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Minutes
	Agenda
	Topic

	1
	Opening of the meeting
The meeting was opened by the SA5 chairman, Christian Toche, and was then chaired by the SAE/LTE OAM Study Item Rapporteur, Robert Petersen.

	2
	Approval of the agenda and registration of new documents
S5A070002 was approved. A revised version including Tdoc allocation can be found in S5A070017.

	3
	Walk through of requirement methodology

M.3020 was presented by Robert

Robert introduced the document. SA5 has just defined a new methodology for documenting Requirements. Requirements must be motivated by use cases. Tracking between use cases and requirements must be done. This should be applied for all new Rel-8 SA5 documents.
Conclusion: Each contributing company should align their contributions to the TR with the new methodology and the use case template. Impacts on the TR delivery schedule should be avoided. The LTE part of the TR should be ready for September. The SAE part will not be ready for December. Update of the TR delivery dates in the SI is needed (to be done off line with MCC).

	4
	Structure of TR 32.816 and updates according to the methodology

S5A070011 was presented by Robert
Robert: How to handle SON for Home eNodeB? How to avoid overlap and duplications? Should we restructure the TR?
Yangli: The OAM architecture for Macro Node B and Home Node B should be aligned. The Home NodeB TR should refer to the architecture in 32.816.

Robert: Home NodeB TR is structured following FCAPS. The TS 32.816 is only partially structured like this. More alignment would be beneficial.  

Yangli: SON use cases will not be duplicated in Home NodeB TR. Common part should reside in 32.816. Home NodeB TR only focus on differences. For example, if security is needed for both macro NodeB and home NodeB, it should be in 32.816. 

Robert: We should have a more formalized way to document solutions and distinguish requirements from solutions.
Conclusion: Common things will be in 32.816. Use cases and requirements will be in 32.816. Only the differences will be in the home NodeB TR. More work is needed on requirements for both TRs. Then we will see how to document solutions if any solutions are proposed.

	5
	Submitted contributions on WT340036 Study on Management for LTE and SAE (OAM8-Study)
S5A070005 was presented by Per
Alexej: Merge bullet 5 with 7 and 4 with 6?

Per: We want to make sure we use Itf-N both for SAE and LTE and we have the correct objects for both.  

Mikael: There is no hole in the statements. Have different bullets just emphasize and make clear the requirements. 

Alexej: We would like to switch the order of 4 and 5 and 6 and 7. 

Alexej: The document is not based on the latest version of the TR (1.0.0). The comment was then withdrawn. 

Conclusion: The group agreed to add bullet 7. 
S5A070008 was presented by Alexej
Alexej: We would like to have the possibility that the EM of one vendor is connected to the NodeB of another vendor. 

Robert: No direct interface between NM and NE? 

Alexej: We would like to have the Itf-N between NM and EM, not directly between NM and NE.

Robert: Interface between NM and embedded EM in the NE OK?

Alexej: It is OK. We still see the need for EM. Have it in the NE or not is an implementation option. We want EM as simple as possible, put as many as possible functionalities out of EM. 

Alexej: We want to standardize EM-NE interface. For example, we want to standardize alarms generated by NE. 
Robert: Alarm IRP is standardized on Itf-N. Why need an Alarm IRP on EM-NE interface? 

Alexej: Vendor specific alarms need to be converted at EM level. In ideal world, we want the EM to be a “simple router”.

Mikael: Do you really think that EM can have almost no intelligence? For example in the case of Performance Management, EM plays an important role.

Alexej: PM is more and more centralized (i.e. managed at NMS level). We just want standardized measurements transferred via the EM. 
Mikael: For PM, the EM has currently an active role for scheduling and collecting measurements.  Who will do that? 

Alexej: NM will provide the guidance to EM and EM can react as a router and concentrator. It should also not be a problem regarding PM. It should not verify the contents of information. 
Mikael: We cannot remove all functionalities from EM. 

Alexej: No need for big transformation in EM. A standardized interface EM-NE will allow to have a more simple EM 

Robert: For PM, some aggregation is needed to be done at EM. It is better than doing it at NodeB level; it reduces OAM work for NodeB.
Robert: In your proposal, why do you still need EM?

