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1 3GPP Work Plan status

Percentage of completion: n/a
Estimated completion date: n/a
Other information (WID update, Rapporteur change, etc): n/a
2 Technical Progress status

Summary of progress: n/a
Outstanding issues: n/a
3 Minutes

The RG session was held on <Aug.26, 2013, Q1 and Q2>.

	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source 

	S5-131294
	Study on Lightweight Itf-N
· Offline comments/editorials from MCC (Adrian Zoicas);

· HW: what is the impact to the current specifications?

· CMCC: we are proposing a new set of specifications

· HW: then how do you choose which set to use?

· CMCC: we allow operator to choose which spec to use

· DT: similar work was already done under 28.390 (FM profiling)

· E//: can this be solved by profiling instead of creating a new set of specs?

· Teliasonera: we are concerned that many operators have not implemented Itf-N. From this perspective we support this study and would like to be added.

· E//: We support this work, but we are against the new set of specifications. In the study we need to clearly define what the “new solution” means.

· DT: we support your proposal

· ALU: we support this WI

· Cisco: I don’t really support this as it stands (share comments from Teliasonera and NSN)

· HW: we support the intention, but we’d rather see a link between NGMN “essential” and the selected sub-set (profile) result of this work.

· E//: we’d like to add the handling of vendor-specific extensions topic

Conclusion: revised to S5-131355 (will be presented at the closing plenary). 
	China Mobile

	S5-131295
	Study on Command Script Parsing Requirement
· CMCC: this is not a study item, work item

· MCC: several editorials

· Cisco: what specifications will be affected (new?)

· CMCC: new TS

· E//: is it type 1 interface that you want to standardize?

· CMCC: the CSP is a translation layer between the command script issued by operator and vendor specific command script

· E//: comment on the placement of CSP – if you place it in the NE, then you interfere (compete) with all the vendor specific MMIs; if you place it in the EM (it becomes part of the Itf-N), then you compete with the existing IRPs and the new lightweight IRPs that you are proposing

· OAM Chair: suggest a new discussion paper to the next meeting describing the details of the architecture that you are proposing. 

Conclusion: This WID is noted
	China Mobile

	S5-131296
	New WID Enhancements of OAM aspects of Distributed SON functions
See details for comments in in S5-131297.

Conclusion: To be revised.
	Cisco, Vodafone, Intel

	S5-131297
	Enhancements of OAM aspects of Distributed SON functions - Discussion Paper
· E//: I don’t see any evidence that these problems exist in the real world

· Cisco: we don’t have documented input on these problems from operators, but there are no big deployments with distributed SON functions active… But the operators are very cautious of how the SON algorithms work…

· VF: we support the idea of deeper investigation of distributed and centralized SON functions

· HW: what exactly the bullet A (configure operations of dSON) mean;

· Cisco: it already exists in 3GPP standards for some SON functions

· NSN: concerned about umbrella WI with large scope (may be never completed), more practical approach would be a case-by-case approach

· ALU: the topic of cSON vs dSON has been discussed for long time, in 32.522 we already tried to capture the more appropriate architectures for each SON function (e.g. both for energy savings)

· E//: disagree with your criticism of X2 interworking… these are based on agreements made in RAN groups (RAN3). We see that many of your proposals are moving towards defining the RAN work

· Cisco: I believe, your comment is about scope (RAN3 vs SA5)… I don’t propose to create a new combined/hybrid SON algorithm

· NSN: your starting point is that there is a problem with dSON

· Intel: agree tht we should not have a blanket WID

Conclusion: noted
	Cisco

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


4 Action items
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