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<6.6.1>
1 Progress status

Percentage of completion: 25% (previously 15%)

Summary of progress: Contributions about CCO, SON coordination and RACH Opt were discussed. Some contributions were agreed or need for email approval. The shadow TS 32.522 needs a new version.
Outstanding issues: For RACH optimization topic, waiting RAN2 to response our LS about RACH ADP.
2 Minutes

The RG session was held on <2010-8-24, Quarters 2/3; 2010-8-25 break session>.

	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source 

	S5-102294
	Coverage and Capacity way forward
Q: we should define this from mgmt POV
H: RAN is working on cell coverage hole detection, they think the corrective work should be done in SA5. We should have the same definition. 
DT: support clear definition in SA5 on coverage hole.

ALU: RAN may narrowly focus on, need broader understanding on the definition of coverage hole from network view. Then synchronize from RAN.

M: on way forward, how to consider the relation of usecase of CCO and usecase of MDT? 

E: MDT is one input to CCO. The conflict on coverage /capacity

V: better align with RAN2 definition.
H: here the DL/UL definitions are ran…
QC: there may have two levels of definitions. For SA5 may have higher definition. RAN will work on the lower level thing.

QC: two ways proactive and reactive optimization.One is to prevent beforehand, the other is to reactive. For CCO, you need to do both.

N: comment on proposal 3, the blue circle is different rat, you should mark the problem area.

VDF: FUN_1, what is geographical binning?

QC: performance measurements are specific for hundred meter and hundred meter square.

Conclusion: Noted
	Ericsson

	S5-102296
	CR R10 32.521 Introducing coverage in the Capacity and Coverage Optimisation function
QC: concern about the definition, need more discussion.

Chair: skip the definition now
QC: focus on more what’s the impact of the network. From OAM point of view, need to define how scope is impacted? How frequent it is happened?

DT: coverage hole depends on the situation. From mgmt need to look at events which may cause coverage hole, not only call drop. Some other things like MDT.

E: propose to have this definition as starting point.

Chair: the definition is too RAN centric. We need definition OAM oriented.

HW: what does “E-Utran prioritization of coverage and capacity to be handled by policy” “handle” means to set priority here?
E: yes

Chair: the REQ-SO-CC_CON-5 bullet 4 does not fit to scenarios. Better put as separate requirement. It is not a situation.
HW: Last part of the first para in 5.4.3, “i.e. the prioritization shall be handled through appropriate targets” should be changed to “i.e. the targets and their priorities shall be configured by policy”.
QC: There is no direct relation for actual coverage and planned coverage problem mentioned in the scenario 4. Even the actual is bigger, it may not have problem.

E: this is the scenario for which it does have problem.
N: last figure needs change.
-> 2469 -> 2556 
Conclusion: for email approval
	Ericsson

	S5-102303
	Add missing requirement for SON coordination 
HW: change the “use case” to “function” if the group agrees.

QC: ask to clarify the meaning of the four bullets in requirements and H gave an explanation.

ALU: The requirement only need to mention the capability of IRPAgent, the scope is too broad.

Moto: need to clarify where SON function is running.

HW: so far there is no case for SON function running on NM level.

M: you can’t preclude the possibility.

E: move up to business level requirement.

HW: agree.

-> 2470 ->2553,

remove the first bullet as NSN commented

-> 2557
Conclusion: Agreed. 
	Huawei

	S5-102245
	Conflict resolution COC-ESM
H: it should be for 522

N: agree
H: who make the judgement in the resolution part?

N: it is a description

H: If we put them in description part, it is ok, but for the solution we need to be clear.

H: LB may be first as we commented before.

N: cco may take some time, for me COC is high priority

H: agree the high priority but you need share your load before the compensation. Without sharing load it cannot do the compensation.

N: your scenario puts too much load to neighbors.

E: When I run LB, one of the neighbors is dead, then stop LB, I think it is not what you want. We need some English words change.

N: configuration requested by coc, how to do the wording change.

V: can proposal some wording.
E: we need be careful about the wording… 

->2473

Break session: No time for this in break session. Offline discussion is needed.
Conclusion: for email approval.
	NSN

	S5-102305
	Coordination between different targets within one self-optimization use case
M: why not direct change the rate?

HW: don’t know the detail value.

QC: too simple. 1% improvement of 2% improvement of unnecssay, provide some weight on different targets. 
E: Comment on “conflicting targets- see the following subclauses.” “ unnecessary ho” is not standard targets. Suggest to remove bullet 1.

HW: agree on “unnecessary ho” is not target, it’s objective.
QC: but it is an objective without target.
ALU: when the target is not conflicting, they can be achieved at the same time. For non-conflicting, no need to prioritize the different targets.

HW: it’s not for solving conflicts. It helps to achieve the targets quicker.

E: The higher priority may get more resources.
H: in standards we don’t say that, that is vendor specific. 
M: for non-conflicting targets. No need to prioritize the targets.
H: it can help the son function from time or performance view.
ALU: it may base on assumption that there are several functions which handles different targets.
H: only one function here

H: ask for a break session for more discussion.
Break session: collected opinions about the coordination. Many members prefer coordination is only for conflicting situation.
Conclusion: Noted.
	Huawei

	S5-102306
	RACH optimization target
HW: propose LS to RAN2 to ask whether ADP is supported by RAN2.

Vod and M: support to send an LS also.

E: RAN has already pointed out ADP is more appropriate than AP.

HW: RAN3 has already removed the ADP in 36.902 v920, only keep AP.

M: agree with HW.

QC: ADP needs the UE support.
E will draft LS to RAN2 and to be review in break session.

Break session: The draft LS for RAN2 was discussed and some comments raised by group. E// will revise the draft LS according to the comments.
Conclusion: Noted
	Huawei

	S5-102422
	Managing RACH optimization
Combined discussion with 2306/2423.

QC: SA5 can not answer this tdoc. Let’s send it to ran2.

Conclusion: Noted
	Ericsson

	S5-102423
	CR 32.522 Rel-10 Add RACH Optimization
Combined discussion with 2306/2422.
Conclusion: Noted
	Ericsson

	S5-102441
	Context of coordination related with self-optimization
M: comments “as well as their priorities” change to “priorities where needed”.
Chair did online editing according to comments…
M: the four bullets should be here?

N: concern about the first bullet.
H: Remove the 4 bullets in business requirement in another contribution.

M: agree.

N: concern about the first bullet.
ALU: what to do “in case there is ouputs are standardized.”?

HW: propose to add new sentence which address the other part “whose outputs are standardized” and agreed by group.

->2486
Conclusion: agreed.
	Huawei, Ericsson

	S5-102176
	pCR SON F Context for coordination re multi-vendor support
Withdrawn by E//
Conclusion: Withdrawn
	Ericsson
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