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6.10.1
1 3GPP Work Plan status

Percentage of completion: 90 % (previously 85 %)

Estimated completion date: SA#64 - 06/2014
Other information: -
-
2 Technical Progress status

Summary of progress:
· Discussed policy-based management changes.
· Discussed addition of Hetnet deployment scenarios related to RRH
· Discussed updated proposal on PM data reduction related to KPI calculation
· Discussed clarification of PM trend reporting

· Editorial updates in TR
Outstanding issues: None
3 Minutes

The RG session was held on 2014-03-26 during Q2
	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source 

	S5-140581
	pCR 32.835 Editorial changes

Presented by Huawei (ZhangKai).
Comments: 
· Ericsson (Ulf): Keep the Concept heading for possible future use.  

Conclusion: Update to S5-140763 according to comments. 


	Huawei

	S5-140582
	pCR 32.835 Policy-based management changes
Presented by Huawei (ZhangKai).
Comments: 
· NSN (Anatoly): The specific example shows only one type of grouping. E.g., grouping to manage small cells together would make more sense. The proposal looks a bit too simplified. Also , importance is put as a separate factor. 
· Huawei (Zhangkai): Want to give example from the capacity point of view, not from coverage point of view. 
· NSN (Anatoly): if it is for capacity it should be OK, but the grouping does not seem to show that. 
· Huawei (ZhangKai): this is specifically for the HetNet scenario.

· NSN (Anatoly): The grouping seem to serve different purposes, capacity and coverage. Not all situations can be reflected by this one single example. 
· Ericsson (Edwin): What is the purpose of the grouping? This is only one example. 
· NSN (YiZhi): if it should be only one example, it has to be very common example. 
· NSN (Anatoly): some examples need to be added, and the first example can be this- what this particular grouping improves for the management or reduces the cost and the amount of management data.
·  Edwin: text need to be improved (“of so many…”) and (“configuration data”). 

Conclusion: Offline discussion. Update in S5-140764.


	Huawei

	S5-140583
	pCR 32.835 Add hetnet deployment scenarios

Presented by ZhangKai
Comments:
· NSN (Anatoly): This does not add anything new. Specific case of antenna system in scenario 2:  what makes that a HetNet scenario ? Furthermore, optical fibre is only an example of connection to the RRH. 

· NSN (Anatoly): In scenario 1: what is the difference to the ordinary scenario for eNodeB ? 
· Huawei (ZhangKai): the difference is that with many RRHs, for e.g. alarms there is new management situation. 
Modelling is required. 
· NSN (Anatoly): Antenna is related to the cell, not to the eNodeB.
· Alcatel-Lucent (Padma): cannot see that this is HetNet specific.

· Huawei (ZhangKai): in RAN groups  this is described as HetNet sccenrios.
· Ericsson (Edwin): RRH scenarios should be described in a different structure (introductory section and sub-sections). 
· NSN (Anatoly): quite different what SA5 focuses on for HetNet and what RAN groups are looking at. We look at this as a SON WI.
· NSN (YiZhi): thinks the WI scope covers all HetNet parts.  

Conclusion: Postpone 


	Huawei

	S5-140630
	pCR TR 32.835 Reduction of PM data

Presented by Ericsson (Ulf)
Comments: 
· Huawei (ZhangKai). Should it really say operator or “automated function” above Itf-N for selection of measurements? 
· PIWorks (Serkan) : Selection should be made, but do not see any need for having automatic function to optimize the data flow. Foresee some complexity.
Operators sometime want to see the details. Transfer of all counters must still be possible. We should be careful with KPI mechanism standardization. 
· Ericsson (Robert): The whole context is that there will be a huge amount of nodes – we say that if an operator decides that there is no need to see the detailed picture - for certain nodes we can say : “give the KPI value only”. 
· NSN (YiZhi): If there are such case the proposal can make sense.  There does not seem to be any explicit operator support for this. . 

· NSN (Anatoly):   some of the operators may be interested to calculate KPI in different ways, The proposal seems to want to change the architecture below Itf-N.  
· Deutsche Telekom (Eamon): We support the contribution, and in particular the bullet 2, For bullet 3, it could be good to specify that counters that are not transferred with the KPI can be discarded. 

· Alcatel-Lucent (Padma): Must be clear that the possibility to transfer all counters is not removed.
· Cisco (Vladimir): Ref 3 to 7 are not all related to this. Ericsson (Ulf): Agree to that 6 and 7 can be removed. 

Conclusion: off-line discussion. Update according to comments in S5-140765


	Ericsson

	S5-140631
	pCR TR 32.835 Clarification of PM trend reporting

Presented by Ulf
Comments:

· NSN (Anatoly): Explain the suggested move to Rel-13 ? Robert: It clarifies that it is not part of Rel-12 or Rel-13.. 

· Huawei (ZhangKai): Can 8.2 and 8.3 be removed ?  Robert: we say here that based on the information that we have in the TR we do not see that these areas can be included. 
· ZhangKai: clarification of “predicted performance measurement trends” in 8.X ?

Conclusion: Discuss the 8.x text with Huawei/NSN and update if necessary.  S5-140775


	Ericsson


4 Action items
No action items.
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