Alexej: For example for PM, the EM could do concentration: convert 5 min period measurements to 15 min period measurements; for FM, filtering could be done at EM level. Also scalability and termination of security between NE and OAM network.
Olaf: We should discus what is feasible to simplify EM functionalities. We cannot standardize everything between EM and NE (e.g. hardware management cannot be standardized). 
Alexej: Some contributions are needed from vendors to see how we can simplify the architecture. 

Olaf: We need to focus on clear requirements and then define solutions. 

Review of O&M requirements in clause 3:

Requirement 1:

Robert: Does it apply to eNodeB only or to Core Network nodes too?

Alexej: Architecture should be the same but this needs more study to confirm. 

Robert: Which problem does it resolve?
Alexej: For deployment, it should allow to have different vendors for eNodeB. More flexibility for vendor-operator relationship. Also, we need more flexibility for deployment scenarios. 
Olaf: There are vendor specific aspects for each Node B which cannot be standardized. 

Alexej: We need to standardize them as much as possible. For example, software download and activation should be standardized. 
Robert: Need to clarify the level of standardization. Do we want to standardize all details (e.g. reboot or not after software download)?

Alexej: Agree some aspects may not need to be standardized. 

Olaf: If we standardize EM-NE interface, it will have a cost and it will have limited functionalities. We need to understand the real benefits. 

Alexej: We may accept some restricted functionalities because we need open EM-NE interface for deployment scenarios for the macro NodeBs. 

Istvan: With Home eNodeB, operators cannot control network planning. They cannot guarantee geographical homogeneity. We need open interface with EM for relocations. 
Mikael: We agree Home NodeB will have specific requirements. But maybe we should take it separately from LTE OAM.

Robert: We still need to see what concrete problems will be solved with a standard EM-NE interface.

Alexej: EM level costs a lot of money. Continuous problem with EM, introduce delay in deployment. A lot of functionalities are handled in different ways among vendors. A mot of EM functionalities can de done in a centralized way (NM). We need vendor contributions to see why EM is so important. 
Conclusion: No consensus. Concerns (e.g. hardware management, software management, configuration management in general, and home NodeB scalability) were raised by vendors. Huawei and Samsung support the principle of opening EM-NE interface. This is the first time it is discussed in SA5. The requirement was clearly described by Vodafone. The problem to resolve was explained. How the open EM-NE interface will resolve that problem needs more thinking from vendors. Further concrete technical arguments were asked to be provided by the vendors in close cooperation with operators. 
Requirement 2:

Mikael: What are the deployment scenarios?

Alexej: One of the possible scenarios could be the deployment step by step, on demand, not a mass deployment of home eNodeBs.

Robert: For EM-NE part, we need more internal discussion. 

Per: If we don’t know the deployment scenarios, how can we guarantee to satisfy the requirement 2? 

Conclusion: The requirements are understood. There should be no restrictions anywhere on the number of vendors you may support in a network. SA5 is going to study the differences between multivendor environment for home eNodeB and macro NodeB.
Requirement 3:

Mikael: What means logical?
Alexej: Logical means anything which is not related to the hardware. However, the SON should be placed as much as possible in a single centralized node for easy deployment, outside of network nodes and outside of OMC. Put SON in a single box will avoid too many multi‑vendor interfaces and avoid interoperability issues.
Mikael: Is it expressed as a requirement or a solution? 
Olaf: Not sure this architecture resolves the interoperability issues. The ideal location of SON functionality may vary depending on SON use cases.
Alexej: For the first release, we should have SON in a centralized place. Then we can think about moving some SON functions to the nodes if the analyze shows the benefit of it.
Istvan: Why self-configuration is not shown as part of SON? SON is covering self-configuration, self-optimization, self-healing, etc. 
Alexej: In RAN3, self-configuration is specified for all automatic actions before you turn on NodeB. After you turn on, it becomes self-optimizing.
Mikael: We need to define exactly what is SON. Does SON include all management activities? For each SON use case, we should define a solution. Not sure the solution can be centralized. 

Alexej: Advantages and disadvantages of centralization should be studied. The solution should support multi-vendor SON and for this reason we think it cannot be in OMC. 

Robert: Do not necessarily agree. This will need more discussion. 

