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1 Progress status

Percentage of completion: 45% (previously 25%)

Summary of progress: Contributions about CCO, SON coordination and RACH Opt were discussed. Some contributions about CCO and RACH were agreed, see below minutes. The shadow TS 32.522 needs a new version to capture the agreed content, including an agreed contribution (S5-103207r1) which was discussed in ESM session about the coordination between ESM and COC.
Outstanding issues: 
For CCO, concrete targets needs to discussed and decided.
For RACH optimization, concrete PM counters need to be provided to evaluate the related targets.
For SON SO mgmt continuation WI, an exception to March 2011 is needed.
2 Minutes

The RG session was held on <2010-11-17, Quarters 4, late>.
2.1 LS 

	#
	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Minutes

	1. 
	S5-103073
	LS on Information on the way forward concerning CCO solution R3-102479
	RAN3
	Question raised by group  that because Ran3 is reconstructing MRO, what is meaning of coordination with MRO? – R9 or R10? Ran3 r10 mro is backward compatible with r9 or not?

NSN(Krzysztof as the ls author): mro r10 is built on top of r9. CCO detection is distributed and as a side effect of MRO and MDT work. Ran3 does not exclude other detection (centralized), ran3 just work on distributed detection in current stage.

Noted.

	2. 
	S5-103074
	Reply LS on Configuration Parameter Ranges for MRO R3-102518
	RAN3
	Group agreed to wait for RAN3 since they are doing some work related MRO.

Noted.

	3. 
	S5-103089
	Reply LS to S5-102476 = R2-105302 on Access Delay estimation for RACH Optimization R2-106011
	RAN2
	No comments.

Noted.


2.2 TS 32.521

	#
	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Minutes

	4. 
	S5-103210
	CR R10 32.521 Add missing requirements for CCO
	Huawei
	Some online revisions about the CR coverage and requirement wording style done and agreed. 

->103344

Agreed.

	5. 
	S5-103241
	Overview of Coverage and Capacity Optimization
	Ericsson
	Comments on

Proposal 1: similar high view figure and text exist in TS 32.521. It is better to redraw the figure to reflect distributed CCO detection and centralized mitigation.

Proposal 2: why we need this new term? For CCO using existing term, which is familiar for operators, is enough. For example, call drop rate maybe is a good target. What is the purpose of covered user? Use this to provide operators with target and give operators a tool to control.

Proposal 3: can we understand the surface and population as coverage and capacity? In first stage of a new network, focus on coverage – surface; with more users focus on user (call drop rate).

Noted.


2.3 TS 32.522

	#
	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Minutes

	6. 
	S5-103157
	Allow NM centralized architecture for Hand-over parameter optimization - Align with 32.500
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	SA5 has solution already, that solution will not work if the MRO is NM centralized. EM centralized is below itf-N and it is ok. 

What is the benefit to std all possible solutions? 

Noted.

	7. 
	S5-103208
	pCR RACH optimization mgmt
	Huawei and Ericsson
	The two targets can be chosen at the same time? They are CM, depends on vendor’s implementation. Change the legal values of ADP to a range format.

->345

Agreed.

	8. 
	S5-103209
	Coordination among COC, ES and other self-optimization functions
	Huawei
	Using operationalStatus which is a Boolean as a flag. Maybe in future we can modulate this into cell IOC. 

Noted.

	9. 
	S5-103211
	pCR Proposal for capacity and coverage optimization
	Huawei
	For 4.5.3.1:

- Add a general statement to reflect that fixing these problem symptoms needs to consider some factors such as time, frequency, etc.
- Add a ref to ran2 spec.
-> 346

Agreed.

	10. 
	S5-103156
	Managing SON targets, Rel-10 CR to 32.522


	Nokia Siemens Networks
	Replace priorities with sth flexible, but this particular solution seems not work because if different targets have different values.

At SA5#67, we discussed the weight vs. rank order, see S5-093329. In Rank Ordering, you prioritize one objective/target above each other without giving explicit mathematical weights.

How can you make weight decision in a real network? Not only from a pure arithmetic POV. 

Assigning weights without thought can cause problems that’s why we didn’t suggest to use weight for multiple objectives optimization.

Noted.


3 Action items

	Item
	Description
	Release
	Owner
	Status 
	Target 
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