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1 Opening of the meeting
The meeting was opened by the chairman on Monday 16 June at 13:00.
2 Approval of the agenda and registration of new documents
The agenda in S5-080940 was approved without any changes.
3 IPR Declaration

The chairman reminded the delegates of their obligations relating to Intellectual Property Rights using the following wording: "The attention of the members of this Working Group is drawn to the fact that 3GPP Individual Members have the obligation under the IPR Policies of their respective Organizational Partners to inform their respective Organizational Partners of Essential IPRs they become aware of. The members take note that they are hereby invited: • to investigate in their company whether their company does own IPRs which are, or are likely to become Essential in respect of the work of the Technical Specification Group. • to notify the Director-General, or the Chairman of their respective Organizational Partners, of all potential IPRs that their company may own, by means of the IPR Statement and the Licensing declaration forms (e.g. see the ETSI IPR forms http://webapp.etsi.org/Ipr/)."

4 UID_390004 Self-Organizing Networks (Rapporteur Vodafone)
4.1 S5-080949 TS 32.500 v0.1.0 (Vodafone)

Ericsson: this does not follow the new requirements template agreed at SA Plenary in Prague. 

T-Mobile: is the new version of that available yet? SA5 Chair checked: it is on the 3GPP server. 

Action Rapporteur: Align with 32.155 v810.

ZTE: clause 3.1 Centralised SON and other definitions – remove the word « optimisation ».  

NSN: how does TS32.500 complement the WT TSs?  

Vodafone: it’s a home for general concepts definitions and business level requirements. Specific WT TSs can reference it and also they get their requirements from RAN3 or TR32.816 directly.

T-Mobile: on the definitions we could say SON algorithms.  

Ericsson: how do we accept ZTE’s comments if nobody object?  

SA5 Chair: use the meeting report.

SA5 Chair:  revise S5-080949 into S5-080977 for the updates of definitions of SON.  ZTE provided S5‑080977 which was then agreed for inclusion into 32.500.

Conclusion: A quick email approval will follow. Rapporteur will initiate this email approval on Thursday 19 June.  Deadline for approval is next Tuesday 24th June.  

4.2 S5-080977 Update definitions of SON (ZTE)
Conclusion: agreed

4.3 S5-080972 SON in a Multi-Vendor network – Requirements (Vodafone, Telecom Italia, Orange, Nortel)
Ericsson: is this only for SON? 

Vodafone: non-SON will still be on existing architecture.  

NSN: the paper says eNB of vendor A will connect to the NMS of vendor B. Does that assume an EM is still involved? 

Samsung: why XML? 

T-Mobile: SA5 has a tradition of using XML. Now XML with SOAP is a valid solution for SA5.  

ZTE:  why assume XML from eNB and NMS? Why limit it? 

T-Mobile: XML is widely used in SA5 and CORBA would be too heavy for just this.  Ericsson – the authors should draw the Context A and B diagrams for this. How does the direct interface map to the interfaces in TS32.101.  

Orange: it’s system context B. 

Ericsson: that exists already since Release 99.  

Orange/France Telecom: we want direct interface to eNB through NM. 

T-Mobile: –it means a standardised interface between the SON function in NM layer and the NE.  A possible SA5 architecture is system context B.  In that the EM is a logical function not a physical node.  

Qualcomm: for SON, is system context A not allowed? 

NSN: the last sentences of section 3 say both Itf-N and direct interfaces.  

Nortel: one is normal Itf-N; the other is a new one.  

NSN: so is the proposal for a completely new interface? 

Nortel: yes.  

NSN: on the CAPEX argument, moving the EM function just shifts the CAPEX to a different level. 

Vodafone: operators will save by not adding a new NMS for the new eNB vendor. 

T-Mobile: wants system context B for SON.  

Orange: only for SON. One of the main advantages of LTE is SON. Operators need it. 

Ericsson: it is context A for the rest and B for SON then. You will have two architectures.  Removing EM means higher functions talking directly to the lowest level. 

T-Mobile: at the NGMN workshop in Frankfurt operators clearly pointed out that the OMC (DM) was needed in the past, but that direct management without the OMC/DM was now needed. 

Orange/FT reported that they have removed 80% of OMCs, so it can be done. 