Conclusion: It was agreed that SA5 in cooperation with other 3GPP WGs should standardize amongst others Self-Organizing Networks (SON) functionality. SA5 is going to study the SON use cases relevant to SA5 to verify in which place they have to be implemented for the first release.
Requirement 4:

See discussion on S5A070005. 

Conclusion: Only in the case the EM is embedded in the NE, there may be a physical interface between NM and NE.  The termination point of the NM-EM interface must always be in the EM.

Requirement 5:
Robert: Measurements can be on per NodeB basis or per cell basis. Is aggregation in EM to produce NodeB measurements still possible?  

Alexej: Yes, it can be seen as concentration function. 

Olaf: Why do you still ask for an EM?
Alexej: For concentration and router function. The translation is a source for error. We need to define the minimum standardized alarms needed to be implemented by all vendors in NE.

Olaf: In that case, you may have alarms based on different network models. There is a need for a mediation layer, whether it is in EM or NE. Data may be encoded in different formats by different NEs, some mediation is always needed in EM e.g. SNMP to XML.
Adrian: The term format may be linked to protocol. We might better use the terms layout or syntax.
Istvan: Change the wording: “the element manager shall not …” with “it shall be possible to disable averaging or translation”. 

Conclusion: There is no agreement in SA5. SA5 understands the requirement. Several concerns were raised regarding the translation in EM and the transport of the information on different interfaces (EM-NE and NM-EM). It should be studied further. SA5 may come with additional questions. 
Requirement 6:

Istvan: The use of P2P interface cannot be excluded. It is for further study. 
Alexej: We think there is no justification for P2P interface.

Istvan: There is an intention to standardize P2P interface. See 32.816. 

Robert: P2P interface exists today. Does X2 interface exists already? 
Per: SA5 agreed to use the P2P interface at SA5#53.  

Alexej: Is the justification sufficient to exchange only a few parameters? We need a detailed analysis to prove the need for P2P interface. 
Istvan: See chapter 4.1.2 in 32.816. 
Per: It is reuse, not new. 
Alexej: It is quite new. It is not implemented. We did not see any good reason to introduce it. P2P induces additional integration costs (and the requirement that the EM understands the topology of the network e.g. which NEs are connected to which EMs). 
Istvan: We have good arguments for introducing P2P: reduce complexity of NM, better multi-vendor integration, etc. 
Olaf: OPEX and CAPEX reduction has to be taken into account. 

Conclusion: No agreement can be reached on the need for P2P interface between DMs. Anyway, it was commented that the use of P2P interface for LTE OAM needs more study and should be justified by use cases.
Requirement 7: 
Robert: OK for standardizing the split between EM and NM. Why standardize the functional split between NE and EM? We did not understand all the reasons.
Mikael: Can we have a definition of the functional split between EM and NM?

Alexej: The NE provides standardized data, the EM just forward it to the NM. 
Mikael: It does not harm. The question is to which detail level we need to go.

Conclusion: OK for standardizing the split between EM and NM. Standardizing the functional split between NE and EM may be needed and need additional study. Anyway, the first justifications for having it were presented by one operator. 
Requirement 8: 
Eanny: The first release of LTE should be Rel-8.
Conclusion: FULLY AGREED!!!
Requirement 9: 
No comment.
Conclusion: Agreed
S5A070009 presented by Alexej
Robert: Chapter 2.2 table Interfaces. For physical aspects, Em is closed and Itf-N is open. What does it mean?

Alexej: Vendor specific information may be converted in Em to a standardized interface. 
Robert: Naming and addressing? Is it for objects, measurements?

Alexej: Yes

Olaf: Table chapter 5: only examples?
Alexej: Yes, just examples to explain what we need. This is a first input for the procedures SA5 needs to start studying. 

Examples

Em-Interface

N-Interface

Logical Aspects

Node radio configuration, the transmit power, Antenna Tilt, and Neighbour Cell List

Open 

Open 
Physical Aspects

Memory usage, Number of CPU Processes, CPU Usage, Hardware faults, and Hardware Temperature.

Generally Closed

Open

Naming & Addressing

IP address of the Element, and eNodeB, cell and sector naming conventions.

