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1
Decision/action requested

FYI as the meeting note.
2
Meeing summary
Conf call: #4
Date: 2009-10-27 (Tue)

Time: 07:00 – 09:00 (CET)

Participants:

· Qualcomm, ALU, Verizon, Airvana, Ericsson, Huawei, Vodafone, NSN, Thomson

Agenda:

1. Discussion on contributions

a. S5eHNB0017 - TS 32.594 skeleton (fixed HeNB acronym) (Motorola)
b. S5eHNB0018 - Minor updates : Liaison statement to Broadband Forum requesting clarification (Verizon)
c. S5eHNB0019 - HeNB Data Model Radio Parameters - Part 1 (Qualcomm)
d. S5eHNB0020 - Proposed summary of HeNB data model conf call status to SA5 #68 Shanghai (Thomson)
e. S5eHNB0021 - Proposal for System Parameters - Information Model (Verizon)
2.  AOB
Summary:

1.a S5eHNB0017 – TS 32.594 skeleton (fixed HeNB acronym)
· Not discussed as the author was not present.

Conclusion: To be re-submitted to SA5 #68 for agreement.
Action Item: re-submit to SA5 #68 (Motorola)
1.b S5eHNB0018 – Minor updates : Liaison statement to Broadband Forum requesting clarification
· Not discussed as the author was not present.
Conclusion: To be re-submitted to SA5 #68 for agreement.
Action Item: re-submit to SA5 #68 (Verizon)
1.c S5eHNB0019 – HeNB Data Model Radio Parameters - Part 1
· Qualcomm presented the contribution.  There were 3 areas in the discussion: 1) table format in 32.592, 2) process on reaching agreement, and 3) how to address product variations.
Table format
· QCOM: the diagram on the 1st page is not intended to be a part of 32.592, but some general figure is expected to be in 32.592.  Overall structure is outside the scope of this contribution but object trees under CellConfig proposed in this doc is intended as a good place to start.
· ALU (32.592 rapporteur): question on the table format as existing tables in other sections (Transport/PM/FM) have different format (“we should have a common format”). 

· QCOM: the intent is to make it closer to TR-196 format to avoid/minimize work later on.  Also this format shows the object structure.

· AIRV: BBF maintains the master in XML file and table is mechanically generated from it into DOC file. So format in the contribution is not so important.  TR-196 is the only data model “specification” and it’s not clear what extent and scope 32.592 will define.
· ALU: SA5 agreement is to define Info Model in 32.592. Prefer to keep information in consistent format. There is a general agreement on this by participants.
· QCOM: some radio parameters are self-config capable.  Do we need to capture that info in the table?

· ALU: we should capture that type of info.  Hirarchy (obj path) is not covered in 32.592 currently.

· QCOM: another way (instead of using yellow rows) is to change them to section title.

· AIRV: range definition and reference column are missing. Yellow rows are BBF convention which is how HNB data model was done originally.  If this is acceptable, it’s ok.  One way is to capture all CM objects in this format, and leave others (PM/FM) as is in different format
· ( We lack a common view on the table format in 32.592.  It still needs to be discussed and agreed. To continue discussion at SA5 #68.
Process on reaching agreement
· AIRV: regarding the integrity of the content, should this be LS’d to appropriate RAN group?  We should make sure experts look at them.
· QCOM: this has been discussed internally. Knowing the RAN group, expect that it’s difficult to get response to an LS.  Instead propose to have internal reviews within each company and provide comments.
· AIRV: another way may be to send LS to RAN group as FYI when the content is sufficiently solid so they have a view of what SA5 is defining.

· QCOM: propose to re-submit this to SA5 #68. Need an agreed way forward.

· THOM: we can discuss and agree on the reasonable time frame at SA5 #68, so each company can have it reviewed by domain experts and come back with comments.

· VZ: 1 month of time would probably be sufficient.

· ( need to agree on the timeframe to come to agreement.
Product variation
· AIRV: proposed parameters are good and flexible, but how do we define the value range for optional/mandatory as not all HeNBs are flexible in all aspects.  Do we need to capture default as mandatory, etc?

· QCOM: valid comment. Need to consider feasibility, testability in real-world limitation. Some of them may not be self-configurable.  Ok to prioritize things.
· AIRV: may need different profiles for different product types/classes. But not sure if it meets the needs.
· THOM: profile would work, but defining dozens of them may not be the best way.

· THOM: what does the future contributions from QCOM after part 1 cover?

· QCOM: next one will contain S1AP and EPC objects, which concludes CellConfig object. Also plan to cover access mgmt, config flags and capabilities. ALU has done Transport, and FM/PM/GPS are common.
· ( continue discussion on this.
Conclusion: Table format in 32.592 clearly needs further discusssion and agreement. For review on large/detail contributions that require review by radio domain experts, we need to agree on reasonable timeframe. Continue on with this conf call.
Action Item: re-submit to SA5 #68 for further discussion on above points (QCOM)
1.d S5eHNB0020  – Proposed summary of HeNB data model conf call status to SA5 #68 Shanghai
· THOM: overall summary of the past 4 conf calls. Propose to submit to SA5 #68 as FYI to show where we are, what we discussed/agreed/not agreed.
· QCOM: need to include today’s discussion.  QCOM *may* have additional contribution on part 2 (TBD) by SA5 #68.  If not, it’ll be submitted to the future conf call.
Conclusion: agreed (with update on today’s part)
Action Item: submit to SA5 #68 (Thomson)
1.e S5eHNB0021  – Proposal for System Parameters - Information Model
· Verizon presented the type of system parameters to be included in 32.592.

· VZ: the intent is to define system and sub-system level info that service provider can use in order to manage the HeNB.

· VF: two types of water mark (subsystem and history) are defined.  They’re probably intended for different purposes and handlings, but their use cases are not clear.

· AIRV/THOM: there’re some overlaps that are already defined elsewhere.

· THOM: is this intended for CM?  Some things look more of PM rather than CM.

· AIRV: “System flows” includes signalling, traffic, PDCP flows, etc. They’re oppressive amount of information. Not clear the cost of maintaining this. 

· VZ: the intent is not to force implementation. The issue is where to find the right balance. As a service provider, we want to see some definition. We can discus re-organization where appropriate.
· THOM: if this is proposed to CM section, there’re difficulties in how to reconcile the different level of info compared to very large and detailed radio parameters in CM section proposed by Qualcomm.
Conclusion: to be discussed further at SA5 #68
Action Item: re-submit to SA5 #68
2. AOB

Future call schedule:
· Conf call will continue beyond SA5 #68 Shanghai, but next call date is not decided.  Propose to discuss this at SA5 #68.
4
Action items
1.  Re-submit S5eHNB0017 to SA5 #68 for approval (Motorola)
2.  Re-submit S5eHNB0018 to SA5 #68 for approval (Verizon/ALU)

3.  Re-submit S5eHNB0019 to SA5 #68 for further discussion on above points (Qualcomm)

4. Submit S5eHNB0020 to SA5 #68 as FYI (Thomson)

5. Re-submit S5eHNB0019 to SA5 #68 for further discussion (Verizon/ALU)

5
Next meeting (#5)
The next conf call schedule is to be decided at SA5 #68 meeting.
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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