Ericsson: we don’t see the proposed solution solving the problem. The rationale is about CAPEX now, but none of the other arguments solve it either. 
T-Mobile sees that every eNB will have X1, S2 and direct SON interfaces. 

Ericsson: for non-SON you want to still use Itf-N? 

Orange: no. How will operators manage eNBs for ANR/SON at the boundary between two eNBs from different vendors?  

NSN: existing specs allow multivendor. 

T-Mobile: yes, but they always require the OMC. 

Orange/FT: we need to remove the OMC as the mediation is no longer needed. 

Ericsson: none of the reasoning in the paper says that. What are the reasons? 

Orange/FT: with two OMCs from different vendors you have specific technicians. You don’t see that in the I.T. world. You have experts on routers, not on one vendor’s router. 

Vodafone: all the arguments in the paper seek to explain the value to the operator of operating and managing SON functions on the eNB of Vendor B from the NM of Vendor A. 

T-Mobile: DMs are vendor specific OMCs. Operators do not want to be locked into only deploying NEs from one vendor.  

NSN: the regional lock-in is an operator’s choice.  Why not have dispersed NSN EMs talking to a central NMS? Vodafone - that will still be NSN so we don’t have Vendor B’s eNB talking to Vendor A’s NM. 

Samsung: do we consider NM-EM case by case and SON case by case? Do you absolutely not want EM? 

T-Mobile: that’s the long term aim. The eNB is part NodeB and part RNC. Now there is a risk that some functions may be moved out of eNB into its EM. So for SW download etc that may move, which we want to keep some control of. 

Ericsson: there is some cost by having the OSS in the middle, but by removing it do you eliminate the cost? It is here because the standards failed, a lot of vendor specific things remain. That’s where the cost of context A came from. Can we really manage SON directly without vendor specific extensions? Vendors would have to agree completely on the reference model and its contents. 

Vodafone: so for SON we have the opportunity to get it right. 

T-Mobile: it is longer term to get it for other IRPs. 

Ericsson: suppose we can do SON without VSEs.  If you have an existing OMC with VSEs on other IRPs then you pass the SON information through unchanged. That doesn’t save much. 

Samsung: there shall be some VS implementations for SON, but this is about high level requirements.  

Ericsson: you have to bring technical arguments to show why existing systems will not work.   

Orange/FT: VS things can be carried in protocol; it doesn’t need an architectural solution. The HSS has lots of VS things but it is fully standardised. It is not an argument to have OMCs.  

Ericsson: the argument of reducing CAPEX may not hold up, because if you need the VS parts the cost will still be there.  Our architecture allows both options. We could try to reduce VSEs. 

T-Mobile: the VSEs are not the reason for an OMC. They don’t stop there but go up Itf-N. NM has to cope with them. 

Ericsson: if we use context B for SON do you see no need for VSE? If you use Itf-N you have to use Itf-N security. Nobody has confidence in that so Context A is used, with proprietary Itf-S protocols and security.  

Vodafone: our first proposals were based on partially open Itf-S in Context A which would have given us that, but that was rejected by some vendors. T-Mobile – it was rejected by all vendors except one. 
Conclusion: Need more discussion

4.4  S5-080973 eNB-NMS direct access for SON (Nortel, Vodafone, Telecom Italia, Orange)
Nortel presented and explained that this paper should have followed after agreement on S5-080972 but that one is not agreed. 

Motorola: XML is defined for CM down to the node, but is it also defined for eventing/alarming? Is it for both directions? If the upward info flow is asynchronous there may not be an IRP defined for it yet? 

SA5 Chair: only upward for Bulk CM, but a SOAP SS for eventing will be introduced. 

Samsung: the second sentence of 4.3. Please clarify. 

Nortel: adaptation of the scope may be needed if the operation is defined for many eNBs in a sub-network, as currently we only consider a single eNB. Were other protocols considered, instead of XML? 

SA5 Chair: we have TR32.809 on XML and TR32.818 on harmonisation with TMF MTOSI. Both considered the use and value of an XML SS. 

Ericsson: the Detailed Proposal section has no proposal. 

Nortel: it’s just for discussion. How to define the new access, in case S5-080972 is agreed. 

