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1
3GPP Work Plan status

Percentage of completion: 
30% (previously 25%)

Estimated completion date: 
SA#61,    Sep 2013
Other information (WID update, Rapporteur change, etc): Completion date changed.
2
Technical Progress status

Summary of progress: A reply for the SA3 LS was discussed. Six contributions on extending the Use Cases were discussed, three of them to be revised.
Outstanding issues:
3
Minutes
3.1
LS 
	#
	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Notes

	1. 
	S5-130064
	Resubmitted LS reply from SA3 to SA5 on Implications of user consent on MDT use cases
	S3-121210
	The chairman presented the LS

	2. 
	S5-130144
	DRAFT LS on Applying user consent for SON use cases
	Ericsson
	The LS draft received comments and will be updated.
NSN: Generally the LS reflects the discussion in previous meeting. However, the data is used in a NM C functions. Not real-time. This is not reflected.

NSN: The text is not clear. Looks like we want to ignore the User Consent. How to interpret the yes/no answer?

NSN: A temporary Id might be a good choice. But why connected to the CN? No need to correlate in CN level, RAN level should suffice.

NSN: A permission to use C-RNTI would be good. Please mention that in the answer. NSN supports that, but not CN correlation.

Huawei: Do we need to be more explicit regarding which SON Use Cases are relevant?

Ericsson: We could try to make it more explicit.

ZL: p3: "many of the SON use cases " and "in light of the new SON use cases" is confusing.

NSN: The general idea in p3 is that we need correlation, without violating the User Consent.

Huawei:  Actions, b3: Which mapping algorithm? One or several mapping algorithms? Too ambiguous for SA3 to reply to.

PS: You write that this is only of immediate MDT? But logged MDT is relevant as well.

NSN: The biggest problem with the input LS is "direct service delivery.
PS: We should ask what they mean by "direct service delivery".
Conclusion: Revise to S5-130248




3.2
TR 32.836 
	#
	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Notes

	3. 
	S5-130140
	Introducing radio link quality measurements for CCO
	Ericsson
	NSN: The contribution lacks a link between the measurements and the goal of the function. Needs a clear description.

NSN: NSN is afraid that the information is used for other purposes than NM C CCO.

Huawei: The contribution needs to explain why we need these measurements even if we have RSRP and RSRQ. 

NEC: The figure addresses the comment from last meeting that CQI is not stable.

NSN: Fast fading has nothing to with coverage and capacity.

Intucell: RSRQ and RSRP is about the reference signal. Therefore, RSRP and RSRQ does not directly relate to user data. Also, receiver performance is not known to eNB. CQI is related to data rate and capacity.

Huawei: Coverage is related to RSRP, and capacity relates to CQI.

NSN: Please elaborate on what Intucell said.
Intel: Needs to revise the existing paragraph.

Huawei: The figure with UE1 and UE2 is not so relevant.

Conclusion: Revise to S5-130249


	4. 
	S5-130141
	Introducing radio link rate measurements for CCO
	Ericsson
	NEC: This was proposed already in New Orleans. The definition has changed. Why changed to "the successfully transferred bits per unit time-frequency resource"?

NEC: Spatial multiplexing or not gives different results.

NEC: Both make sense. We need to choose.

NSN:  NSN prefers this proposal over QCI. Let us keep it.

NSN: We need to define the difference between raw and scheduled!
JC: The reference is not referenced.

ALU: MCS vs. CQI. … Dependant on the application.

Intucell: Scheduling determines MCS.

NEC: Rate should be changed to "spectrum efficiency" or similar. "Rate divided by resource".

Conclusion: Revise to S5-130251.



	5. 
	S5-130142
	Introducing cell load related measurements for CCO
	Ericsson
	NSN: Justification of second bullet needed.

NSN: Why are the existing measurements not needed?

NSN: 4.2.6: "balance load" doe not apply

NSN: We need a precise definition of CCO.

NSN: Is load balancing in the scope of CCO? We have never said that.

ALU: 4.2.7: How to eliminate one or the other of ""high load and congestion or by some other reasons (e.g., bad radio link quality)."

ALU: We already have cell load measurements.

Huawei: 4.2.7: The paragraph is not related to radio link quality.

Conclusion: Noted.



	6. 
	S5-130143
	Introducing Intra- and Inter- RAT cell border use case for CCO
	Ericsson
	NSN: "Unwanted handovers" are treated in MRO.

NSN: Unnecessary handovers are defined in RAN groups.  Needs clarification.

Conclusion: Noted.



	7. 
	S5-130179
	pCR Dynamic inter-cell interference coordination use case
	Intel
	NSN: This is a description of ICIC. However, ICIC is a real-time algorithm, and does not belong to NM C CCO.

Intucell: FFR could be controlled by NM CCO. 

Intucell: NM C CCO could define thresholds for the FFR, when FFR is used to give different resources and power to close respectively cell-edge UEs.

NSN:  Rel-12 will see RAN3 enhancements on ICIC. (Time-based and frequency based.)

Intucell: The only thing proposed is the number of cell edge users, and that is an attractive measurements. But the contribution needs updates.

Conclusion: Revise to S5-130252



	8. 
	S5-130182
	pCR the number of cell edge UE measurement
	Intel
	NSN: Justification is in the previous contribution.

NSN: Not a straightforward measurement.

Concussion: Keep open.




