Minutes of Rapporteur Session on agenda item 6.07.
BB: UID_390004 Self-Organizing Networks (SON) - TS 32.500
Author: Adrian Neal (Vodafone) pp. Panagiotis Gompakis (Rapporteur).

There were four documents in the session.

S5-082179. Presentation of Specification to TSG or WG. Source Vodafone.

Vodafone proposed that this should only apply to TS32.500, as this is the only specification involved. Ericsson suggested that it might be better to ask for approval. There were no objections to that. Vodafone agreed to revise for editorial changes and send it to SA Plenary for Information and Approval.

Conclusion: Revised to S5-082405
S5-082183.  Add Requirements to Section 5.1.1. Source Vodafone.

Alcatel-Lucent suggested that the real issue was to monitor performance, not behaviour. Vodafone proposed that “outcome” or “result” would be better.. Ericsson stated that for Self-Configuration that would mean each step, which is OK. It could differ for each SON function. For example – steps for Self-Configuration, end results for ANR. Vodafone stated that it suits all those needs as it stands. Qualcomm agreed that it would be correct if it were a business level requirement, but as it is at specification level we need more detail. Vodafone stated that behaviours normally means performance, but output parameters are defined per function. Ericsson asked why it needs to be different compared to non-SON functions? Vodafone agreed that it is not different, but we need such a statement in this SON Requirements specification in order to cover it. Ericsson proposed to change the word “behaviour”, and asked what “monitor” means in this context. Is it real-time or non real-time? As long as it is clarified that the requirement applies on a  “per SON function” basis. Vodafone agrees to reword the requirement to make it  specific to each SON function.

Conclusion: Revised to S5-082406.

S5-082186. Work Item Exception. Source Vodafone.

It was decided that, as the specification will now go for Approval at SA Plenary this exception is not required. Vodafone agreed to withdraw this contribution.

Conclusion: Withdrawn.
S5-082209. Proposal for LS to RAN3 on PCI assignment. Source Qualcomm.
Qualcomm presented and stated that there had been an extensive e-mail discussion on this. The issue is that in distributed PCI assignment there could be a failure such that the eNodeB eliminates all PCIs from its list, resulting in an empty list. Should the O&M system be informed? Is it a failure case at all? Is it in SA5s mandate to support this case? Should we send the attached LS to RAN3?
Qualcomm suggested that the LS is not required, as one requirement in TS32.500 already allows for it – “The IRP Agent shall inform the IRP Manager if the eNodeB cannot find a suitable PCI in the list”.

So it may be possible for SA5 to work on the solution now, but some companies on the e-mail discussion want SA5 to validate the failure case with RAN3. 

NSN asked that if the eNodeB cannot find a PCI where is the issue resolved? Qualcomm replied that this is the key question. If the O&M system does not know then only the eNodeB can resolve it. We need to decide if the O&M should also be informed.
NSN asked if we need to ask RAN3. Vodafone replied that this is not necessary. PCI assignment is per cell. The previous LS from RAN3 asked for support of a range, or just a single PCI. The range is 504 so you will get a few hundred offered. One of them will be OK. The case for not receiving one at all is not relevant, as in that case the cell will not even be present. 

Ericsson asked if RAN3 made it clear that with a null PCI list the RAN must tell O&M? Vodafone replied that RAN3 specifications just ask for a single PCI from O&M, or for a range of PCIs. 

Qualcomm asked that if the eNB received a PCI but emptied its list would the eNB report that to O&M?

Qualcomm asked if that constitutes a failure. NSN suggested that either a valid PCI is chosen or a failure notification is sent back. 
Alcatel-Lucent’s view is that the PCI list is sent to the eNB, the eNB selects its PCI. If it cannot, how do we report the failure. Ericsson suggested that we should examine the PCI assignment specifications. In this failure case what does the eNB do? Nothing, stay quiet, or use proprietary means?

Vodafone asked if we need the LS at all. Ericsson replied that if we can find a solution we do not need the LS.

Qualcomm stated that TS36.300 says nothing about it. The majority of companies here appear to be in favour of the eNB notifying the O&M.   

NSN stated that notifications are normal SA5 business.

It was decided not to send any LS.

Qualcomm proposed that we use the existing SA5 requirement.
Conclusion: Noted. Existing requirements can be used to inform direct contributions in SA5.

Completion rate of TS32.500

The completion rate is judged to be 85%.