Open

Open

Transport (Layer 1-3)

Security profiles used on Em-Interface, OMC Selection, IETF Transport Protocols, and S & N-Interface protocols.

Open

Open

Robert: Please explain same process or separate process.

Alexej: NE and EM not from same vendor: transparent transport in EM. NE and EM from same vendor: EM may do some more processing. 

Robert: Clause 3.3 “The Reporting procedures are directly controlled by the Network Manager using the Configuration procedures described in sub-clause 3.2”. 

Alexej: It is configuration of PM procedures.

Olaf: Clause 3.4. “The alarms would trigger the Element Manager to take an automated or semi-automated action, e.g. power cycling of the Element; it is assumed that this process would be under control of the Element Manager.”

Alexej: For single vendor, it may be OK. For multi-vendor, it is a misleading sentence. 

Robert: Same clause. “The Application Part passed over the N-Interface needs to ensure that the alarms/fault reports can be passed up to the Network Manager, otherwise this is similar to what happens for UTRAN/GERAN.”

Alexej: The Application Part is in charge of the data transferred in the procedures. 
Robert: Clause 4.1, 5th row. Unique Cell Id is used to identify eNodeB.

Alexej: No, just an example. 

Eanny: Clause 4.1, 2nd row. Do you need security procedure?

Alexej: Yes, security aspects should be taken into account. MAC address may be used for identity NE. For security, MAC address may be used or not. It needs to be studied.  

Robert: TS 32.300 is the TS for naming conventions. 

Conclusion: Conclusions on S5A070008 also apply to S5A070009.

S5A070013 was presented by Alexej
Mikael: This would be the next step, when the previous contributions are decided upon. 

Alexej: Agree. Detailed comments are appreciated. This contribution is only for information. Vodafone can not support the TR as it is now. Vodafone do not agree any more with reusing the current management architecture. 

Olaf: 4.1.2 was conveying the message that the system is taking care of the problem. The proposal says that everything is taken care of in the NM. So what is left of automation? Is it not giving that more integration has to be done. It seems contradictory with the automation requirements. 
Adrian N: Centralised architecture is also standardised and open. Olaf: That means that automation is done by operators themselves. So from that point of view also WCDMA is SON compliant already. 
Olaf: Are Vodafone happy with the TA being transported to MME over S1? 
Alexej: Yes. 
Olaf: Then it is acknowledged that some intelligence is moved down to the network. So the message form Vodafone is confusing. 
Alexej: In Rel-1 everything should be managed from the NM and not from the NE or the EM.

Robert: The Ericsson perception of SON was to decrease operator actions and costs, by automating functions. Those functions will be placed in eNodeB, the EM and NM on a case by case basis, where the solution is most optimal. Vodafone agrees with that, but in the first release they want to have all SON functionality executed in the NM. 
Robert: Vodafone's intentions and wishes are understood, but other operators have different intentions and wishes. 
Ericsson and NSN do not agree to remove the P2P interface. 

Conclusion: The Vodafone intentions are clarified. The work is to be continued. Detailed comments on the proposal are requested to be sent to Vodafone.

S5A070014 was presented by Robert
Alexej: What to do with the vendor specific trace data? How to use them?

Robert: We offer some more information than standardized data. It is up to each vendor to decide which data can be useful for the operator. 
Mikael: Why introduce new trace depths?

Robert: It is up to the operator to choose what he needs depending on the context. This is also a way to avoid too much node load.
Conclusion: Agreed. Recommendation for Orlando meeting: it should be introduced in the TR 32.816.

S5A070015 presented by Robert
No comment. 
Conclusion: Agreed. Recommendation for Orlando meeting: it should be introduced in the TR 32.816.

	6
	Assessment of the stability of each clauses in TR 32.816

More work is needed on the study. The completion rate of the TR may need to be re-assessed. We should not start the specification work if there is no basis for that. It is difficult to start an implementation work item right now. Anyway, we should follow the usual SA5 process to introduce new WIs. We need a formal plan on how we should progress the work in work items. 
The TR was reviewed clause by clause. It was agreed that a WI could be submitted to Orlando meeting on Trace. All other items in the TR need more study. 
The Rapporteur will add editor’s notes in the TR to make a status on each clause.

