Minutes from E-UTRAN NRM session, SA5 #59, Thursday Q2.

S5-080658, E-UTRAN generic cell object attributes definition
ZL presented.

YY: tac -> tai

AC: Challenges cellType. WX defends it. Has been discussed extensively in RAN3.

ET: Ericsson has a problem with cellType.

WX: What is Ericsson’s concern?

RP: Ericsson has an own contribution, where this attribute is not needed.

AC: Supports this attribute, but it should be configured in the eNB, and read by the NM. Not configured from the NM.

WX & RP: Will have offline discussion.

ZTE: …

ET: The information should be available for the NM to read. How to model it is to be discussed.

RP: ???

RP: frequencyBandIndicator: Is that not defined by the frequencies? Can that not be retrieved automatically by reading frequencies?

WX: We should indicate which band and which frequency to use, independent of each other.

RP: Why can this not be retrieved automatically?

WX: I have to check..

RP: Ericsson has more comments, and would like to discuss them offline.
S5-080697, TD EUTRAN NRM
ET presented.

Same topic as previous contribution, S5-090658.

Fig1: Added Endpoint.

Fig 2: Not much changed.

List of attributes:

Point out:

PLMN List: Would like Huawei to confirm that this is the same.

Max, min, 

These are the attributes Ericsson thinks are needed for now.

AC: maxTransmitPower, minTransmitPower: Apparently necessary. What is Ericsson opinion about having the same for dedicated channel (Physical Resource Block.)?Will this be needed?

RP: Discussions ongoing within Ericsson.

OP: Modeling of link objects. Is link object proposed, or endpoints?

ET: Links and endpoints are two different things. They are modeling different things, but both are needed here. (Fig. 2)

OP: Needs further consideration what is needed here. Not arguing against it.

YY: Supports EP.

ZTE: section 2, bullet 2: Suggests TDD support.

RP: Is included in WCDMA. FDD and the three TDD modes are included.

ZTE: Will you plan to provide a TDD cell model?

RP: In fig 1, both are provided.

ZTE: TDD cell not in the definitions below.

RP: We have not have time to work on that yet. The contribution is what we have so far.

ZL: Please clarify cId.

RP: With node we mean eNodeB. We should reuse the definition from the RAN groups. We intend to have a cId defined in the RAN groups.

WX: Would like to share information about cId form RAN3. …

AC: …

RP: cId is one part of the GCI

AC: Want the definition to be clearer.

RP: Fine.

ZL:In ExternalEUtranCell, eNBId: …

RP: The eNB which hosts the cell.

YY: …eNBId …

RP: Used in signaling between nodes.

Chair: No strong objections to the attributes.

Chair: What is the intent with this contribution?

YY: EP_S1 and X2: farEndXXX attributes. … Is this a list of far ends?

ET: The intent is a list.

YY: Is this right?

ET: I will check.

OP: PLMNList and … Can you broadcast multiple PLMNs?

RP: Yes.

OP: ExternaElUtranCell: Will need to configure that data into the network … How far has it progressed?

RP: We will need to check that. (Some of the data in External EUtranCell may be provided over S1. In that case, it needs then not be configured over Itf-N.

Conclusion: No major disagreement. Resubmit at next meeting.
S5-090779

ZL presented.

RP: We have discussed this in the ANR track. This is a little premature.

AC: Different view. This is a potential way of agreeing on something.

RP: Disagrees. We need to support ANR, but it is not clear how. Either on the object model, but we might have an interface IRP for it instead. 

AN: Supports Amer. Incremental improvements. Accepts Roberts view.

ET: Is this contribution based on the semantics from the LS from RAN3?

Chair: It is not.

WX: Welcome comments on technical details.

Chair: Valid …

AC: Takes back my proposal… I would like to see a discussion on object model vs. interface IRP.

ET: The contribution supports the RAN3 LS partially. We need to discuss which parts support it. The contribution should point that out.

WX: The contribution fully supports the RAN3 LS.

ET: Really fully supports?

AC: Clearly it does not [AC provided counterexample.]. 
WX: Agrees. It was the intention, but accepts the comment from AC.

Conclusion: No consensus. 

AC: Asks Ericsson for a contribution on the pros and cons of object model vs. interface IRP.

ET: Does the contribution intend to support more than the LS says?

WX: Would like an email discussion. Action item for Huawei.

WX: Wants to compare the pros and cons.

Chair: Email discussion encouraged. Huawei takes action item.

ET: What is the scope of this email discussion?
