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1 Introduction and Executive Summary

1.1 Session data

The RG session was held on 18 August 2004 during Q2.

The following Tdocs were input to this session:
	Type
	Input Tdoc#

-> Output Tdoc#

(if changed)
	Affected TS(s)
	Rel
	Title
	Source
	Input Status
	Reviewed
	Output Status

	Agenda
	S5-048627
	TR 32.804
	Rel-6
	Draft Agenda for WTRET Session
	Rapporteur
	New
	Yes
	Agreed

	Updated TR
	S5-048628
	TR 32.804
	Rel-6
	TR 32.804-111 Control of Remote Electrical Tilting (RET) antennas; Requirements - for SA Approval
	MCC
	New
	Yes
	Raised to v1.2.0. in S5-048720. To be sent to SA Plenary for approval.

	CR
	S5-048623
	TS 32.642
	Rel-6
	Changes to support RET
	SA5 (Lucent)
	New
	Yes
	Revised to S5-048721. Sent to SWG-D Plenary for approval.

	Discussion paper
	S5-048624
	TS 32.642
	Rel-6
	Rel-6 RET Use Cases.
	Lucent Technologies / Vodafone
	New
	Yes
	Noted.

	Discussion paper
	S5-048626
	TS 32.642
	Rel-6
	Rel-6 RET Attribute justifications.
	Lucent Technologies / Vodafone
	New
	Yes
	Noted. Antenna attribute justifications included in S5-048721 above.


1.2 Executive summary

1.2.1 Achievements of this meeting

· All 5 contributions were reviewed. None were postponed to the next meeting.

· TR 32.804, Control of Remote Electrical Tilting (RET) antennas; Requirements, was raised to version 1.2.0 and can be sent to SA Plenary for approval.

1.2.2 Total achievements and progress of this WT/RG in the current release 

· Achievements:
The WID for the SA5 RET work has been approved. 

TR 32.804 v1.0.0 has been produced and sent to TSG SA for information.

TR 32.804 v1.2.0 has been produced and can be sent to SA Plenary for Approval.

· Percentage of completion:
80%

· Problems:
None.

1.2.3 Action requested by (and information to be forwarded to) SA5 

2 Approval of the last meeting report

Approved.

3 Action items
	Item
	Description
	Release
	Owner
	Status after meeting #38
	WT / RG respon-sible
	Target date

	38b.1
	Clarify the titles of subclauses 4.2 and 4.3 and check the requirements are in the correct subclause.
	Rel-6
	Rapporteur
	Closed
	WTRET
	Meeting 39

	38b.2
	Define the term antenna. Investigate existing definitions for antenna.
	Rel-6
	Rapporteur
	Closed
	WTRET
	Meeting 39

	38b.3
	Investigate whether state management can be used to meet the requirement to determine whether a command is in progress (4.2 No. 7).
	Rel-6
	Lucent
	Open
	WTRET
	Meeting 39bis

	38b.4
	Regarding failures should each return code given in TR 25.802 be converted into a probable cause, or an exception?
	Rel-6
	All
	Open
	WTRET
	Meeting 39bis

	38b.5
	Provide a justification using use cases for the RET related attributes in the UTRAN NRM.
	Rel-6
	Lucent
	Closed
	WTRET
	Meeting 39

	39.1
	Additional information in the attribute justifications from S5-048626 should be added to the respective Information Attribute Definitions in section 6.5.1 of 32.642, using revised CR in S5-048721.
	Rel-6
	Lucent
	Open
	WTRET
	Meeting 39


4 Review of input documents 

4.1 Tdoc S5-048627 (Draft Agenda for WTRET Session; Rapporteur)

Presented by Rapporteur

Conclusion: Agreed

4.2 Tdoc S5-048628 (Revision of TR 32.804, v1.1.1; Remote control of Electrical Tilting (RET) antennas Requirements; MCC)

Presented by Rapporteur
Comments: Robert Petersen asked which requirements were specific to the Itf-N. Olaf Pollakowski stated that Requirement 5 in Section 4.2 should be made more general, as the requirement could relate to all commands and responses on the Itf-N. If a general mechanism exists then this should also be used to block RET commands on the Itf-N, not just the RET ones. It was agreed to add an Editor’s note to this effect, and to mark requirement 5 “For Further Study” to determine whether this is a requirement of Itf-N or not. Emmanuel Dujardin asked if this blocking mechanism should be provided by the Element Manager, or by Itf-N itself. Olaf Pollakowski added that Requirement 8 in the same section, on failure reasons, should be reworded. Sending a reason for the change not being made back to the IRP Manager may not be appropriate. It was agreed to reword to “The reason for not configuring a parameter shall also be made available”. Robert Petersen suggested that we should mark which requirements are for Itf-N, but as time is limited we can record it as an outstanding issue on the cover page. Requirements in section 4.5 should also be similarly marked. This was agreed.