Vodafone: we should add interface security to the list for study. Nortel agreed. An XML based protocol could include that.

NSN: it says the same NRM defined for Itf-N shall be used. This suggests 2 interfaces for SON. 

Nortel: 972 did not say the proposed new direct interface is the only SON interface. 

Ericsson: should SON functions only use the direct interface? 

Nortel: we are not saying that. SA5 needs to decide that. So far the papers have only requested options. 

SA5 Chair: the statement in 4.1 is confusing. Take these comments for next time. 

Ericsson: use the term Itf-N instead of Northbound. Nortel agrees. 

Ericsson: section 4.2 – the only existing XML solution is for SuM via SOAP.  

Nortel: that wording actually means “in the I.T. world and outside SA5”. 

SA5 Chair: we must agree the requirements, top down solution and architecture etc first and then think about the protocols. 

Orange: at least Nortel is the only company going in the direction of Operator requirements.  Here the operator requirements are not being heard.  

SA5 Chair: removing the OMC will not happen in one meeting. We have been talking about that for years. So we need a good description of the problem first. We still don’t understand that. 

Nortel: it’s for the future. Sa5 Chair – removing the OMC will not solve all the problems. 

Orange/FT: this was discussed in NGMN. 

SA5 Chair: we still don’t understand the problem. 

Qualcomm: one way forward to converge can be to make sure that for new functionalities they are controllable over Itf-N. Use the term Itf-N exclusively. Minimise the amount of VSEs. 

Ericsson: we’ve done that since Rel-99. Another new interface is not a solution for that. 

SA5 Chair: the objective was to get discussion and we did.  The document was officially noted.     

A discussion ensued on the SON TS numbering scheme. 

NSN: there is no SON IRP. 

T-Mobile: the WID allows for it. Providing infrastructure for SON may lead to a SON IRP. NSN – but that’s just at the BB level. 

T-Mobile: we need to leave the possibility open for other specifications in a future SON IRP if one is needed. 

SA5 Chair: the numbers are already visible. We could change the titles later and add others if needed. 

Ericsson: the Self-Establishment TS has “Stage 2” in its title and SA5 does not use that terminology. NSN – it looks like becoming an interface IRP so we should say that.
Conclusion: Noted
5 UID_390005 Self-Establishment of eNBs (Rapporteur Nokia Siemens Networks)
5.1 S5-080944 32.sc0 V0.1.1 Concept and Requirements for Self-Establishment of eNodeBs (Nokia Siemens Networks)
This document is the output of SA5#59 and was email approved.

The allocated TS number is 32.501.

There was a proposal to leave the numbers 32.50x reserved for general SON documents. Comment on this proposal: do not expect that one IRP will do it for SON.

Conclusion on numbering discussion: Postponed, until clearer picture evolves, if the building block work item will need these numbers or not. 

Current title: Self-establishment of eNodeBs; Concepts and requirements

Proposed title: Self-establishment; eNodeBs; Concepts and requirements

Conclusion on title discussion: postponed. Written contributions are invited. MCC: titles will be frozen only when TS is sent to SA for approval.

Conclusion: Agreed changes as input for next version of the draft TS: use new TS number.

5.2 S5-080945 32.sc2 V0.1.1 Stage 2 document for Self-Establishment of eNodeBs (Nokia Siemens Networks)
This document is the output of SA5#59 and was email approved.

The allocated number is 32.502.

Current title: Self-establishment of eNodeBs; Stage 2

Proposed title: Self-establishment; eNodeBs; Stage 2

Conclusion on title discussion: postponed. Written contributions are invited.

Conclusion: Agreed changes as input for next version of the draft TS: Use new TS number

5.3 S5-080951 Restructure 32.sc0 (Nokia Siemens Networks)
Discussion:

Is this mixing architecture, requirements and solutions? Are functional blocs correctly located in a requirement documents?

Solution for similar problem at security concept and requirements was: Move material to appendix.

Comment: Proposal in the contribution is not according to requirements document template. 

The material could be put into 32.102, if there is an intention to update that for SON topics.

Conclusion: New proposed place is not agreed. Current editor’s note is already indicating that the current place is not the final one. More discussion needed. 

