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1
3GPP Work Plan status

Percentage of completion: 
40% (previously 35%)

Estimated completion date: 
SA#64, Jun 2014
Other information (WID update, Rapporteur change, etc): Completion dates for two documents moved forward.
2
Technical Progress status

Summary of progress: No contributions agreed, however the discussion moved forward and three contributions were revised to be presented at OAM closing session.
Summary of discussion: The discussion cantered around new measurements, correlation of measurements, and user consent issues.
Outstanding issues:
3
Minutes
3.1
TR 32.836

	#
	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Notes

	1. 
	S5-130902
	pCR EUTRAN connected mode UE measurements
	Intel, Cisco
	NSN: The contribution is confusing. What is intended?
Intel: The intention is to report measurements that are stored in the eNB.

NSN: This is immediate MDT.  None of these measurements are new, unless you propose IRAT measurements. Then you have issues in RAN groups, as IRAT MDT is not supported by RAN. Unless this is about IRAT HO trigger, in case you should send the proposal to RAN2.

Intel: This is IRAT HO trigger.

NSN: Then RAN2 needs to discuss if this is possible to support.

Intel: In section 6, there are measurements that are not supported. 
NSN: Then it is not IRAT measurements or logged measurements, but a new trigger. You need to reword.  You need to explain why the trigger is missing.

Cisco: This is measurements related to IRAT HO. We assume that these measurements are already logged in eNBs. There is no reference to MDT.

NSN: I suggest rewriting the contribution so it is not ambiguous.

Cisco: There are conditions on reading measurement that are already done

Ericsson: This contribution is confusing. What kinds of measurements Do you intend? Very unclear.
Ericsson: Are you dictating which measurements are to be collected by the eNB?

Cisco: RSRP and RSRQ measurements are mandatory.

Cisco: The problem is that sometimes LTE UEs are sent to e.g. UTRAN when it should stay in LTE.

KZ: This looks like a data correlation idea. However, we have all measurements already.

Chairman: I cannot see consensus. 

Conclusion: Revise -> 1045
Add editor’s note on SA3 cooperation.

Conclusion: Present in OAM closing plenary.



	2. 
	S5-130903
	pCR Interference mitigation for cell edge UE use case
	Intel, Cisco
	NSN: If coy compare to the CMCC contribution, can your Use Case be satisfied by the CMCC proposal?

NSN: Rx-Tx is different.  32.425 section 4.10.2 already has these measurements.

NSN: General comment: TA cannot reflect cell edge. TA cannot support your UC. You can only use handover parameters for this.

Cisco: Under normal condition, more distance means more interference.

Ericsson: The correlation between TA and path loss is weak, especially in an urban scenario. The same applies to the correlation between TA and cell edge.

Chairman: Suggests cooperating with CMCC on this.

CMCC: Cannot see how our contribution can support this UC.

Chairman: This UC is not acceptable in NM C CCO.

Conclusion: Noted.

	3. 
	S5-130904
	pCR EUTRAN UE distribution measurement
	Intel
	Ericsson: How likely is it that there will be wide deployment of equipment supporting these measurements?
Ericsson: Multipath propagation and reflections make these measurements unreliable.
Huawei: There are two flaws with this contribution: 1) Measurements depend on the UE. 2) For downlink measurements, the accuracy is low.
NSN: Practical comment: You propose one measurement per bin.  This will be voluminous. Too processing expensive. Academically, the paper has merit.

Cisco: With four antennas, AOA should be measureable. Four antennas are found in some practical cases.

Cisco: The number of bins should be considered carefully.

Cisco: If many bins take too much power and bandwidth, the number of binds should be fewer. This should be configured.

KPN: The intention is to roughly estimate hotspots.
NSN: CMCC has measurements with roughly give the same results. 

NSN: On configurable bins: This would be a new kind of measurement, which is not yet supported.
Huawei: Cannot see the value of polar bins, suggests the well-known latitude/longitude bins.

Cisco: This is an eNB feature. Does this contribution require something unusually computationally expensive? Beamforming is very computationally expensive!

Conclusion: Noted.

CMCC: Supports this idea.

	4. 
	S5-130943


	Rel-12 CR 32.422 Add MDT Anonymization mechanism
	Huawei
	Reallocated from 6.3.

Notes from the Maintenance session:
Chairman: Reallocated to CCO session according to discussion on 947.
CCO session:

Conclusion: Noted.

	5. 
	S5-130945


	Analysis of CCO Data Correlation Scenarios
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	Ericson: Agrees with the problem, and sees similarities between NSN and Huawei (S5-130943, S5-130947). Differs by the identifiers used. We need a better understanding of the identifiers. 

