a note that this is FFS. The group agreed to keep with the addition of an explanatory note.
T-Mobile: About PA_PLF, it should be explained. LTE should be replaced by e-UTRAN. SAE should be replaced by EPC. 
NSN: In Figure 1 and Figure 2, it is proposed not to specify what is in the pink box (radio data preparation function). 

Huawei: Why the CPL CO_EF is not in the pink box?
NSN: CPL CO_EF is setting S1 and X2 links. That is done by the eNodeB.  

Motorola: A link may be needed between CPL CO_EF and Inventory Update Function to let the operator know about the establishment of S1 and X2 links. 
NSN: This link is not needed any more following the revision of S5A071024.
Conclusion:  Off-line discussions needed before SA5#56. To be updated for SA5#56 in S5-071905. 

S5A071026
Self-Configuration: Location of the AAF and OAM CO_EF



Source: Nokia Siemens Networks
Presented by NSN
Huawei: How many eNodeB the NM will manage?

NSN: Why address scalability questions now? Do you expect problems? 

Huawei: Yes, because the DHCP server has limited capacity.
NSN: Cannot say now how many eNodeBs. We should ask operators. How many eNodeBs are installed at the same time?
Ericsson: We don’t think this is very much a problem. 

ZTE: We support Huawei’s concern. 

Ericsson: Why are we going into the physical allocation now? 

Motorola: DHCP is just a candidate. There are other solutions.  
Ericsson: DHCP could be a good solution. Several issues should be discussed before we can decide the location: scalability of traffic, ability of DHCP servers to handle tens of thousands of IP addresses.
NSN: If DHCP server is at NM level, it is multi-vendor; otherwise it is mono-vendor. This is the question. 
Conclusion: More discussion needed. 
S5A071027
Self-Configuration: Location of the SW_DF



Source: Nokia Siemens Networks
Motorola: The software download server should be located at the NM level for multi vendor purpose. 
Ericsson: Support NSN to have it at EM level. It is not a similar case as the previous discussion on DHCP. 
NSN: EM level does not mean the software download server is the same as the OAM box. 

Huawei: Software repository in a separate server and software downloads control in EM?

NSN: We can have the two options: collocated or not.

Vodafone: Is it for newly installed NEs or also used more generally for upgrades? 

NSN: Probably used for both. 
Motorola: In Figure 1, distinguish sequence or relation with different arrows.
NSN: Some text will be added. 
Vodafone: More time needed for off line discussions.
T-Mobile: Same request. Replace terms LTE and SAE with e-UTRAN and EPC.

Conclusion: More discussion needed at SA5#56.

S5A071028
Interaction between the Self-Configuration Process and the Radio Planning Tool Chain


Source: Nokia Siemens Networks
Presented by NSN

Ericsson: Supposing lines between entities in the pink box are closed interfaces, there is no difference between Option A and Option B. 
Rapporteur: In Option A, planning data has to be available before. In Option B, planning data has to be generated during the process.

Huawei: We need to understand if which parameters are initially provided or not provided. 
Vodafone: Option A is not self-configuration because the data is provided by the existing tools. There is nothing new. 
NSN: Option  B requires much more research how to automate this tool chain. Option A can be considered as a first step, realistic for the first release of LTE. 
Motorola: We prefer Option A. 
Huawei: We need to analyze case by case for each radio parameter. Option A and Option B cannot be decided so far. 
Rapporteur: We should group the parameters and not discuss them one by one (e.g. NCL data). 

Conclusion: No consensus. Off-line discussions needed before SA5#56.

S5A071029
Self-Optimization generic procedure



Source: Nokia Siemens Networks
Huawei: The rollback may be automatic or manual? 

NSN: Yes. It could be automatic or manual. 
Huawei: What is measurement data here?

NSN: It could be data from 32.40x, for example. 

Huawei: What about alarms? Trace?

NSN: Agree alarms, trace can be used. 

Ericsson: If you do not plan to open interfaces, why do we need to be so detailed?
NSN: First identify logical architecture. Opening interfaces is a decision when discussing reference model. At this stage, standardization may or may not be needed. 

T-Mobile: What about multi-vendor aspects?
NSN: At this point of time, high level functions are defined. Then define logical architecture. Then define physical architecture and see which interfaces need to be open. 
Conclusion: An extensive Q&A session occurred leading to several clarifications from the author and on-line editing. The next steps proposed in clause 5 were agreed.  A revised version taking into account all comments (S5-071906) is expected for SA5#56.