In section 4.3, requirement 2, “it shall be possible for the IRPManager to learn of each unique antenna at a remote site via the Itf-N interface” Robert Petersen asked when this learning would take place. John Islip replied that this is a discovery mechanism, to find out which antennas are there. 

Trevor Pirt proposed that Annexes A and B be marked Informative. This was agreed.

John Islip stated that clarification of requirements in terms of whether they are for the Element Manager of IRPAgent doesn’t occur elsewhere, so why do we need to do it here. Robert Petersen replied that the original requirement relates to functionality on the Element Manager. John Islip added that requirements should not say how they are implemented. How they are done is not for a requirements specification. Robert Petersen replied that it will still be helpful to have such guidance. John Islip stated that this should not be a block to approval of the TR. All agreed that it would not be.
Conclusion: It was agreed to incorporate the changes agreed above into the TR, and to update the header. Document raised to version 1.2.0 in Tdoc S5-048720. New version and header to be sent to SA Plenary for approval.
4.3 Tdoc S5-048623 (CR to TS 32.642, Changes to support RET; Lucent)

Presented by Mohan Rao

Comments: Header should be marked for Radio not ME. New version and Tdoc # needed for the change. Olaf Pollakowski stated that if we intend to fulfil this via Bulk CM it should be clearly stated in this CR. Robert Petersen added that this CR does not reflect the TR requirements when it comes to basic CM. With Bulk you send the commands down then validate. Do you range check before you send the value? It’s more a comment for the TR. Mohan – do we need to see something in the TR to reflect this. Trevor Pirt proposed to remove the reference to vsData container, which was agreed. Robert Petersen noted that the definition of antenna here does not align with the general 3GPP one. One mast could have 2 antennas, say UTRAN and GERAN. Mohan Rao considered this to be outside the scope of this CR. Mohan deleted “to support the Uu interface of a UTRAN cell” from definitions of antenna. This now aligns with the definitions to be found in the ETSI TEDDI database. Olaf Pollakowski stated that the Itf-N control attribute cannot be agreed, as it’s now FFS in the TR. This was agreed. Mohan agreed to take it out. Robert Petersen asked if the height attribute should always be in metres as currently proposed. Could it not also be feet, for instance in North America. All agree to leave it as metres.

Questions: Robert Petersen asked if the attributes will be dealt with by Bulk CM.  Mohan replied that they would. Robert Petersen suggested that range checking and error cases may not be fulfilled. Trevor Pirt concluded that the reasons for fails can be recorded in session logs. Robert Petersen agreed.

Conclusion: Revise to S5-048721. For SWG-D plenary.

4.4 Tdoc S5-048624 (Discussion on TS 32.642, Rel-6 RET Use Cases; Lucent Technologies/Vodafone)

Presented by Mohan Rao

Comments: Robert Petersen asked if you can start configuring parameters after installation. Mohan replied that this is so. The justification of each parameter is in Tdoc S5-048626. Robert Petersen observes that the rationale for this contribution says WHY they’re needed and the text of the contribution does not. All agree to note the document.

Questions: None

Conclusion: Noted.

4.5 Tdoc S5-048626 (Discussion on TS 32.642, Rel-6 RET Attribute Justifications; Lucent Technologies / Vodafone)

Presented by Mohan Rao

Comments: Robert Petersen said that as the identification of which requirements were Itf-N requirements has yet to be done we should remove the “Itf-N control” attribute. This was agreed. C Toche suggested that the additional information in the attribute justifications from this document should be added to the respective Information Attribute Definitions in section 6.5.1 of 32.642. Mohan Rao agreed to do this as part of the revision of Tdoc S5-048623 to S5-048721 (see above). 

Questions: None.

5 Joint session(s) held with other RGs (if necessary)

None

6 Any other business

None.

7 Participants

For information about the attendees’ telephone numbers and/or email addresses, please refer to the SA5 document for registered participants.
	Attendee name
	Company

	DUJARDIN Emmanuel
	Orange S.A.

	ISLIP John 
	Lucent Technologies N. S. UK

	LI Yewen
	China Mobile Com. Corporation

	LUO Yunzhong
	CATT

	NAN Jerry
	Nanjing Ericsson Panda Com ltd.

	NEAL Adrian (Rapporteur)
	Vodafone Ltd. 

	NOUIRA Habib
	Alcatel S.A.

	PAL Tapinder
	T-MOBILE Deutschland

	PETERSEN Robert
	Ericsson Korea

	PIRT Trevor 
	Motorola Ltd.

	POLLAKOWSKI Olaf
	SIEMENS AG

	RAO Mohan
	Lucent Technologies N. S. UK

	TOCHE Christian
	NORTEL NETWORKS (Europe).

	WANG Enxi
	Nokia Corporation
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