Rapporteur’s notes from Agenda Item 5.1,  UID_380036 E-UTRAN NRM IRP, Wednesday Q1, Q2, Q4, SA5#62bis
	S5-090511 
E TD Modelling of antenna tma sector

Ericsson
	…

…

JMC: Why do some IOCs end with “_2”?

RP: There are IOCs in UTRAN with these names without the “_2”. The “_2” indicates E-UTRAN.

Conclusion: Agreed in principle. Needs update to make clear what will go into the specification. New Tdoc: S5-090608. Also, change “Discussion” to “Approval”.

	S5-090542 

E-UTRAN NRM IS cleanup

Ericsson
	Agreed.

	S5-090543

32.763 E-UTRAN NRM Corba SS skeleton

Ericsson
	Agreed.

	S5-090544 

32.763 E-UTRAN NRM Corba SS Rapporteur's proposal

Ericsson
	MD: SOAP SS is mentioned in the document, but not listed under “First Change”. 

JMC: Questions words “models and” in section 6. Agreed to add section 6, with an Editor’s note on discussions in the methodology track.

New Tdoc: S5-090600.

	S5-090545

32.763 E-UTRAN NRM Corba SS Mappings

Ericsson
	PG: Why does attribute pci have qualifier M in some place and CM in other place? 
PE: These qualifiers are yellow marked and still not agreed in SA5. PE promises to analyze this possible inconsistency.
Document agreed.

	S5-090546

32.765 E-UTRAN NRM XML skeleton

Ericsson
	Agreed.



	S5-090547

32.765 E-UTRAN NRM XML Rapporteur's proposal

Ericsson
	MD: Second change, last sentence, incorrect reference. 7->6

MD: Questions the SOAP SS. Will Ericson provide a SOAP SS?

RP: SOAP SS not in Rel8 but in future release.

RP: In last sentence, add “ as planned for Release 9”.

SH: Section 4: Does not want to agree on the added boilerplate. Only wants to agree on what has been agreed in the current template.

(Discussion about added paragraphs in clause 4)
Agreed to update clause 4 with “, as planned for release 9”.
New Tdoc: S5-090601.

	S5-090587
Change Write Qualifier for pciList Attribute of EUtranGenricCell IOC from “FFS” to “CM”

Qualcomm Europe
	RP: Supports the contribution.

MD: Supports the contribution.
Agreed.

After agreement of this contribution, AC suggests that the Rapporteur will add this change to S5-090600.

PE noted that this will resulting an inconsistency between the draft 32.763 (CORBA SS) and 32.762 (the IS)

The meeting agreed to AC’s suggestion, and accepted the inconsistency. The meeting asked the Rapporteur to manage the inconsistency

	S5-090585
M pseudo CR add the missing definitions for end point models in E-UTRAN NRM IRP

Motorola
	PG: Why the far end IP address have an “O” support qualifier?

PS. Not sure, this is YY’s contribution.

AC: Want clarifications for the Use Case of 1) the right hand side of the diagram, and 2) the new attributes. What is i.e. the use case for the “farEndNeIpAddr”?

…

RP: Is it the intention that the SGWFunction and MMEFunction to always come from the same vendor?

JMC: The class diagram seems to imply that these nodes always come form the same vendor.

…

PE: This contribution has similarities with NSN contribution S5-090598.

Conclusion: Noted. To be updated to next meeting.

	S5-090598
Adding IP address of X2 interface of eNB to E-UTRAN NRM 

Nokia Siemens Networks, Huawei

(Late)
	AC: …

JS: …

JMC: Misleading “interfaces” in 6.5.1, “farEndX2IpAdress”.

JS: Can remove the plural “s”.

MD: There was a discussion about the possible need for more than one IP address.

JS: …

RG, Qualcomm: An eNB may have many IP addresses and use them at will for S1 and X2(?). For each peer, it uses only one, but it may use different IP addresses for different peers.

RG: It is definitely true that an eNB may use different IP addresses for S1 and X2. Many X2 IP addresses are also allowed [at least for X2].

RG: Agrees with JS that the far end should only be one IP address.

RG: An example (without any contribution): An eNB may have one IP address for macro and another IP address for HeNB, if the eNB is worried about DoS attacks from HeNBs.

RG: SCTP uses several IP addressed for multi-homing. This is supported by RAN3.

…

AC: What is the actual UC for this contribution?

JS: To allow for an O&M based setup of the IP address, as the network based method does not work 100%.

RG: Why not 100%?

JS: …

RG: S1 IP address discovery does not work only in the case of inter-operator MME communication.

JS: This contribution is not meant to be a mandatory solution. More a backup solution.

Conclusion: Noted: Need more discussion. New Tdoc: S5-090609, for later this meeting.

AC: Despite JS saying that this is optional, why is the support qualifier “M”?


