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Decision/action requested

FYI as the meeting note.
2
Meeing summary
Conf call: #1

Date: 2009-09-15 (Tue)

Time: 8:00 – 10:00 (CET)

Participants:

· Verizon, Picochip, Huawei, Qualcomm, T-Mobile/Deutsche Telecom, Airvana, Thomson

Agenda:

1. Logistical aspect – agenda note run down (rev0.4)

2. Output/deliverable of this conf call activity

3. Structural discussion on existing TR-196 for adding HeNB data model.

Summary:

1. Overall agenda / logistical aspect of the conf call

· The overall logistical aspect of this conf call was attached in the original meeting invite (rev0.4).  This was discussed first to have common understanding and agreement on logistics.

· There are 4 conf calls (wk38,40,42,44) before the next SA5 #68 Shanghai (wk46).  Will review the progress at the next SA5 #68 and determine the future conf call plan and schedule.

· Contributions are to be submitted to the virtual meeting site set up for this activity.

i. http://webapp.etsi.org/MeetingCalendar/MeetingDetails.asp?mid=28306
ii. ftp://ftp.3gpp.org/tsg_sa/WG5_TM/Ad-hoc_meetings/Virtual-HeNB
· No specific contribution on data model was submitted yet.  Therefore, we discussed the another important aspect – overall object structure of the HeNB data model with respect to the existing TR-196.
Conf bridge problem
· Some participants had a problem joining the conf bridge – at least 1 participant wasn’t able to join also (notified by email later on), possibly others as well.  Also no netmeeting capability available to share doc with multi-company conf call – having netmeeting was considered useful by participants.

· Propose to request some other company (e.g. ALU) to provide bridge and netmeeting in the future calls ( AI: Thomson to make arrangement in the next few days.
Joint call with BBF

· BBF quarterly meeting is ongoing this week. Yesterday, the LS from SA5 (S5-093526, request for regular joint conf call) was discussed.  They consider bi-weekly is too frequent based on their existing work load.  There will be a follow up discussion on Thu scheduled at the BBF meeting.  A question was raised if this call is intended to be the same with SA5 internal call, or separate one specifically for BBF.

· Whether to have a single or separate call is open for suggestion.  Will need to wait for the BBF’s official response for the frequency of the call.  If the interval is considered to be too far apart (which appears to be likely), some other way of communication may need to be considered.

2. Format/content of the output/deliverable of this conf call.
· The default assumption (hence the proposal in the agenda doc) is that the existing table format for information model in 32.582 (HNB) will be reused in 32.592 (HeNB).  But this leaves gap to the BBF doc content (e.g. object structure, other attributes, etc.).

· In Rel.8 HNB doc 32.582, CM section was abbreviated due to the historical background.  But this time, SA5 output should be close to PM/FM sections with more details of individual parameter definitions.  SA5 should be able to format the output to clearly express our thoughts.

· Agreed.  The gap mentioned was the general reference to the difference in the table content between existing 32.582 and BBF doc.

· Based on the BBF meeting yesterday, they have no issue for SA5 creating draft doc that is closer to BBF doc format (e.g. draft XML), and they will make necessary modifications or adjustment based on their rules and conventions.  In this respect, close collaboration is needed with BBF to keep us in the right track, hence the importance of the joint conf call.

· Excel spreadsheet or Word doc are both workable, but excel is more difficult to track changes.  There’s an agreement that change history feature in Word is valuable.

· Agreed to use Word format.  Using the format how the BBF doc looks is also beneficial as it can show the object structure (yellow rows).

· As for the object structure, “dummy” root object names can be used as a place holder while we discuss the overall object structure and how we align with existing structure in TR-196.

3. Object structure for HeNB data model

· SA5 should have a collective/agreed view and then invite BBF’s opinion on whether to keep a single doc or split the doc.  Based on the past off-line conversations, there are clearly 2 different views on this.

· The point is not so much on whether to split the doc or not, but more on the question of whether to share the same root with HNB (.FAPService.{i}.) or have a separate root.  Both pros/cons of either options are recognized and propose to discuss it fully.  Existing TR-196 says it has a generic structure, but there’re areas that are UMTS specific, e.g. Capabilities and AccessMgmt objects.  If the same root is shared by HeNB, then re-organizing the existing doc will be necessary which causes backward compatibility issue.  Also, traditionally in SA5, separate docs have been created for different technologies (e.g. UMTS vs. LTE, etc).

· This is clearly an open area to be discussed further.  One opposing comment is that this view was based on misinterpreting the issue.  

· It was agreed to create a contribution to discuss pros/cons on this issue in more detail so we can examine the specific points and come to resolution ( AI: Qualcomm to create contribution before the next call.
· In Rel.8 HNB, data model was done by Femto Forum focusing on radio i/f parameters and attributes along with specification and input from RAN3. This time, SA5 have EUTRAN NRM IRP (32.762).  If attributes are common, the same definition should be used. In RAN3 specs, they refer to radio i/f protocol specifics.  Parameters in data model is more related to resource model.  This view was supported by another participant. 

· Appears to make sense to be separate for HeNB from HNB, but remain to be seen based on the detail point discussion in the future on this topic.

· Similar discussion ongoing in 3GPP2 and they’re considering to maintain a single document.  The structural issue mentioned is not a shared view based on the participation on both 3GPP and 3GPP2.  This is to be discussed further in the future meetings.

· BBF does not likely have a specific opinion on this area since BBF doesn’t have a femto specific expertise.  But if there’s a violation in the principle, they will express their opinion.  In that respect, we will need to follow the same philosophy of the working principle of BBF.  There is a very similar discussion on going in 3GPP2 – this is a good timing so that we can harmonize the resolutions in the similar way.  We will resolve the structural discussion and don’t necessarily consider to be a big issue.

3
Next meeting
· Wk40 (Sept. 29th, 30th)

Meeting #2 – Tuesday / Wednesday

PST: Tuesday 07am - 09am

CST: Tuesday 09am - 11am

EST: Tuesday 10am - 12pm

GMT: Tuesday 02pm – 04pm

BST: Tuesday 03pm - 05pm

CET: Tuesday 04pm - 06pm

China: Tuesday 10pm - 00am

Korea/Japan: Wednesday 11pm - 01am

· Conf bridge info:

Provided at a later date along with the meeting invite.
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Proposed agenda for next meeting
1. Continue the object structure discussion based on QCOM contribution on pros/cons details.

2. Specific data model discussion based on contributions from QCOM (CM) and ALU/VZ (transport?).
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Action items (due: before the next call)
1. Create a contribution to discuss pros/cons of sharing/splitting the root node from existing HNB data model (early enough for participants to review before the next call) – QCOM.

2. Upload the contribution on the CM part of data model – QCOM.

3. Upload contribution on the data model – ALU/VZ.

4. Check with ALU for arranging the future conf call bridge and netmeeting - THOM
---   end   ---
