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1. Overall Description:
3GPP SA WG1 thanks 3GPP SA WG3 for their liaison on S3-090624. In the following the SA3 questions has been answered. In order possible misinterpretation of the questions, we have clarified some of the questions with additional consideration.
General: 

a) The 3GPP H(e)NB is considered as part of the PLMN. 

SA1 answer to question a): TRUE: As defined in TS 22.220, the H(e) NB is part of the PLMN and it is a Customer-premises equipment that connects a 3GPP UE over EUTRAN wireless air interface to a mobile operator’s network using a broadband IP backhaul. 
H(e)NB being a "locked" or "neutral" electronic device: 

b) The H(e)NB is provided by the MNO to the Hosting Party (i.e. from TR 33.820, the party hosting the H(e)NB and having a contract with the PLMN operator), so that the H(e)NB is assumed to be a “locked” electronic device, that is, a device bound to a specific MNO (e.g. a device explicitly ordered by the MNO from the chosen Vendors, possibly with MNO's specific requirements). 

SA1 answer to question b): True: The scenario is valid. SA1 expects the H(e)NB to be customized for a specific operator MNO and therefore bound to that specific MNO( please note that this is uncorrelated from who is providing the H(e)NB to the Hosting Party).
c) The H(e)NB is a "neutral" consumer electronic device, that is, it is NOT assumed to be bound to a specific MNO. 
SA1 answer to question c): FALSE: The "neutral" consumer electronic device scenario has not been treated in current TS 22.220. Furthermore this scenario is considered unrealistic due to the customization of the H(e)NB functionalities.
Change of H(e)NB PLMN operator: 

d) When the H(e)NB is a "locked" electronic device (provided that assertion "b" is True), the Hosting Party is allowed to change the PLMN operator while keeping the H(e)NB that was used with the previous PLMN operator.
 
 SA1 answer to question d): FALSE: SA1 considers the scenario to be unrealistic for a “locked” electronic device.
e) When the H(e)NB is a "neutral" consumer electronic device (provided that assertion "c" is True), the Hosting Party is allowed to change the PLMN operator while keeping the H(e)NB that was used with the previous PLMN operator. 
SA1 answer to question e): FALSE: A "neutral" consumer electronic device has not be required, so SA1 considers the scenario to be unrealistic.

f) There are use cases of SA1 interest where the Hosting Party (having a subscription to the "HeNB service" with the PLMN operator#1) can change its subscription to PLMN operator#2 without involving the PLMN operator#1.  
SA1 answer to question f): False: A "neutral" consumer electronic device has not be required, so SA1 considers the scenario to be unrealistic.

Nomadicity: 
g) The Hosting Party subscription to the "HeNB service" assumes that the H(e)NB can be used only in one selected location (i.e. nomadicity scenario has to be technically prevented).
SA1 combined answer to question g): FALSE: SA1 assumption is that a H(e)NB can be used in one OR more locations known to the operator (potentially including all the areas serviced by the mobile operator)

h) The Hosting Party subscription to the "HeNB service" assumes that the H(e)NB can be used in multiple selected locations, known to the MNO (i.e. nomadicity scenario has to be supported).  

SA1 combined answer to question h): TRUE: SA1 assumption is that a H(e)NB can be used in one OR more locations known to the operator (potentially including all the areas serviced by the mobile operator)
Regulatory-related aspects: 

i) Regulatory-related requirements have already been taken into account by SA1.
SA1 answer to question i): Regulatory-related requirements had been taken into account based on expected regulatory requirements. The introduction of additional Regulatory-related requirements cannot be excluded as a consequence of the H(e)NB market developments.

Finally, SA3 would like to receive clarification from SA1 on the following: 
· In TR 33.820, SA3 defined the term Hosting Party to address the party hosting the H(e)NB and having a contract with the PLMN operator. SA1 defined in their TS 22.220 the term “H(e)NB Owner: A H(e)NB Owner has a contractual relationship with the operator, related to running one or more H(e)NBs in the H(e)NB owner's premises.” Does SA1 see an equivalence of the two definitions? If yes, this would call for unifying the term for future work. SA3 would like to point out that the term “Owner” typically implies a specific legal meaning regarding property and full administrative control of the equipment. The term “Owner” might be adequate for a WLAN router, but it is difficult to apply it to a H(e)NB that operates in licensed spectrum and is controlled by a PLMN operator. Furthermore, not all business models imply that the host acquires property of the H(e)NB (it could be rented, for example).
From a SA1 prospective the two definitions look equivalent:

SA3 Hosting Party: the party hosting the H(e)NB and having a contract with the PLMN operator

SA1 H(e)NB Owner: A H(e)NB Owner has a contractual relationship with the operator, related to running one or more H(e)NBs in the H(e)NB owner's premises. 

NOTE: A H(e)NB Owner  is likely to have the billing relationship with the operator. A H(e)NB Owner will typically be the “lead” user in a household, but could be e.g. the corporate IT manager in an enterprise context.
2. Actions:

ACTION to 3GPP SA WG2:
3GPP SA WG1 kindly request 3GPP SA WG3 to take the above feedback into account in their future work.
ACTION to 3GPP SA:
3GPP SA WG1 kindly request 3GPP SA to consider the attached TS.

3. Date of Next TSG-SA WG1 Meetings:

SA1#47   
 3 - 7 August 2009   
Rome, ITALY
