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6.5.3
1 3GPP Work Plan status

Percentage of completion: 5% (previously 0%)

Estimated completion date: SA5#75 - Mar. 2017
Other information (WID update, Rapporteur change, etc): None
2 Technical Progress status

Summary of progress: The skeleton was agreed, and a business level requirement related to transfer constraints from the LC to the NM for cells under LSA regime. Some use case for this function were agreed in principle but require rewording regarding many details.
Outstanding issues: None
3 Minutes

The RG session was held on 26 May 2016 in Q2.
	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source 

	S5-163118
	Skeleton for 28.xxx "Licensed Shared Access (LSA) Controller (LC) Integration Reference Point (IRP); Requirements"

In introduction “controller” should be capital.

Add NM and NMLS in the abbreviations section.

Use new “Change history” 

Conclusion: Revised S5-163350
	NOK

	S5-163119
	TS 28.xxx LSA IRP requirements - scope section update

A long discussion on how to reference ETS RRS definitions, conclusion was to copy them (for convenience) and state in a note the reference

The term Licensee should be defined.
Should be made clear that sharing arrangement is an optional element.

Conclusion: Revised to S5-163351
	RED

	S5-163120
	pCR TS 28 xxx New business level use case - LC Initialization

Nokia: What is the meaning of accept in the step “The NM accepts the constraints on cells parameters.”? What happens of the constraints are not accepted? Is this case foreseen?

RED: Will be clarified

Nokia: In general, the wording in the use case needs to be more precise, e.g. when cells and cell constraints are mentioned, which cells are actually meant? Probably only those which use LSA resources. Another example is “The network is planned”, probably this refers only to cells using LSA resources, but this should be said.
Nokia: New use case on “NM providing cell information to the LC” should be added.
Orange: Req-Id should be changed from …NRM… to …CON…
Conclusion: Revised to S5-163352
	RED

	S5-163121
	pCR TS 28 xxx New business level use case - Network deployment update

Nokia: Regarding wording in use case, similar comments as above.
Nokia: Why should the LC be notified about cell parameter updates. Imagine SON changing something.

RED: Wording needs to be improved to make clear that this refers only to e.g. hardware changes requiring recalculation of the constraints.
Nokia: How does LC know cells have been added/removed/updated? Use case should be added.

Modified to be clarified
Conclusion: Revised to S5-163353 
	RED

	S5-163122
	pCR TS 28 xxx New business level use case - LSA spectrum resource availability change 

Nokia: The requirement is not needed. The general requirement in S5-163120 is enough. The use case as such is ok, but requires rewording.

Ericsson: The step ”The NM confirms to the LC that the new constraints on parameters are satisfied.” Should be reworded, since constraints can be received or taken into account, but what does satisfied mean, since parameters can change.

Accepted should be revisited

Conclusion: Revised to S5-163354 
	RED

	S5-163123
	pCR TS 28 xxx New business level use case - Loss of connectivity with the LR

Nokia: 
Conclusion: Revised to S5-163355
	RED

	S5-163124
	Discussion paper on IRP use for LSA

Nokia: Question is if a new Interface IRP (with embedded info model, aka support IOCs) or an NRM IRP and re-usage of existing Interface IRPs like the Basic CM IRP is the best approach. Proposed to wait with the answer until we have more clarity on what is really needed.
Conclusion: Noted.
	RED
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