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6.6.3
1 3GPP Work Plan status

Percentage of completion: 80% (previously 75%)

Estimated completion date: SA#72 - June 2016 (if change: previous SA#71 – Mar 2016)

Other information (WID update, Rapporteur change, etc): none
2 Technical Progress status

Summary of progress: 

· Group discussed the contribution on way forward for the study and agreed on the proposals 1, 2 and 3. The proposal 4 was discussed, with the following conclusions:
· Deployment scenario / Use Case 1 could be agreed, but is conditional on the agreement of the deployment scenario / use case 3. RED technologies expressed their opinion that scenario 1 is not their preference, but could be possible only together with scenario 3.
· Deployment scenario / Use Case 2 was conceptually agreed, but does not require detailed description. Just a statement that "it represents a case where the LC is combined with the NM and does not require any standardization effort in SA5" is sufficient.
· Deployment scenario / Use Case 3 seems to be controversial and requires separate discussion.
· Group discussed, but could not agree the contribution on the solutions evaluation. The architectural option where LC is communicating to NM "in parallel to the RPT" was objected. Several comments/objections were made to the details of the communication between LC and NM - sequence diagrams were seen as controversial, ability to read the cell status from OAM system was objected, need to read the nominal TX power was objected, etc…
· Group agreed pCR adding conclusion on the level of interaction between LC and PLMN (at the NM level).
· Group agreed pCR adding description of the functional split in alternative 1.
· Group agreed pCR adding architectural option for LC/RPT case.
· Group discussed, but could not agree the pCR adding supported scenarios and standardization impacts:
· Deployment scenario 1 could be agreed, but is conditional on the agreement of the deployment scenario 3. The recommendation should state one set of new specifications addressing both scenarios 1 and 3.
· Deployment scenario 2 was conceptually agreed, but does not require detailed description. Just a statement that it represents a case where LC is combined with the NM and does not require any standardization effort in SA5 is sufficient.
· No agreement could be reached for the deployment scenario 3. As a possible way forward the group may consider abandoning the RPT integration concept and defining a limited set of interactions between LC and OAM (LC provides configuration constraints, LC notifies OAM about availability of data and/or status of communication with LR, OAM notifies LC about completion of system reconfiguration). Additional offline discussions are needed to progress with this option. The study needs to be extended.
· The way forward was discussed:
· Discussions on the deployment scenario 3 formalization will continue.
· The TR may be sent to SA for information.
· The TR will remain open until the conclusion on the deployment scenario 3 is reached.
Outstanding issues:

· Need agreement on the definition of deployment scenario 3 where LC provides configuration constraints to the NM.

3 Minutes

The RG session was held on Q1, January 28, 2016.
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	S5-161087
	Way forward for the LSA study
· RED: agree to proposals 1, 2 and 3 (some minor editorials)

· RED: UC2 agree but remove the reference to functional split

· RED: UC1 the role of LC is too small to justify standardization work, but no formal objection as long as UC3 is supported as well.

· RED: UC3 we don't like the current functional split (the diagram needs to be modified and LC to OAM arrow has to be renamed to "configuration constraints". We also prefer to show RPT and LC as separate boxes with a non-standardized interface between them… Additional discussion needed 

· Noted (proposals 1, 2, 3 agreed; proposal 4 UC2 agreed)
	Nokia

	S5-161108
	pCR 32.855 - Solutions evaluation
· Telecom Italia: the first arch diagram is acceptable, the second diagram is not acceptable (we see potential conflicts between LC, RPT and NM)

· RED: we don't see any problems. Our pilot results (with Ericsson and Nokia) show that everything works fine without conflicts

· Deutsche Telekom: agree with Telecom Italia. The first architecture is acceptable, the second is not

· Ericsson: we have overall comments on this contribution (disagreement on the sequence diagrams proposed - these may only be examples and shall not mandate the interactions), (we see disconnect between the contribution detail vs verbal proposals - ability to read the TX power and network state - 6.2.2.2-1 says that cell status is read from the OAM system), (section 6.2.2.5 - mentions TX nominal power).
· Nokia: we do have several comments on the proposed text, but these are secondary if we cannot reach an agreement on the proposed architectures (concerns expressed by Telecom Italia and Deutsche Telekom)
· Open for now, may be revised if necessary
	RED Technologies

	S5-161151
	pCR TR 38.855 conclusion on interaction at NM level
· Orange: the conclusion and recommendation are very similar

· Nokia: done on purpose to allow us to document partial agreements if we can't agree on the solutions/functional split

· agreed
	Nokia

	S5-161152
	pCR TR 38.855 add missing description of functional split alternative
· RED: the last word in the new text should be changed from "processed" to "completed"
· Nokia: agree to change
· Revised to S5-161328
	Nokia

	S5-161153
	pCR TR 38.855 add architectural option LC part of RPT
· agreed
	Nokia

	S5-161154
	pCR TR 38.855 supported scenarios and standardization impacts
· RED: Scenario 2 suggest to say "LSA controller is part of the NM and does not require standardization.

· RED: Scenario 1 can be accepted "as is" but only if the Scenario 3 is accepted. Need to remove the txt "which could be documented in the …."

· RED: cannot agree to the Scenario 3 - require more time for offline discussion… but would like to ensure that Scenario 3 implemented as a set of new specifications

· RED: no objections to the Recommendations section

· Need offline discussion on solution 3

· The TR progress goes to 80% and we will send draft TR to SA for information
	Nokia
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