S5A071030
Requirements for Automatic Neighbour Relation Lists



Source: Ericsson
Presented by Ericsson
Huawei: Please clarify if the steps in the figure X are in active mode.
Ericsson: All the steps in the figure are done in active mode. Steps 1 to 3 occur before handover. All the 4 steps are involved in ANRL. This is fully in line with RAN3 CR under email approval. 
Motorola: Why duplicate text from RAN3? This is outside of the scope of SA5. It is belonging to RAN3. We need to wait for the final solution from RAN3 then we know how to define the management.
Ericsson: For the TR, it is better to include all the information for better understanding. This is background information for SA5 work. 
Huawei: Steps 1 to 3 are out of SA5 scope. Step 4 may be in SA5 scope. 
Ericsson: We think that step 4 is done by eNodeB. 

Huawei: RAN3 removed 4d and 4e. 

Ericsson: It is because they think SA5 is in charge of 4d and 4e. 

NSN: SA5 mandate and RAN3 mandate are unclear. Technically, we have no problem with this proposal but we should record in the TR that there are alternative solutions.
T-Mobile: For black list and white list, how does it apply to the step 4? What is the correlation? This solution is only for e-UTRAN. How does it work for other access networks?
Ericsson: We think this is the suitable level of complexity for this contribution.
NSN: Business level requirements in 5.1.n.1. Do they address use case 2?

Ericsson: This contribution describes planning, configuration, optimization into one simple procedure. It addresses a large part of use case 2.  It is solving use case 2 to a large extent.  
Huawei: This is the first time we say NCL optimization is part of automatic installation of eNodeB. It means that there are some cases the operator does not have an initial NCL. Is it agreed by RAN3 to use this solution when there is no initial planning data for cell relationships? 
Ericsson: This planning issue is not RAN3 responsibility. 

NSN: You are not addressing removal. Are you addressing optimization? 
Ericsson: We thought the algorithm for adding/removing is vendor specific but this was a mistake. 

Motorola: What is optional in ANRL solution? 

Ericsson: White list is not mandatory. If you don’t use white list, the algorithm will work anyway. Black list is necessary. If the operator chooses to use white list, he will not reduce OPEX. 
Motorola: We should address the “ping pong” issue. One cell is candidate for neighbouring cell at eNodeB level but may be added in the black list at OAM level. This issue should be addressed. 

Ericsson: If removal algorithm is proprietary, there is coordination between eNodeB and OAM and there is no ping pong. In Huawei contribution, there is a ping pong problem, not in Ericsson contribution.  

Motorola: Inter frequency handover or inter RAT handover is currently discussed in RAN3 and may cause enhancements to ANRL.
Ericsson: Inter RAT FFS. Inter-frequency, it seems not to be a problem. 

Huawei: Physical ids may be wrongly configured and will cause problems for ANRL. 
Ericsson: ANRL does not work well in this situation. It was addressed in a previous contribution which was withdrawn. We will come back on that in further meetings. 

NSN: 5.1.n.1 REQ 3. What does it mean?

Ericsson: Management of white list and black list, switch on or off. 

NSN: 5.1.n.1 REQ 1. It should not exclude manual planning. 

Ericsson: The requirement is eliminate in order to reduce OPEX. Whether we can reach this objective is another thing. 

NSN: We should replace eliminating with minimizing. The group agreed. Some more on-line drafting was done on this requirement. 

NSN: Req 1 business level requirement shall be: "The need for planning the neighbor relation list shall be minimized", thus remove the existing text for req 1. Word eUTRAN implies that something takes place in NE.

That shall be agreed in later phase. 

Ericsson: agree

Motorola: Text above step 1. Why eNodeB need instruct each UE to perform measurement on neigh cells and how to do it? 
Rapporteur: It is a question to be discussed with RAN3 people. 

Conclusion: Some update to be done on this contribution for SA5#56. It was agreed to wait until the end of the email approvals (CR, LS) in RAN3 and come back to this during SA5#56. Updated contribution S5-071900 should clearly indicate the use case(s) which is addressed.
S5A071031
New use case and other input for 32.816



Source: Nokia Siemens Networks
Presented by NSN

Huawei: Load balance optimization use case coming from NGMN?

