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6.6.1 and 6.6.2
1 3GPP Work Plan status

Percentage of completion: 92% (previously 90%)

Estimated completion date: Study part: SA#64 (06/2014) Work task part: Rel-13.
Other information (WID update, Rapporteur change, etc): -
2 Technical Progress status

Summary of progress: A new use case for capacity has been discussed. The use case Cell coverage adapting to traffic demands has been discussed. A common understanding is that real time optimisation is not applicable for NM centralised CCO. It has been agreed to introduce three phases for the optimisation cycle and that monitoring of the network (done 24 hours, 7 days a week) should use a minimum of resources in the UE and the network. The use of using PM for monitoring has been discussed.
Outstanding issues: - 
3 Minutes

The RG session was held on 2014-03-25 third Quarter.

	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source 

	S5-140641
	LS from RAN3 to SA5 on Rel.11 SON enhancements (Note that this LS is regarding SON work in RAN3 and not CCO work done in SA5).
Huawei: We should provide some feedback about SA5 discussion. We should answer from next meeting.

Conclusion: Postponed.
	RAN3

	S5-140621
	pCR to TR 32.836 Use Case 6 Capacity Optimization
NSN: Will CAC be collected as PM counters?
Cisco: It is not specified. 
NSN: CAC is a real time parameter, how is that collected in PM intervals? 
Cisco: We can have real time info to the NM. Average values can be provided. There might be a big difference between two eNBs in performance, due to real time services. 
NSN: RAN3 colleagues say that this is only used for load balancing. It does not mean that available capacity can be calculated. Different vendors can be different in how much load balancing they want to accept. 
Cisco: That is not what I found in the standard. 
NSN: It is stated in 36.300. 
ALU: Available capacity is real time, how is collected? 
Cisco: That can be asked for other measurements. Average can be used. 
ALU: What is the difference between average and what is provided today? The true value will not be understood. 
Cisco: If eNB gives a %-value, it is useful information. Indicator for performance of scheduler of the eNB is what is wanted.
Ericsson: There seems to be some misunderstanding of CAC. Cisco RAN3 delegates should clarify what it is. This is not an average measure. In another WI you say that CAC is implementation dependent, so you want to have a centralised/hybrid function to correct it. Now you say that a NM solution which needs CAC. It gets circular.
Cisco: We can ask RAN3 in a LS. 
NSN: Before sending a LS, internal company check should be done as many company has done already. 
Cisco: Can I draft a LS? 
NSN: As most companies do not think it is not needed, so some supporter is needed for your case.
Cisco: There are some company seems to have their own right to interpret the standard. The standard is what it is.
Cisco: CAC is just a proprietary measure. But it is the MLB algorithm that is the problem. 
NSN: This is not agreed. So off line discussion is encouraged. 
DT: Anything usable to the operator is blocked. I can come with use cases as well. It is only whether there is some capacity to send out data. 
NSN: CAC is used for a specific purpose, so it is difficult to use it for another purpose.

Conclusion: Off line discussion.
	Cisco

	S5-140646
	R12 Tdoc Cell coverage adapting to traffic demand use case recommendation
NSN: I agree but not agree. I agree that real time changes are out of scope, but the use case do include continuous slow changes. E.g. big sport games taking place twice a week. 
ALU: But that is planned changes.
Ericsson: There are distributed SON functions specified by RAN3 which takes care of fast changes. As they cope with fast changes, also slow changes are taken care of. Planned changes will most probably be more efficient to have another input than from the network. To predict the future based on the past is not always good. So it is better to let quick SON functions to take care of slow changes as well.
NSN: I am ok to say that dynamic changes are out of scope. 
Cisco: I oppose to do partial recommendations for a use case.
Intel: The use case is not addressing real time optimisation. 
NSN: It is not clear from the text.

Conclusion: off line discussion. If some progress is made, a Tdoc number can be taken.
	Ericsson

	S5-140648
	R12 pCR 32.836-130 CCO bin evaluation
PIWorks: Distributed functions can have problems as longer analysis times are needed. For those cases the centralised functions are better than distributed.
Intel: I have a problem with only having PM in monitoring phase. PM can be complimented by other methods e.g. using events. 
Ericsson: That might be ok, but it has to be contributed so that they can be discussed. 
NSN: Proposal 6 is too strong. Some binning like the CMCC RSRP is not so resource consuming. This means also that the conclusion is too strong. 
Ericsson: I agree, but the TR does not describe bins other than the resource consuming version in 4.2.2. I agree that the proposal and the recommendation could be more precis.
Cisco: The comparison mixes things, it compares trucks and sport cars. 
Ericsson: The CCO function needs both trucks and sport cars, why they need to be included.
DT: Proposal 2 has a problem. What is meant by “existing”? 
Ericsson: The measurements in the TR and the existing specifications. It can be clarified. But I am fine with having more measurements being added, as long as they solve an issue. So please describe what is wanted so it can be discussed.
Cisco: The use cases are not aligned with the three phases. 
NSN: A sentence could be added to each use case saying what phase is supported.

Conclusion: Update in 738.
	Ericsson

	S5-140656
	Discussion paper of NM CCO monitoring
NSN: Intel mix monitoring and analysis phases. But there is a missing link. In e.g. use case 3 the link between monitoring phase and analysis phase is missing. 
ALU: Some indication is missing, possibly dropped calls. 
Joey: Use case 3 is really two use cases.
DT: CCO is not suitable for real time optimisation. But slow time optimisation is ok. 
ALU: CCO cannot solve real time problems at the time when they occur. 

Conclusion: Noted.
	Intel
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