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Decision/action requested

FYI as the meeting note.
2
Meeing summary
Conf call: #2
Date: 2009-09-15 (Tue)

Time: 16:00 – 18:00 (CET)

Participants:

· ALU, Verizon, Airvana, Motorola, Ericsson, NSN, NEC, Vodafone, T-Mobile/Deutsche Telecom, Cisco, Thomson

Agenda:

1. Comments for the last conf call meeting minute (S5eHNB0002)

2. Discussion on contributions

a. S5eHNB0004 – on the structure of HeNB data model (Qualcomm)

b. S5eHNB0005 – proposal for transport parameters information model for Type 1 interface HeNB to HeNB management system (ALU)

c. S5eHNB0006 – Info model requirement – VZ proposal (Verizon)

d. S5eHNB0007 – info model requirement (DLNA) (Verizon)

e. S5eHNB0008 – info model system parameter justification (Verizon)

f. S5eHNB0009 – info model DLNA parameter justification (Verizon)
3.  AOB
Summary:

1.Comments for the last conf call meeting minute (S5eHNB0002)
· No comments were raised.
2.a S5eHNB0004 – on the structure of HeNB data model (Qualcomm)
· Thomson presented the contribution due to Qualcomm was not able to participate to the call this time.

· No conclusion was reached at this time regarding the 2 proposed options (1: maintain current structure and add HeNB specific object and parameters, 2: create a new root specific for HeNB).  The group felt that there is not enough information to confirm the raised points and make a decision at this point.  It was felt necessary that we need a better top-down view and understanding of how much is common or different between the existing content in TR-196 and the to-be-added HeNB specific objects and parameters.
· The general view of the group is that if the HeNB data model is an extension in nature, then option 1 is ok. But there was also a comment that it’s preferable to have separate document for each technology (UMTS/LTE/CDMA).
· One of the points in the contribution is the observation where the intended ‘general’ structure in the existing TR-196 is not quite general, therefore it requires modifications if option 1 is adopted. However, modifying the existing content is difficult due to BBF document update policy and principle.

· However, another view is that the raised “structural problems” are rather minor in nature and BBF will not consider to be an issue from keeping everything together (“no need to get the ‘baby out of the water’”).  No overlap issue between 3GPP and 3GPP2 is anticipated. The option 2 is a radical restructuring and should be avoided; also, it will result in duplication of common objects.  Comments on the “structural problems” need to be looked at carefully to check its validity first.
· A follow up discussion is needed. Thomson volunteered to create a contribution to address this further.
· The exact content and format in the CM section in 32.592 is still an open area and needs discussion w.r.t. the existing 32.582 format and content (PM/FM sections) and TR-196 format and content.  The main difference: following closer to TR-196 format will add object structure/name information which is not shown in the PM/FM section in 32.582 doc.

· A question was raised regarding the difference in the impact to the timeline to complete the work for the 2 proposed options. The impression that the contribution gives is that the option 2 (create new root object specifically for HeNB) is cleaner/easier and thus less work.  But another view is that it just postpone the general maintenance aspect and doesn’t solve any issue associated with the fundamental document update policy/principle set by the BBF; also it creates duplication problem for common objects.
Conclusion: deferred until further discussion 

Action Item: Thomson to create a contribution for the next conf call.
2.b S5eHNB0005 – proposal for transport parameters information model for Type 1 interface HeNB to HeNB management system (ALU)
· There is a general agreement that the transport related parameters are common with the existing ones.  The contribution is essentially the same with the existing parameters in TR-196 minus the RTP related parameters as they are not needed in LTE.

· A question was raised regarding whether multiple IPsec tunnels are needed for different technologies (UMTS/LTE) in case of ‘dual-mode’ femto.  The current TR-196 supports multiple IPsec tunnels, but binding of childSA to which technology may not be explicitly defined. The general view is that multiple IPsec tunnel is not needed and not an urgent issue, but it was felt appropriate to send an LS to SA3 to confirm this point.

· Essentially the same question was raised in the context of separation between C/U-plane and management connection and associated QoS treatment.  It was agreed to send an LS to SA1 to check this point.
· A question was raised w.r.t. the management traffic to be inside or possibly outside the IPsec tunnel.  It was clarified that the existing 32.583 already covers those scenarios.

· A comment was raised to have a separate column for default value would be useful.