NSN: It is not proposed any more. Same for policy based self optimization. 
NSN: Generic use case optimization (5.1.3.1.1) should be removed or put in a separate chapter. The group agreed to move it out of the business level requirements and move it to another place for the moment (action NSN to make a proposal).
NSN: 5.1.4.1 and 5.1.4.2 are use cases based on scenarios (pre-use cases). Is it overlapping with other use cases e.g. handover optimization? 
Huawei: Agree some of the SON use cases are high level and don’t have a detailed scope. It is better for use to say which scenarios we will consider in SA5. 

Motorola: We cannot list all the possible scenarios in the TR so it is better to remove 5.1.4. 

Ericsson: This is not a satisfying reason. 

ZTE: Agree in principle with NSN but we would like to keep 5.1.4. 

T-Mobile: We should not change the horse in the middle of the ford. 
Conclusion: We have different types of use cases and difficulty to understand how they interact. It is agreed by the group. How to make it visible in the document is the question. Removal is not agreed. Placing it in a different section is neither agreed. New proposals are encouraged. 
S5A071032
WID: Self-Configuration of eNodeBs



Source: Nokia Siemens Networks
This will be addressed if time is remaining at the end of ad hoc meeting, otherwise next week. Postponed.
S5A071033
Editor's proposal 32.816



Source: Ericsson
The proposed changes were presented by the Rapporteur. 

Rapporteur: The title will be changed: LTE ( E-UTRAN and SAE ( EPC, as agreed by SA. To be done by MCC in the spec database and by the Rapporteur in the next draft. 

Huawei: The version number should be 1.2.0. The group agreed.
Huawei: Clause 5.1.7: Last sentence (005) should go back to editor’s note. The group agreed. 

Nortel: The table of contents was not updated.

Huawei: We need a bit more time to check the consistency with revision marks in v111.

Conclusion: Agreed in principle. Rapporteur will take into account the comments. All the agreed changes plus the comments will be re-applied to the clean version of TR (111) in new Tdoc S5A071036.  This update will be used for the clause by clause review.
S5A071034
CR R8 32.816 Add the use cases of Fault Management



Source: ZTE
Ericsson: In 5.1.3, they are not use cases (need start, end, steps, actors, etc). It looks like requirements. 
ZTE: Use case 1 is partly requirements, partly solution. Use case 2 is more a use case.

Rapporteur: We do not know where to include use case 1 in the TR. For use case 2, we know where to put it. 

Huawei: Both uses cases have been studied in previous releases. It is classical FCAPS, not limited to SON. It is evolution of existing specs. Should we focus on SON first? 

Rapporteur: Not a problem to address issues not specific to SON. Is it valid for e-UTRAN only?
ZTE: It is also interesting for UMTS but we prefer restrict it to e-UTRAN for the moment. Use case 2 should be called self-healing. 
Ericsson: The use of the term Service should be clarified. 
Conclusion: Not agreed. It is up to ZTE to resubmit for further meetings. 
S5A071035
Improved Self-Configuration Architecture



Source: Ericsson
Presented by Ericsson
T-Mobile: On point number 1, it is not consistent with S5A071030. You still need NCL_PLF with other radio access. 

Vodafone: Support T-Mobile. 
NSN: does Ericsson ANRL exclude the possibility to have a manual planning of NCL at NM level at initial installation. 


Ericsson: no, it does not exclude the manual planning.

Huawei: We need inventory box in NE and EM, but also in NM. The use case in NGMN requires a centralized server.  

Ericsson: Depending on the way you implement things, we may not need client/server approach.
NSN: Agree let us first discuss first if we need a client/server approach.

Rapporteur: On point 2, Inventory will be in NE and EM. It is missing in NM.
NSN: On SC_MCF, we will come back at next meeting with more arguments.
Conclusion: We have already agreed on NSN decomposition. Ericsson is free to come with more contribution on that decomposition. 
S5A071036
Revised TR 32.816



Source: Ericsson

Updates presented by the Rapporteur
Clause by clause review postponed to next week. 
Conclusion: To be submitted to SA5#56: S5-071911. 

S5A071037
Addition of use case QoS related parameter optimization (revision of S5A071012)


Source: Huawei

Presented by Huawei

Ericsson: is it only for e-UTRAN?

Huawei: Yes

Motorola: Already covered by use case 5. We see no need for this use case if you focus only on radio bearer.  

Huawei: For us, bearer service includes layer 2 and layer 3. We do not have essential difference. We can check this offline the exact wording used in RAN WGs.
Telecom Italia: Difference between QoS optimization and RRM?
Huawei: RRM is for real time call management. QoS optimization is based on long term statistics. 
Conclusion: Some more clarification is needed on the objective. Update in S5-071910 expected for SA5#56.

