3GPP TSG-SA5 Meeting #91 
S5-131819
Shenzhen, China, 14-18 October 2013









Source:
Ericsson

Title:


Report on Break Out session on “questions re S5-131545”
Document for:
Information
Agenda Item:

Session Time: Q4 October 16, 2013

Discussion is based on S5-131793 (Ericsson). S5-131793 discusses assumptions made and questions raised regarding S5-131545, a BBF LS to 3GPP/SA5.
Jean-Michel (JMC): The second statement of the first assumption (made in S5-131793) is too strong. Edwin (ET): Intent of using ‘strong’ statement is to be unambiguous. The two terms have the word ‘agent’. So I want to make clear the MA cannot be considered part of or whole of IRPAgent.

Padma (PS): BBF are only talkiing about their entities in BBF LS. ET: Yes.
PS: Q1 is not needed, as it is already standardised as interface 4. ET: Yes. BBF LS have told us that interface 4 is (will be) BBF standard. Our Q3 is asking their time frame of producing that standard. The Q1 is not related to Interface 4. It is related to the interface allowing transfer of data out of the DC. PS: OK then, we need to use a new term/symbol Interface-5 to denote such interface in our discussion. ET: OK.
PS: Also Q2 is about an interface that is not present in BBF LS pictures.

ET: Yes. Interface mentioned in Q2 is not in pictures of BBF LS. The interfaces that appear in pictures of BBF LS are described by BBF LS and Q3 is the question on those interfaces.
Yao Yizhi (YY): Do we know if all these entities are below under Itf-N? PS/ET: Yes. 
Anatoly (AA): What are we trying to do? Do we want to map their architecture to ours? ET: Only if they are planning a northbound interface and that is the reason for asking Q1, Q2 and Q3. 
JMC: Why do we care? ET: If they have a plan to develop the interfaces (re Q1, Q2), then SA5 should be part of that development. 
PS: The question seems to imply that they should do it. ET: If we think the Qs are implying that BBF should be developing those north-bound interfaces, then we should change the Qs because that is not the intention. 
AA: Do we want to integrate this architecture in ours? The tricky part between the MC and DC, which could have interface to PM IRP. Do we want to create measurement jobs via PM IRP? 
ET: Whether SA5 should ‘integrate’ depends on BBF answers to Q2. If we learnt from BBF that answer of Q2 is positive, then SA5 should examine the BBF-to-be-defined north-bound interface’s impact to 3GPP PM IRP specifications.

PS: For the purpose of the questions to be clearer, the questions should be reworded.

PS and JMC: We do not care which schema is used in the DC. ET: SA5 called such (the subject of ‘care’) ‘file format’. BBF might be using the term ‘schema’. We can checked the terminology used by BBF and changed the term accordingly.
YY: We do not need to do anything. We do not need to know anything. So the questions are not needed. 
AA: They do not see any need at all for us to be involved. Why do we need to do anything? 
ET: The previous BBF-SA5 joint effort (SA5 spec making references to BBF defined standards and BBF developed their standards, i.e. H(e)NB north-bound; type-1 interface for H(e)NBs) based on SA5 requirements) was a rushed job because of time constraint. In that effort, both parties have the understanding to inform each other when subject standards/architectures evolves/modifies etc. BBF fulfils their responsibility to inform us about their new architecture relating to measurement so SA5 can check whether SA5’s related specs are affected. 
PS: We have defined PM data format and PM configuration for type1. ET:Yes. PS: The semantics is 3GPP responsibility. So if they change their way for handling their data it might affect 3GPP TSs. ET: Yes. That is the reason for Q3.  
YY: What is the relation to 3GPP standards? ET: If BBF intends to develop north-bound interface re Q1, Q2, then those north-bound interfaces are related to 3GPP standards. SA5 needs then to study the impact to 3GPP standard.
ET: Is question 1,2 and 4 ok? PS: Yes, but they need to be reworded. 
AA: Agree with PS, but Q0 (new) is missing (on the relation between BBF and 3GPP). 
ET: Agree. Formulation of this Q0 needs help from Chair.

YY: Q1, Q2 and Q4 are premature. 

Thomas: The discussion can continue off line. BBF has their next meeting after our next meeting.

ET: Will reword/clarify Qs based on this discussion. Seek help from Chair on Q0 and PS on Q3. 
PS: We should ask how it impacts on our type 1. 

Conclusion: Noted.