5.4 S5-080976 Basic assumptions, requirements and stage 2 for SW Download (Nokia Siemens Networks)
Revision of S5-080952 (withdrawn)

Result of extensive discussion: None of the architectures (system context A and B) should be excluded. 

Conclusion: System-context-neutral wording shall be used (IRPManager instead of NM, IRPAgent instead of DM).

TMO asked for additional operation “allow/disallow usage of SW” and notification to IRPManager to inform about “availability of SW”. Comment: The former may be part of a more generic authentication concept.

Agreement: Headline of clause should refer to SW Management, not only to SW Download. A similar adaptation is needed for the functional bloc.

Many of the SW management related requirements are valid not only for the self-configuration, but generally. There might be a need for a separate software management work item. But the formal overhead may slow down progress. Agreement for the moment: Collect all SW management related requirements here; decide later if separation into a TS/IRP of its own is needed.

Detailed comments: 

Q: What is swList? A: A list of the software (packages) available in the NE. Detailed syntax need to be worked out.

Q: Who will decide value of swListStatus, if the list is complete or not? A: The entity which collects the swList; might be within NE.

Conclusion: Rework into S5-080978
5.5 S5-080960 Add Software management related function blocks into self-establishment logical function blocks (Huawei, Nortel)
ZTE: Some implementations combine SW installation & activation into one step.

Proposal: Extend SC 13 + “In some implementations this step may include installation.” Not yet agreed.

Ericsson: SC9 should be mandatory.

Conclusion: Update of the SC use case table needs more discussion.

Terms like installation, activation, and fallback are not defined clearly.

It has to be clarified what it is “fallbacked” (install state, download state, to earlier version, etc). 
Vodafone: If fallback is not working, the SW should be deleted and re-downloaded.

Contributions are needed on these topics.

NSN on figure: Change SW DL F to SW M F (M: Management) and have the four capabilities in that bloc. Agreed
Conclusion: Proposed requirements to be merged into S5-080978
5.6 S5-080957 Input for several function blocs of Self‑Configuration (Nokia Siemens Networks)
REQ_SC_AA_OCE_2: Agreed. Change of tag needed to be M.3020 conformant, because it is a functional requirement. New tag: FUN REQ_SC_FUN_x

For the other two proposed requirements a wording needs to be provided which is neutral with respect to whether the information is pulled (retrieve operation) or pushed (notification).

Re-use of Inventory NRM IRP: Agreed. 

Conclusion: Partly agreed
5.7 S5-080950 Input for Self-Configuration Monitoring and Management (Nokia Siemens Networks)
Comment: Stop points before OAM connection should not be possible. Otherwise a technician would be needed to trigger continuation.

NSN agree.

Q.: Is it intended to provide configuration with this concept? A: this contribution focuses on the sequence, not data to be used.

Q. Does this lead to additional work for a human operator. A.: No, policies are not per individual NE.

On stop points:
It may be enough to have the choice between confirm each step or none. 

Do we need this after a while, when confidence was gained. Looks like testing.

A.: Stop point could be used for scheduling, depending on operator procedure. The proposal allows different policies of operators how equipment is brought in the network. One more use case for a stop point: In case of impact on other NEs, wait for e.g. planning software to finalize its calculation, synchronize changes.

Vodafone: Support the proposal in the contribution.

Conclusion: List of steps needs to be analysed more (which should be offered, where stop points make sense etc.). Needs more discussion
5.8 S5-080979 Managing self-configuration - addition to S5‑080950 (Nokia Siemens Networks)
The purpose of this document is to illustrate more clearly the proposal how the requirements listed in S5-080950 can be covered. For clearer separation of the necessary steps instead of one supporting object class – as in S5-080950 – now three supporting object classes are proposed.

First step is to read the SC management capabilities (where stop point can be set), 

Second step: Set SC policy where stop points shall be set

Third step: NE does SC following the SC policy. If it stops, then

Fourth step: IRPManager triggers continuation of the SC process.

Monitoring of SC process by notifications:
Q.: Must capabilities be known before NE’ installation time? A.: Yes, IRP agent shall provide this information

Comment: Capabilities are known already. Need that SC management capabilities are offered on the interface is questionable.

Conclusion: Noted
5.9 S5-080968 Self-Configuration Reference Mode (Nokia Siemens Networks)
No comments.