S5A071038
Use case mapping between 32.816 and NGMN SON


Source: Huawei

Presented by Huawei

It was discussed how to fill the comparison table (partial, 1 to N, N to 1). Not use mapping. 

New title of the Annex was agreed: “Comparison of uses cases to NGMN SON”.
NSN: The reference documents should be provided. We need to know the version of the documents we have.
T-Mobile: The legal aspects are currently discussed. Action: Istvan to see the status for SA5#56 meeting. 
Vodafone: We should establish a formal relationship between NGMN and 3GPP. Action: SA5 chair. 
Documents to be used but that will not be distributed:

- Whitepaper 3.0 public

- Use cases related to self organizing networks 2.02 (2 files)
Conclusion: The recommendation to SA5#56 is to include this table in the TR. An update for SA5#56 is needed (S5-071909).
3
Any Other Business

None
4
Close of Meeting
Output documents to SA5#56: 
	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Doc-type
	Agenda
	Comment

	S5-071900
	Requirements for Automatic Neighbour Relation Lists
	Ericsson
	Other
	6.7
	Replaces S5‑071828 / S5A071030

	S5-071901
	Solution for use case Neighbour Cell List (NCL) optimization
	Huawei
	Other
	6.7
	Replaces S5‑071865 / S5A071018

	S5-071902
	Ad hoc Report
	WG Chairman
	Report
	6.7
	Same as S5A071006

	S5-071903
	SON Architecture Definition Procedure
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	Other
	6.7
	Replaces S5‑071848 / S5A071023

	S5-071904
	Functional Decomposition of the Use Case “Self-Configuration of a new eNodeB”
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	other
	6.7
	Replaces S5‑071849 / S5A071024

	S5-071905
	Architecture of the Use Case “Self-Configuration of a new eNodeB”
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	other
	6.7
	Replaces S5‑071850 / S5A071025

	S5-071906
	Self-Optimization generic procedure
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	other
	6.7
	Replaces S5‑071825 / S5A071029

	S5-071909
	Use case mapping between 32.816 and NGMN SON
	Huawei
	other
	6.7
	New

	S5-071910
	Addition of use case QoS related parameter optimization
	Huawei
	other
	6.7
	Replaces S5‑071861/ S5A071037

	S5-071911
	TR 32.816 1.2.0
	Rapporteur
	other
	6.7
	Updated TR


Work plan:

- Proposed date for TR Approval: TSG SA#40 June 2008 for approval (6 months delay). The group agreed to propose this new date to SA5#56. 
- The group agreed to publish the output TR of SA5#56 meeting in Latest Drafts folder.
- The group will consider next week sending again the TR for information to SA#38 to let them know about new structure.
- Assessment of stable parts in the TR to see if we can start implementation WIs: 

Use case 1 is the most advanced. NSN thinks we are stable enough for Use Case 1. Decision postponed at the end of the Guangzhou meeting. 
Use case 2. We have some proposals. RAN3 email approval ongoing. Decision postponed at the end of the Guangzhou meeting.

Use Case 3, 4, 5, 7 are not stable enough.
Use Case 6. Wait for more contributions. 

Clause 5.1.4 32.816 v1.2.0: no major work expected in the existing specifications. 

5.1.5: see Use Case 1
5.1.6:  already a WI on Trace
5.1.7: need more work

5.1.8: need more work

5.1.9: no big work expected

5.1.10.1: no big work

5.1.10.2: need more work

5.1.11: no major impact expected on PM IRP, need for measurements 
Action points:

	AP ID
	Title
	Prime
	Due by
	Comment

	AP_Adhoc_01
	The original basic SON use cases were introduced one year ago. We need to give an action item to Operators to check whether the uses cases are up-to-date.
	T-Mobile
	Next meeting
	From S5A071009

	AP_Adhoc_02
	Study a better terminology for Reference Model/Logical Architecture
	NSN/Motorola
	Next meeting
	From S5A071023

	AP_Adhoc_03
	Check the status of ongoing discussions on legal aspects for distributing NGMN documents
	T-Mobile
	Beginning of next week
	From S5A071038

	AP_Adhoc_04
	We should establish a formal relationship between NGMN and 3GPP
	SA5 Chairman
	Next SA meeting
	From S5A071038


