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Decision/action requested.
Please take the information included in the present document into account
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Rapporteur calls plan after SA5#159
Proposed topics:
-
SA5#160.1: 8 May 2025, 13:00 UTC - 15:00 UTC
-
S5-244303/S5-251980/S5-251981/S5-251982/S5-251983
-
Check Rel-19 feature mapping table (slides 14+15 in S5-251766)

-
SA5#160.2: 15 May 2025, 13:00 UTC - 15:00 UTC
-
Rel-20 Topics status

Please upload your draft documents for discussion to [1].
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Schedule for rapporteur calls
	Rapporteur call
	Date/Time
	Potential topics

	SA5#160.1
	Thursday, May 8th, 2025
13:00 - 15:00 UTC

15:00 - 17:00 CET

21:00 - 23:00 China

18:30 - 20:30 India

08:00 - 10:00 CDT
	-
OAM only:
-
S5-244303/S5-251980/S5-251981/S5-251982/S5-251983
-
Check Rel-19 feature mapping table (slides 14+15 in S5-251766)



	SA5#160.2
	Thursday, May 15th, 2025
13:00 - 15:00 UTC

15:00 - 17:00 CET

21:00 - 23:00 China

18:30 - 20:30 India

08:00 - 10:00 CDT
	-
SA5 wide:
-
Rel-20 Topics status



5
Draft agenda

-
TBD...

6
Minutes

6.1
SA5 #160.1 Minutes
6.1.1
S5-244303/S5-251980/S5-251981/S5-251982/S5-251983
6.1.1.1
Summary

-
Mark presented the DP (S5-244303)
-
5 issues have been identified in the specs…

-
2 potential solutions proposed

-
proposal 1 has been endorsed by SA5#156

-
the CRs presented in SA5#160 brought up a question whether the “right” solution has been endorsed?
6.1.1.2
Comments

-
Olaf: when we move from IRP to SBMA, we typically leave IRP as-is and update SBMA… (our typical process). Why not follow the same approach for these two IOCs? What is the motivation for such process diversion? (solution 2 is SA5 default way). Admits that 28.622 was left as a special case, but all notifications have been copied over…
-
Mark: the decision to re-use 28.662 preceded the DP. Since the spec is already used, proposal 1 was to just include the content and continue referencing it… pointed at the corresponding benefits and shortcomings of each solution documented in the DP.

-
Xu Ruiyue: as mentioned in SA5#160, HUA supports solution #1. The 28.662 is already being re-used for 5G (it already contains 5G extensions, e.g. 5G frequency band).

-
Mark: pursuing solution #2 means that we will be removing content from the already approved 28.662 (otherwise the result will be inconsistent).

-
Olaf: there are missing 5G solutions sets in 28.662 and the corresponding support boxes are not “ticked”. Nokia sees it as potential mistake (in Rel-16).

-
Mark: admits, there are no 5G solutions in 28.662, as it has been imported by 28.622/28.623 and 28.541 where solutions do exist… The solution set is the CRs for 28.541 and 28.623. The new 5G attributes have been added to the 28.662.

-
Olaf: but the reference (leaving 28.662 untouched) approach should be possible – if we add attributes to 28.541…

-
Mark: but then we cannot have a consistent multi-G deployment… the G-agnostic attributes will be missing. For consistency it’s important to have them in 28.662. Explained the approach taken in 28.662 (G-agnostic frequency band attribute has been introduced).

-
Olaf: pointed at the possibility of parallel updating both 4G (and 3G) and 5G specifications with same/similar/mirrored changes.

-
Mark: advocated the “choice” approach… offering flexibility (leaving legacy attributes untouched).

-
Olaf: IF something needed in the 3G/4G, then there is a clear path of updating the corresponding specifications.

-
Mark: our preference is to focus on adding these G-agnostic attributes and allowing choice approach (allowing the legacy based implementation to stay as-is).

