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1 3GPP Work Plan status

Percentage of completion: 5%
Estimated completion date: No change
Other information (WID update, Rapporteur change, etc): None
2 Technical Progress status

Summary of progress: The contribution from Cisco about example Use Cases for OAM aspects of distributed MLB was presented, and comments were asked to be sent to Cisco who is absent from this meeting.
The contribution from NEC about the Insights into possible interoperability issues of Distributed MLB implementation in Multi-vendor HetNet deployments was heavily discussed, the issues described in the paper could be candidate of stuffs to the TR, after more elaboration to next meeting.
Outstanding issues: The TR skeleton is needed first before converging other pCRs into the draft TR.
3 Minutes

The RG session was held on <Oct.15, 2013, Q4>.

	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source 

	S5-131583
	Discussion paper - Example Use Cases for OAM aspects of distributed MLB
The Paper was presented by SWG Chair due to absence of Cisco’s delegate.
Questions were advised to be communicated through directly with Cisco via e-mail/reflector, without discussions on during the meeting.

Conclusion: Noted
	Cisco

	S5-131658
	Insights into possible interoperability issues of Distributed MLB implementation in Multi-vendor HetNet deployments
SWG chair commented that longer time than usual was exceptionally allowed for the presentation of this paper due to the detailed nature of information.  This is not a normal exercise in SA5 and would like to remind delegates to keep their presentation  within 5-10 min.
Huawei: the information presented seem to highlight some interesting and important issues on the MLB operation within multivendor deployment scenarios environment and we would like to ask NEC to confirm if they are aware that these observations have already been covered by RAN3 since they present existing issues in multivendor deployment.
NEC:  highlighted that in their best knowledge these issues have not yet specifically been addressed in RAN group. There are parallel discussions being conducted in NGMN as part of the multi-vendor small cell deployments project.
NSN: We get confirmation from our RAN3 team that the load parameters and associated metrics are specified generically in the standard spec. Details of the load information exchanged between eNBs are left for vendor specific by the discussions in RAN3 with doing their best and are not therefore specified in the spec.

Ericsson: To our knowledge and expectations RAN3 should have been aware of these issues but there is nothing that could be done to overcome these issues. What does NEC expect SA5 to produce in response to these observation, in another words what kind of specifications would NEC like SA5 to produce to address the observations?.
NEC: the information given in this paper is not necessarily formatted for a spec at this stage.  We expect there will be a TR for this SI and the information presented in our paper can be documented in the TR. Indeed we agree with Ericsson it could well be the case that nothing could be done from standard/specification point of view and as such we would like the recommendation to be captured. The recommendations represent the current adopted practice when the MLB is deployed in multi-vendor environment.
NEC highlighted that they would like to see at least the recommendations documented in the SI TR – stressed on the fact that the paper is for Discussion and Decision.
NSN: we have some reservation on some of the wordings in the recommendations - NSN as a vendor do not wish to expose our detailed parameters, calculation formulas and implementations with other vendors. We may try to do our best to facilitate the process and help the operator but without doubt NSN will not expose any detail of their load management algorithms and the associated metrics/calculation formulae. 
What we could do only may be just that to provide some minimal control capabilities to set the margin for the load, in order to get the uniformed behaviour when load balancing with different vendors similar/same to doing it within the same vendor.

Huawei: we again acknowledge the paper presents valid and interesting analysis but prefer to have some further discussions on the recommendations before we can make a decision and adopt text into the TR.

ALU: could we then alternatively capture the summary of the issues described in the paper and leave the recommendations for future discussions. The paper present interesting and valid analysis.
NSN: we also have some concerns on the texts and wordings in the analysis. We recommend that the text and possibly recommendations to be re-formatted and presented in a pCR for the SI TR – to be presented for the next meeting. We should also aim to get basic TR skeleton to house the text.
NSN: NEC’s and Cisco papers seem to have different approach.  
NEC: NEC’s paper approach focuses on the distributed MLB operations in multi-vendor deployments and try to explore areas of improving OAM aspects of the MLB in line of the current SI specific scope and objectives.
Huawei: we need to mention that the paper presents information relating to HetNet and we think it should be captured under the specific or relevant WI discussions.
NEC: The information  presented in our paper are specific for this SI scope. Do you mean that we have to halt the progress in this item pending the HetNet WI developments? 
NSN: we also disagree.  The scope is different in this SI. If applicable, we may capture some input from this SI into HetNet WI .
NSN: can we get some information and opinions from the companies on the 3 recommendation proposals: 

o   Recommendation Prposal-1: NSN has reservation as we do not want the parameters to be configurable.  Ericsson haves similar concerns but the recommendations can be revised before adopting in the TR. No more comments raised by other companies.

o   Recommendation Proposal-2: NSN has similar reservation, i.e., not willing to expose vendor specific implementation for the load parameters and formulas. Ericsson has the similar concern too. No other comments were raised.

o   Recommendation Proposal-3: same comments to Proposal-2 are applied to this one.

 

Conclusion: Noted
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