Annex A: List of Documents

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Doc-type
	Agenda
	Decision

	S5A071000
	Invitation to this meeting
	Host
	other
	1
	Noted

	S5A071001
	List of participants
	LTE OAM SI Rapporteur
	other
	1
	Noted

	S5A071002
	Agenda
	LTE OAM SI Rapporteur
	other
	1
	Approved

	S5A071003
	Meeting Templates
	TB Officer
	other
	1
	Noted

	S5A071004
	Meeting Document List
	LTE OAM SI Rapporteur
	other
	1
	Noted

	S5A071005
	Approved agenda with Tdoc allocation
	LTE OAM SI Rapporteur
	other
	1
	Not needed

	S5A071006
	Meeting minutes
	LTE OAM SI Rapporteur
	meeting report
	2
	Available

	S5A071007
	Update of S5-071514 (White paper on LTE&SAE OAM architectures) to the new TR 32.816 structure
	Motorola
	other
	2
	Postponed

	S5A071008
	R8 CR 32.816-111 Enhance to fit the different architectures based on the discussion on the LTE&SAE OAM architectures
	Motorola (MCC)
	CR
	2
	Postponed

	S5A071009
	Discussion paper on the SON use cases for LTE management
	Huawei
	other
	2
	A mapping table will be discussed.

	S5A071010
	Discussion paper on LTE management
	Huawei
	other
	2
	Partially agreed

	S5A071011
	R8 CR 32.816-111 Addition of Classification of real time operation for LTE SON
	Huawei
	CR
	2
	Noted

	S5A071012
	R8 CR 32.816-111 Addition of use case QoS related parameter optimization
	Huawei
	CR
	2
	Principle agreement. Need update.

	S5A071014
	OAM Architecture for SON
	Huawei
	other
	2
	Postponed

	S5A071016
	Removal of bad cells from Neighbour Cell List (NCL) for LTE SON
	Huawei
	other
	2
	High level requirements needed

	S5A071017
	Discussion paper for MBMS Optimization for LTE
	Huawei
	other
	2
	More discussion needed

	S5A071018
	Solution for use case Neighbour Cell List (NCL) optimization
	Huawei
	other
	2
	More discussion needed. Update expected.

	S5A071019
	E New WID for E-UTRAN and EPC NRM IRPs
	Ericsson
	new WID
	2
	Postponed

	S5A071020
	E TD EPC modelling
	Ericsson
	other
	2
	Postponed

	S5A071021
	E TD EUTRAN modelling
	Ericsson
	other
	2
	Postponed

	S5A071023
	SON Architecture Definition Procedure
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	other
	2
	Agreed in principle. Update expected.

	S5A071024
	Functional Decomposition of the Use Case “Self-Configuration of a new eNodeB”
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	other
	2
	Agreed in principle. Update expected.

	S5A071025
	Logical Architecture of the Use Case “Self-Configuration of a new eNodeB”
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	other
	2
	Off-line discussions needed before SA5#56. To be updated.

	S5A071026
	Self-Configuration: Location of the AAF and OAM CO_EF
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	other
	2
	More discussion needed.

	S5A071027
	Self-Configuration: Location of the SW_DF
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	other
	2
	More discussion needed.

	S5A071028
	Intercation between the Self-Configuration Process and the Radio Planning Tool Chain
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	other
	2
	Off line discussions needed.

	S5A071029
	Self-Optimization generic procedure
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	other
	2
	Agreed. Update expected.

	S5A071030
	Requirements for Automatic Neighbour Relation Lists
	Ericsson
	other
	2
	To be updated for SA5#56

	S5A071031
	New use case and other input for 32.816
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	other
	2
	Not agreed. New proposals are encouraged.

	S5A071032
	WID: Self-Configuration of eNodeBs
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	new WID
	2
	Postponed

	S5A071033
	Editor's proposal 32.816
	Ericsson
	other
	2
	Agreed in principle. Update expected.

	S5A071034
	CR R8 32.816 Add the use cases of Fault Management
	ZTE
	CR
	2
	To be resubmitted

	S5A071035
	Improved Self-Configuration Architecture
	Ericsson
	other
	2
	Not agreed

	S5A071036
	Revised TR 32.816
	Ericsson
	New draft TR
	2
	Noted

	S5A071037
	Addition of use case QoS related parameter optimization (revision of S5A071012)
	Huawei
	Other
	2
	Principle agreement. Need update.

	S5A071038
	Use case mapping between 32.816 and NGMN SON
	Huawei
	Other
	2
	Agreed. Update for next week.
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