-
Olaf: pointed at the “traditional” approach of copy-pasting the old parts into new spec if that’s what is needed.
-
Mark: but then we lose the flexibility… (of choosing).

-
Olaf: admits that these two IOCs are “technically G-agnostic” and the consequences of listing them in the NR NRM are that they are not allowed to be used in non-NR implementation?

-
Mark: the problem is that if we copy-paste them to NR NRM, they become NR-only (5G specific). The consequences is that the vendor won’t be allowed to have same (one) model covering 4G and 5G. (they will look the same, but won’t be the same… and will likely have different attributes…). We don’t want to see the unnecessary 4G attributes in a 5G deployment (therefore we prefer the “choice” approach).
-
Olaf: we are not convinced that the problem being solved by ERI proposal (“choice” approach) is a valid problem requiring such flexibility.

-
Mark: pointed at the consequences of having different definitions of sector equipment in 4G and 5G (inconsistency that was attempted to be addressed in the DP and CRs). In the original DP the Issue #1 stated that the current definition contains the technology specific attributes. The concerns discussed today were also implied in the issue #3. As a summary – the issues #1/#2/#3 in the DP already express the problem being addressed by more elaborate solution #1 (answers the concern expressed by Olaf above).
-
Olaf: still not convinced – prefers to re-discuss the original observations with closer focus on the issues 1/2/3 and their consequences.

-
Zou Lan: can we list the factors to be considered in the solution option selection? What is the benefit to the Operators from having common equipment / sector model (as proposed by ERI)? A clearly described benefit needs to be captured/discussed/documented by SA5.

-
Mark: the purity of our “typical” process (copy-paste) has been already violated in Rel-16 version of the 28.662. We need a complete solution for NR. What we currently have in 28.662 is incomplete…

-
Olaf: and on top of that we are missing the 5G solution set in 28.662. Perhaps, it’s not a problem to update 28.662 with the content that is G-agnostic. If ERI feels that IRP specification needs an update, it’s OK to update (provide CORBA SS, etc…). NOK sees it as “business as usual”.

-
Mark: perceives NOK position as in principle Solution 1 may be acceptable, but seems to be incomplete (update to 4G spec seems to be missing).

-
Olaf: pointed at the fact that an update to 4G won’t impact 28.541…

-
Mark: if we follow the solution #1 we will continue importing/re-using the 4G content in 28.541…

-
Olaf: sees imports as “not clean” approach.

-
Mark: would update to 4G SS (as enhancement of Solution #1) be acceptable?

-
Olaf: confirmed that update 4G SS, changes to 28.662 and leaving import as-is may be acceptable…

-
Mark: pointed at the introduction of “choice” as in CR S5-251980

-
Olaf: was removal of NR frequency bands from 28.662 considered?

-
Mark: that would be a non-backward compatible change…
-
Zou Lan: For managing mixed 4G/5G network: 

-
OP1.1: IRP approach managing both 4G+5G (sectorequipment IOC are common in 28.662 )

-
OP1.2: IRP 4G + MnS 5G (sectorequipment IOC are common in 28.662)

-
OP1.3: MnS approach managing both 4G+5G (sectorequipment IOC are common in 28.662 )

-
OP2: (IRP +4G specific sectorquiement IOC in 28.662) + (MnS + 5G specific sectorquiement IOC in 28.541 )

-
Olaf: further detailed comments on the approach…

-
Mark: would Nokia be OK with solution 1 if we add 4G SS?

-
Zou Lan: on the options listed above – is it my correct interpretation that solution 1 has these 3 options and that Olaf prefers/has concerns with/focuses on option 1.1?

-
Mark: agrees that these are 3 valid options. Ericsson sees solution 1 (as endorsed in SA5#156) consistent with option 1.2.

-
Olaf: do we agree that we can have one sector class that applies to all Gs?

-
Mark: yes.