Conclusion: Agreed. 

[comment a.t.o.w: Rename of SW_DF needed. See above.]

5.10 S5-080974 Automatic Radio Network Configuration Data Preparation (Nokia Siemens Networks)
Comments:

A third class of attributes might be needed: “not automatic data”. Agreed
Central approach is not necessarily better than distributed approach.

Classification into class A and B is difficult.

Clarification of pre-operational status is needed.

Conclusion on the requirements proposed for 32.816

1st requirements: Agreed

2nd requirement: Not agreed

3rd requirement: Does not apply for class A. Find better wording. Not yet agreed

4th requirement: Agreed as follows:

“Radio parameters of network nodes already existing and operating in the field, and whose configuration requiring updates due to the insertion of the new eNodeB, should be updated in an automated manner.”

5th agreed. Last word: “environment” (instead of “fashion”)

Conclusion: Partly agreed
5.11 Agreed changes to draft TSs/TRs

	Draft TS/TR
	Contribution
	Agreed Change to TS/TR

	32.501 (former .sc0)
	S5-080944
	Use new number 32.501 (and 32.50n in the references)

	
	S5-080957
	Add requirement REQ_SC_OCE_2, but use M.3020 conformant tag REQ_SCOCE_FUN_n

Not yet agreed at time of writing: Reworded / retagged REQ_SC_TCD_2 and REQ_SC_TCD_2
Re-tag requirements to make them M.3020 conformant

	
	S5-080976
	Rename clause SW Download to SW Management (also for functional bloc) 

	
	S5-080969
	Add proposed clauses 4.1.1.6.1 and 4.1.1.6.2

Replace figure 2 by proposed one. 

	
	S5-080978
	see content of S5-080978

	32.502

(former .cc2)
	S5-080945
	Use new number 32.502 (and 32.50n in the references)

	
	S5-080957
	Include clause about re-use of Inventory NRM IRP

	
	S5-080978
	see content of S5-080978

	32.816
	S5-080974
	1st proposed requirement agreed

4th proposed requirement agreed with the following new wording: “Radio parameters of network nodes already existing and operating in the field and whose configuration requiring updates due to the insertion of the new eNodeB should be updated in an automated manner.”
5th requirement agreed; last word “fashion” replaced by “environment”


6 UID_390006 SON Automatic Neighbour Relations (ANR) List Management (Rapporteur Ericsson)
6.1 S5-080947 Addition and removal of neighbour relations by the OAM (Qualcomm)
Ericsson: Agree with Solution 1. Ericsson has an own contribution, that should be merged.

Motorola: Was there a reason for RAN3 not allowing deletion. 
NSN: Our interpretation is that it is allowed. Motivation of contribution is not agreed, but it does not matter as we agree with the proposal. 

France Telecom: It was left to SA5, according to the France Telecom opinion.

NSN: Agree in principle, but NSN has own contributions. That should be merged.

Ericsson: The ping pong issue should be addressed at the same time.

The proposals from Ericsson and NSN contributions were also included in the discussion.
Qualcomm: Requirement 5 is pretty much the same in the Ericsson contribution. If it would mention Itf-N it would be ok. 
Ericsson: It was changed in a previous meeting, as Itf-N is a solution. 
Qualcomm: It could be worded as standardised interface. 
NSN: Our contribution is talking about IRPManager. 
Ericsson: IRPManager would be fine.
Qualcomm: It is allowed to add a relation by adding a row in the NRT. 
NSN: Is that allowing the relation is used? 
Ericsson: This relates to whether a third value or not. 
NSN: It gives the impression that the relation is set up. It would be better to say that the relation is added to NRT. 
Ericsson: Whether or not the relation is set up is made by another function. 
NSN: The LS from RAN3 only defines what happens the data is set. 
Ericsson: RAN3 has used a negative way is to say that if nothing is set, it is allowed. The question is if a 3rd value shall be used. 
Motorola: The setting of the policies should be done by O&M only. 
T-Mobile: RAN3 did only give some possibility to restrict relations. 
France Telecom: RAN3 allowed that removal is done by eNodeB. 

