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1
3GPP Work Plan status

Percentage of completion: 
10% (previously 5%)

Estimated completion date: 
SA#59,  Mar 2013
Other information (WID update, Rapporteur change, etc): None
2
Technical Progress status

Summary of progress: 
Summary of discussion:
The group discussed seven contributions, all of which were revised. 

Outstanding issues:
3
Minutes
3.1
TR 32.836

	#
	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Notes

	1. 
	S5-121851
	Rel-11 TR skeleton Study on NM Centralized Coverage and Capacity Optimization (CCO) SON Function
	Ericsson
	Ericsson: This contribution is updated according to comments from last meeting.

Huawei: Why new term "non-automated NM Centralized CCO"?

Ericsson: To exclude manual work. To focus on the automatic function.
Huawei: But from Itf-N we cannot tell if there is an automatic function or manual commands. Proposes to remove this sentence.

NSN: It is too optimistic that to believe that an automatic function does not reveal sensitive information.
Ericsson: We need to look at methods to aggregate data in a way that minimizes the risk of abuse.

NSN: Agree. We need work hard on reducing risks.

NSN: A flaw: You say that for non-automatic functions, we need user consent, but for automatic we need not. This is wrong.

Intel: Remove sentence in 4.3.

Ericsson: Okay.

Conclusion: Revise to S5-122133

	2. 
	S5-121852
	Text proposal for Rel-11 TR Study on NM Centralized Coverage and Capacity Optimization (CCO) SON Function
	Ericsson
	NSN: 6.1: User Consent: "Shall be possible" too strong,.

NSN: 6.1: Data accessibility: Reword. "no accessibility by a human" is too optimistic. Violates privacy requirement. Need to work hard to reduce risk.
NSN: The data WILL be stored in the SON function. 

Ericsson: Await SA3 LS

NSN: Remove the section until SA3 response.

Ericsson: There is no difference between this function and other SON functions.

NSN: Then the wording is too strong.

Huawei: Agrees with AA: 

RP: Chicken-and-egg problem. We would like to say that our automated function make data difficult to abuse.

NSN: Appreciate s the attention.

NSN: You can split data between sensitive and non-sensitive data, and ask SA3 not to bother with sensitive data.

NSN: Only SA3 can do this division. Need to ask SA3 to start a WI to define this split.

Ericsson: Too extreme. This chapter tries to describe that we consider integrity all time.

NSN: The two last paragraphs in 6.1 will be difficult for SA3 to accept.
Ericsson: 7.1: We need capabilities form the network to do the correlation.  PM data is already aggregated.

Orange: 4.1:The NM layer should contain more than one NMS.

NSN: The TCE is not guaranteed to be located in the NM layer.

Conclusion: Offline discussion.  Revise to S5-122134

	3. 
	S5-121726
	Cell coverage reshaping use case
	Intel
	NSN: Text and figures are contradicting.

Conclusion: Revise to S5-122135

ZL: What is the difference between CCO and LB in this example?

Huawei: Traffic accidents is real-time, hours. LB is better. 

	4. 
	S5-121730
	LTE Coverage hole detection use case
	Intel
	NSN: Cannot see a real value in this obvious use case (which has a few inconstancies.)

Ericsson: Merge it with other contributions.
NSN: You could replace this contribution with one sentence. 

Conclusion: Revise to S5-122136

	5. 
	S5-121738
	Coverage holes use case
	Intel
	NSN: Section 3: Rationale is missing.

NSN: Section 2: References are not used.

NSN: 4.2.x: logged MDT … statement wrong.

NSN: Needs rewording.

Intel: Reword and offline discussions.

Huawei: Clarify "coverage hole".  Seems like a hotspot deployment. Then it is not really a coverage hole, rather a gap.

Conclusion: Revise to S5-122137

	6. 
	S5-121857
	Combined Logged MDT and RCEF reporting UC
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	Ericsson: Supports the general intention.

Ericsson: Sceptical to this solution - it is not enough. Not able to fit into other parts.

NSN: Suggests to add it to the TR:

Ericsson: This is not a UC, it is a solution.

Huawei: Shares Ericsson opinion, this is a solution. What is the real intention? Correlate in the UE?

NSN: Intention is to include the RLF failure in the logged MDT report. No personal identifiable data is then exposed.

ALU: We should let it be open where data is correlated.

NSN: More updates wanted.

Conclusion: Revise to S5-122138

	7. 
	S5-121903 
	pCR UE and network measurements proposal for NM centralized CCO
	Huawei
	NSN: On "… RSRP to be used…": Too early t state this now. The solution will probably be more complex..

Huawei: Downlink is typically defining converge.

Many: No, uplink is defining coverage.

Conclusion: Revise to S5-122140




