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6.7.4
1 3GPP Work Plan status

Percentage of completion: 30 % (previously 20 %)

Estimated completion date: SA#58 – 12/2012
2 Technical Progress status

Summary of progress:  
1. A new use case was introduced and several proposals for solutions were discussed.
Outstanding issues: none 
3 Minutes

The RG session was held on Thursday May 10th Q2
pCRs
	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Note

	S5-121181
	EMS Shared between Operator' Affiliates: OA&M deployment scenario
	Orange
	Orange presented the scenario which introduces a shared DM.

Huawei: What could be different between DM and NM?

Orange: share the DM but not the nodes. They share the DM. Each country /affiliate will be owning their own NM .

ALU: different nodes but one DM. DM is from same vendor?

Orange: yes from same vendor nodes.

NSN: What do you see changes in the interface to satisfy the scenario

O: Capture the scenario and make sure what we have is possible today.

NSN: Could the NMS not filter the alarms appropriately. 

Orange: Business use case

ALU: affiliates have different PLMNs

Orange: yes

QC: This is a DM sharing not RAN sharing.

NSN: WI adds NGMN use cases

E///: Do we have to be able to have solution to prevent that the yellow info is not going to blue NM.

Orange:  yes we need to be able to separate.

NSM: who has to make sure this is happening. Our solution supports this. If DM has to filter then there is overhead. NM can filter and get only what they want. DM cannot refuse info requested by NM.

E///: Need to clearly list that the DM cannot share alarms to NM.

NSN: MDT and CT can be crossing country boundaries for the same affiliates. 

ALU: Does it apply to PM and FM.

NSN: E///: we should document it and share with SA3 to make them understand the implications

E///: we could implement it as 2 separate tees.

NSN: Cannot agree to the wording on where the security is applied: DM or EM.

ALU: can we remove the last sentence in 4.x.3.

Telia Sonera: Is this use case really Network sharing?

E///: the scenario is really not all tied together. Section 4.x.1 is not justifying the need for a solution. Is this really network sharing. Line feed missing. Affiliates and NOC is not defined.

Orange: In some countries we cannot find resources to have different NOCs and therefore need to share.

QC: Seems like a realistic situation. But when a operator cannot afford DM how can they afford NM.

Telia Sonera: this use case is not network sharing.

DT: It is network sharing. 

Orange will revise it. S50121356



	S5-121205
	Discussion paper on the impact on Itf-N of different network sharing scenarios
	Huawei
	Huawei presented the contribution.

Telia Sonera: editorial comments.

ALU: organizationally I think these do not belong in the section with scenarios.

Either separate into each sections or move it into the separate sections.

NSN: Same comments as was provided in previous contribution. The wording implies solution. 

E///: It is clarifying what is the impact on the diagram. So we need to analyse the actual impact. NSNs comment is a later one.

NSN: Orange wrote this as a requirement.

Huawei: This is just a description not intended as a requirement

NSN: the wording is very strong and implies solution.

ALU: how can we provide Itf-N impact before we study the different scenario

E///: this can be in the scenarios as description but the description is not complete.

Conclusion: Propose offline discussion. New number 121362



	S5-121226  
	PLMN Identification proposal for RAN sharing
	ALU
	H: does the solution imply the location of the filter?
A: no, it only shows the DM should have the enough information.
E: ALU and Huawei are doing the similar solution from different approaches. 
H: two steps. First make the information ready in DM, then work on how to transfer the information through itf-N.
N: SA5 is not fully consistent with SA1 result.
A: SA1 is R12 Workitem, but our SI is correpsonding to what SA1 has discussed already.
A: we can revisit our SI if it's necessary to come up with SA1 discussion.
N: put into additional text is not the desired solution.
NSN: Need to be aware of SA1 work

C: In general the proposal to pursue with the model mechanism is ok. Other mechanism like adding an attribute to alarms is also ok to pursue.

Conclusion: Noted
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