Conclusion: It was agreed that the IRPManager shall be able to add a neighbour relation with associated attributes. Also, it was agreed that the IRPManager shall be able to remove neighbour relations. It is documented in S5-080981, which is to be included in the TS. A LS to inform RAN3 in S5-080982 will be prepared by Qualcomm. 

6.2 S5-080948 Support for ANR blacklist (Qualcomm)
Samsung: Blacklist is confusing. In the table the need is already provided. 
Ericsson: The problem statement is wrong.

NSN: How to detect ping pong has to be addressed. 
Ericsson: Ping pong is a real problem. The IRPManager is informed at all relations are created. 
NSN: IRPAgent can also detect it. 
Qualcomm: This is outside this contribution. This contribution is not needed.

Ericsson: RRC function determines what goes into the black list. RRC function is vendor specific. So no LS is needed. 
Qualcomm: The result is the same as the ANR "blacklist", so should they be synchronised. Should we not ask SA2 on their view? 
France Telecom: It would be something that an operator has to manage. SA2 should be asked. 
Motorola: Operators needs to know if the relations are blacklisted in RRC for fault finding purpose. Read only would be needed. 
NSN: It depends on whether the information is changed frequently. LS to RAN2 is to be sent in S5-080983 by Qualcomm

Conclusion: Noted
6.3 S5-080946 Conditions for addition and removal of neighbour relations by the ANR function (Qualcomm)
Motorola: Interferes and useful are not excluding each other. The action to remove relations might not be the correct action. 
Qualcomm: Other information must be regarded as well. 
France Telecom: RAN3 thinks that relations are removed due to statistics. So this contribution is confusing.  
Ericsson: This proposal will not solve these problems.
Motorola: This is better solved in RAN3. 
Qualcomm: It will help the operator to know when a relation is added. The problems described are not agreed with Motorola and Ericsson. 
France Telecom: The solution seems useful. France Telecom supports the proposal. 
NSN: The algorithms are private according to RAN3. So the issue is a RAN3 issue. 
Vodafone: This discusses the triggers which is SA5. An email discussion is proposed. 
Ericsson: Private algorithms are not private if the input data is standardised. 
Qualcomm: The input is only form management point of view.

Conclusion: More discussion is needed. An email discussion will be held, chaired by Amer, Qualcomm.

6.4 S5-080964 ANR Concepts and Background (Ericsson)
Qualcomm: What does it means that the ANR function covers something? Can it be changed to “deals with”? 
Ericsson: Yes. 
T-Mobile: This is not the whole ANR function. It should be mentioned that it is a function in eNodeB. Agreed
France Telecom: How is it possible to know when the ANR function is ready? 
Huawei: There is a problem with the part saying "via ANR". It should be removed. 
Ericsson: It is correct according to the RAN3 LS. 

NSN: Why does the sentence about “measurements are not covered” is included? 
Ericsson: It can be deleted.

The agreement is documented in S5-080984.

Conclusion: S5-080984 to be included in the TS.

6.5 S5-080963 Move ANR requirements from 32.816 to 32.511 (Ericsson)
T-Mobile: The requirement should be for manual planning. This is in the context of automatic planning being discussed. 
Ericsson: Agree. Business level requirement agreed.

The term O&M System is agreed to be changed to IRPManager. Action to Ericsson to align the terminology with agreed requirements.

Conclusion: Definition are agreed to be placed in the TS. The business level requirement is agreed with the change that it is manual planning being minimised. Specification level requirement agreed. SA5-08098 contains the agreed text to be included in the TS.

6.6 S5-080965 ANR Requirements (Ericsson)
Requirement XX4 is already agreed upon. Ericsson takes on the task to align the terminology with agreed requirements.

Huawei: Does this mean that ANR must be used for changing neighbour relations? 
Ericsson: Yes, it is according to RAN3 LS.

T-Mobile: The text for XX3 is not acceptable. It is too vague. The ANR function is optional. There must be an object in the interface. 
Ericsson: Solution is proposed in following contribution.

France Telecom: We agree with all except that neighbour relation must use ANR.

NSN: Req. XX5, XX6 and XX7: There is a specific value that makes the restriction. Are only handover using X2 intended? 
Ericsson: No, all handovers are intended. 

Conclusion: Req. XXX2 is agreed to be included in the TS. The XX5 – XX7 are to be updated in S5-080986. Email discussion on XX3, chaired by Ericson.