-
Olaf: then we agree that the current definition in 28.662 is not good (bad design done many years back without proper consideration of possible deployments). A G-agnostic design in 28.662 would be good… then we mirror this to Stage 3… and have the problem solved? When it comes to 28.541, we could reference the new/revised 28.662 (which is not preferred, but acceptable) OR copy-paste.

-
Zou Lan: seems that Nokia does not like OP2?

-
Olaf: If we correct 28.662, then we have two options in 28.541 – import stage 2 or simply copy-paste.

-
Zou Lan asked for actionable proposal from Nokia…

-
Olaf: acceptable to Nokia option (OP3): a) make sectorEquipment IOC in 28.662 G-agnostic at Stage 2; b) mirror the change to Stage 3 in 28.662; c) import (existing) the revised/updated IOC to 28.541; d) provide Stage 3 in 28.541 for the imported IOC; e) keep 28.662 only for 2/3/4-G (5G is manged using imported version in 28.541).
-
Zou Lan: Nokia proposal seems to match OP1.2, but we could use the wording proposed by Nokia

-
Mark: DP describes OP1.2. The only delta is step b) in Nokia’s view.

-
Olaf: we also prefer to make 28.662 G-agnostic (see what we listed in “a)”) – to remove anything “NR” related from 28.662.

-
Mark: the removal (deprecation) of NR sector carrier actually already taken care of in our CR (replaced by referencedBy).

-
Xu Ruiyue: fqBand is EUTRAN specific… 
-
Mark: we planned to replace it with frequencyBands attribute… but may need to remove the restriction (LTE only), the condition and expand the allowed values to include NR…

-
Zou Lan: pointed at the “merge” of fqBand consequences – all bands will be modelled the same way (potentially restrictive to RAN “future” enhancements)

-
Mark: we see new RAN enhancements as potential addition of a new frequency band (new value added to the allowed values list).

-
Zou Lan: prefers to inform RAN about this decision (once agreed in SA5#161), not asking them for endorsement… just information. An offline info sharing may be possible as well.
-
Zou Lan and Anatoly: pointed that this CR (to 28.662) is a typical example of FASMO – should be fixed at the source – Rel-16 (potentially co-signed by Nokia and Huawei)
6.1.1.3
Discussion outcome

-
potential agreement between Ericsson and Nokia on the way forward. The CR S5-251980 Rel-19 CR 28.662 Update sector equipment and antenna function definitions - with yellow text sugeestions for removal at the rapporteurs call.docx shows what parts to be deleted in order to reflect this potential agreement.
6.1.2
Check Rel-19 feature mapping table (slides 14+15 in S5-251766)
6.1.2.1
Summary

-


6.1.2.2
Comments

-


6.1.2.3
Discussion outcome

-


6.2
SA5 #160.2 Minutes

6.2.1
Rel-20 Topics status
6.2.1.1
Summary

-
Zou Lan presented the NWM page https://nwm-trial.etsi.org/#/documents/9140 with the revised mapping table
-
in the next meeting all the “?” marks could be removed (whether OAM support is needed or not) the charging part decision is left to charging SWG colleagues

-
https://nwm-trial.etsi.org/#/documents/9141 - same approach...
-
no “?” marks – we seem to have full clarity on what needs to be done.
6.2.1.2
Comments

-
on the https://nwm-trial.etsi.org/#/documents/9140:

-
Pengxiang Xie (ZTE): some configuration is needed (specific items) – feedback provided via comment form on the page. We could volunteer for the relevant work but only in the next release.
-
Refik Ustok (DCM): do we need to write our feedback for Rel-20 support?
-
Zou Lan: if you agree with the proposal, there is no need to comment/acknowledge.

-
in the https://nwm-trial.etsi.org/#/documents/9141: 

-
Zou Lan: please, use the feedback forms to provide your comments. The table is not “final” – it’s a starting point.
6.2.1.3
Discussion outcome

-
everyone is asked to review the tables in the NWM tool and provide their feedback/questions/comments via corresponding feedback form (NWM feature).
