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6.5.1
1 3GPP Work Plan status

Percentage of completion: 20% (previously 10%)
Estimated completion date: SA#70 – Dec. 2015
Other information (WID update, Rapporteur change, etc): None.
2 Technical Progress status

Summary of progress: Information from the study regarding Business requirements was agreed. The logical description was discussed was in principle agreed but the placement of the pictures are to be changed. The High level use cases were in principle agreed. Specification level requirements and use case from the study was slightly modified before they were agreed.
Outstanding issues: Placement of mechanism that may be used for the different use cases needs further consideration. The logical description needs more consideration.
3 Minutes

The RG session was held on 2014-11-19, Quarter 1.

	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source 

	S5-146111
	Rel-13 CR 28.627 Add NM centralized Coverage and Capacity Optimization (CCO) logical description

Huawei: 4.2.1.x should be on a subordinate level?
Ericsson: It is a problem to mix the old function and the new function. To start make changes in the existing function may lead to that implementations that has been compliant to the old function is not compliant any more.
Huawei: How can the reader understand what is overlapping in the old function?
Ericsson: in many places it is hard to know what is NM centralized or not. We should not mess around with the old function. 
Intel: I can see Ericsson's point but it is hard to say how it should be described.
Orange: It could be a sub clause- but it is hard to say.
Cisco: Supports the concern of Huawei that existing text could be affected – but it can be hard to avoid the problem highlighted by Ericsson. 
Agreed to keep the old and new function separate.
ALU: Does it rather belong in 28.628? It seems to fit better for 28.628. 
Ericsson:  Description in 4.2.1: Do you mean that the picture should be separated to 28.628? ALU: Yes.
Intel: Could add a block description in sect 7.
Orange: 4.2.1.x figure “CCO function” to be CC_F_NM?
PIworks: Would not correspond to similar figures in 28.628.
Ericsson: OK to just add CC-F-NM to the figure. 

Conclusion: CR to be updated to 6307 (revision of the same CR no.) Another CR to 28.628 for the next meeting. 
	Ericsson

	S5-146112
	Rel-13 CR 28.627 Add references and abbreviations related to Coverage and Capacity Optimization (CCO)

Conclusion: Agreed
	Ericsson

	S5-146113
	Rel-13 CR 28.627 Improve and correct business level requirements for Coverage and Capacity Optimization (CCO)

Orange: Should the work optimization be spelled with “z”? 
Ericsson: The spelling is according to drafting rules reference. 
Conclusion: Agreed
	Ericsson

	S5-146114
	Rel-13 CR 28.627 Add NM centralized Coverage and Capacity Optimization (CCO) high level use cases

Cisco: The title of 5.4.x compared with title of 5.4.3: Does that mean that 5.4.3 is not centralized CCO? How can this be resolved?
Ericsson: It is the same problem again. For those TS users who already have done some implementation we do not want to mess with the existing text (and maybe make those implementations non-compliant).

Cisco: Part of the use case text seems to have disappeared. 
Ericsson: It is moved to informative annex. 

Cisco: 5.4.x.1 Use case 2 some more text needed to describe the picture with AOA etc. 

Cisco: picture 5.4.x.3-2 needs some explanation. What is A) and B).”LTE coverage hole” should be added also on the right part of the figure. “LTE coverage hole overlaid by….”

Cisco: picture 5.4.x.4-1 (UE camped on any cell ?)
Ericsson: It is shown by green dots show that MDT data samples are taken. You would like some further clarification? 
Cisco: yes. 

Cisco: Annex X title could be changed to: “General descriptions related to NM centralized CCO high level use cases”, 

Cisco: X.3: Is it use case or something else? The title ought to be clarified. 

Cisco: X.2 should be in the normative part. 
Huawei: Annex X.2 should be in the normative part as it is a valid use case.
Ericsson: does not agree - it is not a use case in itself- we got the comment last meeting that there was too much general description in the use cases normative part. 
Cisco: X2 to be made normative. 
Ericsson: it is not a use case , but a mechanism which can be used by most of the use cases (possibly all). Should a supplier who does not use this be seen as non-compliant?
Huawei: can we find a better place to put X.2 text? 
Orange: in normative part or informative part?
Ericsson: It should be informative. It is up to vendor implementation to use it or not.

Conclusion: update for the next meeting.
	Ericsson

	S5-146115
	Rel-13 CR 28.627 Add specification level requirements and function description for NM centralized Coverage and Capacity Optimization (CCO)

Cisco: FUN-2 and FUN-1 can be merged?
Ericsson: OK to merge. 

Cisco: FUN-6: the req is not enough to know which parameters.
Ericsson: If we change that would mean that we mix requirements with implementation. 
Cisco: can accept that (the rule is applied uniformly).

Cisco: The monitoring stage is not normative, so it should not appear in the req text. 
Ericsson: Agrees it can be modified.

Huawei: Do you expect any new work on the configuration part?
Ericsson: conclusion from the TRR was that configuration parts are sufficient. 

Huawei: FUN-7 “CCO function” should be reformulated? 
Ericsson: important that the conclusions from the TR are kept. Can you suggest some alternative formulation? 
Orange: Maybe it can be a business level requirement?  
Ericsson: accepts to make it to business level req. 

Update to this meeting: => 6308. 
	Ericsson

	S5-146119
	Rel-13 CR 28.627 Add specification level use case for NM centralized Coverage and Capacity Optimization (CCO)

Cisco: In assumption; there is no distributed CCO function in operation?
ALU: should be EM localized instead of distributed?
Ericsson: Yes, that is ok.

Cisco: Step 8: what is “extra network information”?
Ericsson: agrees we can remove the word “extra”

Orange: FUN-5 and FUN-7 to be merged in the traceability. 

Huawei: Step 1 and step 2 to be reworded: “Create” is not needed. 
Ericsson: “subscribe to is better”? 
Huawei: yes, OK.
Intel: Is step 3 not necessary? 
Ericsson: Step 3 is input to step 11. 

Conclusion: Off-line discussion - maybe update for this meeting (depends on off-line disc).

PIworks: Actions taken is longer than the ROP for statistics? (step-2) to be discussed off-line. 
Update to this meeting: => 6334
	Ericsson
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