	7
	Preparation for the RAN3 – SA5 meeting - Walk through of 36.300
Istvan: How to define the object model based on this TS?
Alexej: RAN is only talking about procedures, not object model. 

Robert: RAN does not specify which data and how they should be provided by management. We have to do this in SA5. 
Alexej: The transport network for management functionality is specified in 25.442 for UTRAN and this is a common view from SA5 that this shall be done also for LTE. Therefore, SA5 kindly asks RAN3 if such activities were started. 

	8
	Home NodeB session was chaired by Yang Li

	8.1
	Technical discussion about self-installation and self-configuration
S5A070006 was presented by Yangli
Robert: In clause 6.1, what means “A greater number of NodeB”?

Yangli: It is the number of home NodeB compared with the number of macro NodeB. 
Robert: A good wording is “Potentially, there are many more home NodeBs than macro NodeBs”. 
Istvan: Home NodeB may be used to extend the capacity of the network. 

Robert: Home NodeB is a hot spot. 

Alexej: We have normal macro NodeB, pico NodeB, and home NodeB. Extend the capacity of the network is done by Pico NodeB. 

Alexej: Do not agree. Clause 4, bullet 4. Need more time to study.  
Robert: 6.1, “A great number of total subscribers”. Are we sure it is correct (more home NodeB but less subscribers per home NodeB)? 

Eanny: Home Node B may be deployed in home, office, or public zone. Security is needed in home and office zones. Security should be controlled by OAM. 

Alexej: Pico NodeB should be used for public zones (restricted capacity but same functionality as Macro NodeB). We need to distinguish closed access and open access. 

Alexej: 6.10 PM do you need any KPI/PI for home NodeB? Operator is not in charge of home NodeB. 
Istvan: PM, FM, replace subscriber with user. A few KPIs are needed for the Network Operator to help resolve the problem. 
Yangli: Anyway, KPIs are needed for self-optimisation. 

Robert: In 32.816, for configuration of Macro NodeB, plug and play is required, not preferred. This is not a differentiator. 
Alexej: We agree with the current wording.  

Istvan: For Macro NodeB, self-configuration is required with possible pre-setting of parameters by the operator. 

Robert: 6.10 Security: the Macro NodeB is outside the OAM network and the link must be secured.

Yangli: No. Only for Home NodeB. 

Robert: Will do further check. 

Alexej: “But alarm information is still necessary for fault location.” ( Alarm information should be accessible from operator inside the Home NodeB.

Robert: In 32.816, self-test is required for Macro NodeB.

Yangli: Yes, but the degree is different. For home NodeB, it should be completely autonomous.  
Christian: We need proposals to clarify the terms and definitions (plug and play, self-test, etc). This should be based on NGMN work. 

Conclusion: Huawei will submit an updated TR for next SA5 meeting based on comments. To be checked in Orlando whether this document can be used as a baseline y a clause by clause review. 
S5A070007 was presented by Yangli
Alexej: The EMS for the Home NodeB will be the same as the one for Macro NodeB?
Yangli: Functionally, no. 

Alexej: Do we really need an EMS for Home NodeB? 

Yangli: EMS is provided by same vendor as Home NodeB. 

Alexej: NMS can do everything e.g. software management. 

Yangli: EMS can decide which file should be downloaded to Node B. EMS must know the implementation of the software. NMS does not know the physical implementation. 

Alexej: If EMS is collocated with Home NodeB, it should work. Why EMS should be an intermediate node? 
Robert: 4.1.4 bullet 1, replace “shall” with “should”. 

Alexej: The need for management of cell neighbour relationships (4.1.1) needs to be clarified with RAN. 

Alexej: We will provide further comments offline. 

Conclusion: Recommendation to SA5 is to include the contribution in the TR. This must be confirmed in Orlando. 

	8.2
	Review of the updated version of the draft TR
S5A070006. See 8.1.

	9
	Preparation for the RAN3 - SA5 joint meeting – Issues
SA5 slides to the joint meeting were produced: R3-071232 “SA5 inputs to joint SA5 RAN3 meeting”. 

	10
	Closing of the meeting
The meeting was closed by the SAE/LTE OAM Study Item Rapporteur. The minutes are available in S5A070016.