NSN: Partially disagrees, sees more similarity between NSN and Ericsson. 

Ericsson: Agree to 5.

NSN: Now there is a C-RTNI alternative and a pseudonym alternative.

NSN: A pseudonym is “persistent”, and is a permanent pseudonym of the UE. Maybe a little more than SA3 intended. Sees integrity concerns. Suggests making the lifetime shorter, so one cannot build a “full” history.

Ericsson: How would you correlate?

NSN: You can use C-RNTI+timestamp+??? (UE id?)

Huawei: Proposal 5 includes 1,2,3.

NSN: But there are no conclusions in the text proposed.

NSN: Important here are error scenarios.

Huawei: C-RNTI lifetime is very short. Sometime a longer term history would be useful.

NSN: A persistent identity is not better than IMSI.

NSN: Huawei’s proposal needs to be sent to SA3 for consideration.

Huawei: TIMSI is not a permanent identifier.

NSN: The anonymization is only for MDT, not for trace, RLF and RCEF.

Cisco: The problem is real. Likes the contribution. One thing is missing: mark clearly if it is management activated or signalling based.

NSN: This is only area based. In signalling base, the identity of the user is already known.

Ericsson: In signalling based, do we want to correlate RCEF and connected mode measurements and RLF? Needs a surviving identifier.

Huawei: You have different categorizations vs. section numbers, why?

NSN: The 5-level section numbers should have same titles.

Conclusion: Revise -> 1075
Thu session:

The group discussed the five proposals and the revised proposed text.

Proposals 1-4: Not agreed as, Ericsson wants to include an identifier that survives idle mode.

Proposal 5: Huawei: Need changes to section titles.

Conclusion: Revise -> 1078


	6. 
	S5-130947


	Discussion paper for MDT Anonymization mechanism in Rel-12
	Huawei
	Reallocated from 6.3.

Notes from the Maintenance session:

NSN: There is no use case for the proposal. What problem is to be solved? Why should only MDT be able to use the pseudonym? In CCO it is discussed, but that discussion is not finished.
Huawei:: Related to NSN and Ericsson contributions. So the problem can be split in different levels. First level is correlation for one UE.
NSN: The LS that was sent to SA3 was for the CCO use cases. But these contributions were not sent to CCO WI.

Reallocated to CCO session.
CCO session:

Conclusion: Noted.

	7. 
	S5-130948
	Discussion on contention measurements for CCO
	Huawei
	Cisco: What is the relation between contention and poor coverage?

Huawei: How to judge whether it is contention. If contention, no need to do CCO. You only need to know the SINR situation.

Cisco: No strong relation between contention and coverage.

The group discussed the three proposals:

Proposal 1: Agreed.

Proposal 2: Agreed.

Proposal 3: Not agreed.

Conclusion: Noted.



	8. 
	S5-130958
	pCR 32.836 Triggering UE measurements for PM purposes
	Ericsson
	NSN: Completely disagrees with the PM disadvantages.

NSN: Using Trace activation is not intuitive.

NSN: Risk of missing creating the PM jobs when you start trace jobs.
Ericsson: This is typically not manual but done by a computer. Not an issue.
Huawei: Share NSN view. PM IRP needs not to be changed.

NSN: Compare to the CMCC proposal and extend it. 

Conclusion: Revise?
Thu session:

Conclusion: Noted.

	9. 
	S5-130959
	pCR 32.836 Correlation of measurements for CCO
	Ericsson
	NSN: There is no overlap with the NSN contribution.
Ericsson: There is little overlap with the pseudonym.

NSN: There is no UC for this semi-permanent identifier/pseudonym.

NSN: Which UC? For active/idle changes?
NSN: 1) Which UC?

NSN: 2) How long lifetime for the identity?

Ericsson: 2. Semi-persistent.

NSN: There is no UC.

Huawei: Why do we not have a UC? I believe it exists.

NSN: You could build a long track of the user. Privacy violation.

Huawei: NSN only supports one-time correlations

NSN: … or incident-based correlation.

NSN: Need more offline discussion.

Ericsson: Needs an identification that survives idle and failures. The MME has better opportunity to handle this. Also for anonymization requirements.

Ericsson: Hw and E proposals are very similar.

Conclusion: Ericsson to lead the offline discussions.
Thu session:

Needs more discussion.

Conclusion: Noted.

	10. 
	S5-130960
	pCR 32.836 Implementing SA3 privacy guidelines
	Ericsson
	NSN:  The contribution reflects the SA3 LS well, except last sentence in 6.2. Remove last sentence in 6.2.

Ericsson: Remove bracket in 6.3.

Cisco et al: 6.3:Change  “mapped” -> “correlated”

Online editing.

Conclusion: revise to 1076.