· 2 LSes will be drafted; one to SA2 regarding the multiple IPsec tunnel question, and another to SA1 regarding the separate QoS handling for management traffic from the rest.
Conclusion: agreed 

Action Item: ALU to draft the LS to SA1 and SA2 on above topics.

2.c S5eHNB0006 – Info model requirement – VZ proposal (Verizon)
· The diagram on p.2 is not intended to be a part of 32.591. Possibly 32.592 is better.
· GPP in the diagram is “General Purpose Processor”

· A few questions were raised to clarify the definition of “system” vs. “subsystem.”  It was intended to cover the HeNB only.

· The proposed requirement is generic enough to be put into HNB requirement (32.581) as well if it currently doesn’t exist.  There was a comment that this type of requirement in fact does not exist in 32.581.

· It was proposed to split the requirement to CM and PM as the intent of the proposed requirement is more on PM/diagnostics purpose but it is under CM section.
Conclusion: agreed (also to 32.581 as well)

Action Item: VZ to update the contribution.
2.d S5eHNB0007 – info model requirement (DLNA) (Verizon)
· It was pointed out that if this type of requirement should be within the 3GPP jurisdiction or not; it may already be defined by BBF and need to check if there is any work already being covered by them.  If so, we should reuse their data model rather than reinventing new.  If not, a common data model across all technologies (UMTS/LTE/CDMA) should be defined.
Conclusion: deferred until we know more about BBF coverage in this area.
Action Item: VZ to draft an LS to BBF to ask their DLNA coverage in their work.

2.e S5eHNB0008 – info model system parameter justification (Verizon)
· The only change from the corresponding diagram in 32.582 is the last item in the right hand column in the diagram on p.3 (system and sub-system level management).

· The same diagram on p.2 with the one in S5eHNB0006 is included. A question was raised regarding its intention and value in 32.592 doc.  The same question on the definition of “sub-system” was raised – whether it is a singular or plural.  The intent was to be able to have visibility of the sub-system level (within the HeNB) status and operation, and it covers various aspects and levels of the HeNB.  It was felt that it would raise unnecessary questions and problems.  It is probably better to describe this in texts rather than a diagram. It was agreed not to include this diagram in the 32.592 doc.
Conclusion: agreed

Action Item: VZ to update the contribution.
2.f S5eHNB0009 – info model DLNA parameter justification (Verizon)
· This is the same treatment with S5eHNB0007

Conclusion: same with S5eHNB0007
Action Item: none (LS is covered under S5eHNB0007)
3. AOB

· Clarification on the conf call process

Agreed contributions during the conf calls need to be re-submitted to the regular SA5 meeting for official/final agreement.

LS can be drafted and discussed during the conf call, but official/final decision will be at the regular SA5 meeting.  Final draft needs to be re-submitted to the regular meeting.

· Due date for contribution submission

It was felt necessary to set a due date for submission to have sufficient time to review before the conf call.  Since the next call is Mon/Tue, it is being proposed that the Wed in the prior week is the due date.
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Action items
1. Create a contribution for the next conf call (S5eHNB0004) – THOM.

2. Draft the LS to SA1 and SA2 (S5eHNB0005) – ALU
3. Update the contribution (S5eHNB0006, 0008) – VZ
4. Draft an LS to BBF to ask their DLNA coverage in their work (S5eHNB0007) – VZ
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Next meeting (#3)
· Wk42 (Oct. 12th, 13th)

Meeting #3 - Monday / Tuesday

PST: Monday 03pm - 05pm

CST: Monday 05pm - 07pm

EST: Monday 06pm - 08pm

GMT: Monday 10pm – 00am

BST: Monday 11pm - 01am

CET: Tuesday 00am - 02am

China: Tuesday 06am - 08am

Korea/Japan: Tuesday 07am - 09am
· Conf bridge / livemeeting info:

Please see the meeting invite from ALU.
· Proposed agenda

1. Follow up discussion on S5eHNB0004 and additional contribution.

2. Any other updates, new contributions
· Submission due date for the next conf call

Oct. 7 (Wed)

6
Note
Contributions are to be submitted to the virtual meeting site set up for this activity.

· http://webapp.etsi.org/MeetingCalendar/MeetingDetails.asp?mid=28306
· ftp://ftp.3gpp.org/tsg_sa/WG5_TM/Ad-hoc_meetings/Virtual-HeNB
---   end   ---
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