6.7 S5-080967 Analysis of options to manage ANR (Ericsson)
NSN: An object model solution is supported. Interface IRP is no good. No decision yet on 1a and 1b. 
Huawei: 1a is most in line with usual way of SA5 work.

T-Mobile: We should not make any decision. It is premature to make any decision. There can be new functionality using an Interface IRP. 
Ericsson: All contributions from all companies use object model way. 
NSN: It is not suitable to have an interface IRP for managing some attributes. 

France Telecom: The operator contribution for direct interface shall be considered. 
Ericsson: That is a separate issue. 
Vodafone: ANR is agreed to be a distributed SON function.
T-Mobile: There is a problem with having both System Context A and B on the same object. 
Ericsson: That can be solved. Are there any other problem statements? 
T-Mobile: No.

Conclusion: It was agreed to postpone the decision to SA5#60.

6.8 S5-080966 Semantics of the Neighbour Relation Table (Ericsson)
Motorola: Is there a single list on the source cell? 
Ericsson: No, the information is located in a cell. 
Motorola: The lack of an entry in the table 

Qualcomm: Do you for see that several TCIs? 
Ericsson: This is just semantics.

Qualcomm: Is it premature to delete the index, as index is used in RRC blacklist? 
Ericsson: For semantics, it is not needed. 

Huawei: To change the modelling in it is premature to do in the requirement phase. 

Nortel: That a relation is not used is not in line with RAN3. 
Ericsson: For X2 it means that X2 shall not be used if there is several cells are supported in a "target eNB". 

France Telecom: X2 is on node level, so the setting means that it shall be established or not. 
Ericsson: The case that different neighbour relations between cells in two eNodeB are different when it comes to No X2, that must be allowed. 
T-Mobile: What is the dynamics is valid, is something that RAN3 has to be clarified. 
NSN: The Ericsson scenario is true, but also the establish scenario must be considered. 
Huawei: Likes the used, but a status is needed. 
Ericsson: Agree that status is needed. 
Motorola: It is up to the need for different usage, so it has to be clarified.

Conclusion: More discussion is needed.

6.9 S5-080969 Interpretation of RAN 3 NRT (R3-080988) for SA5 (NSN)
Qualcomm: What is the definition of Handover neighbour relation and X2 neighbour relations?
NSN: It is the capability to perform handover and whether a link is established or not. 
Qualcomm: Is it possible to see the status in the table? 
NSN: Yes. 
Ericsson: The solution can be different, Huawei also has a solution. But we should we should only talk about semantics during requirements phase. The Ericsson contribution is addressing this 

Ericsson: The use of the terms white list and black list has been discussed for more than half a year. It is proposed to use other terms. 
NSN: The terms are defined. 
Motorola: The contribution is conflicting.
Conclusion: Requirement 6 is agreed
6.10 S5-080970 NR Management Requirements (NSN)
Conclusion: Noted
6.11 S5-080975 Discussion Paper on Adding HO/X2 status attributes in NRT (Huawei)
France Telecom: It is not a good idea to change the table. What is meant by the values?
Samsung: Can O&M set this status information? 
Huawei: No. It is information to the operator.

France Telecom: Such information makes sense. But clear definition is needed.

NSN: We have sympathy for the contribution, but it is not complete. How is visible what is requested? 
Huawei: That is showed by the other bits, but there can be a gap between the request and the execution. 
Ericsson: Ericsson supports the semantics, but not the syntax. 
Vodafone: Agree. The status is a SA5 matter, so no need to inform RAN3. 

Conclusion: It is agreed that the manager must know the status of the neighbour relations. Syntax is to be further discussed.
7 UID_390007 SON Self-Optimization & Self-Healing handling (Rapporteur Huawei)
7.1 S5-080962
TS 32.521-005 SON Self-Optimization & Self-Healing Concepts and Requirements (Huawei)
The document was noted without presentation.
8 UID_360007 Study on SON related OAM interfaces for Home NodeB (Rapporteur Huawei)
8.1 S5-080953 Home NodeB Configuration Management specification level requirement (Huawei, Qualcomm)
Samsung: Are the requirements valid for HNB, HeNB both?

Huawei: We think there is no difference for OAM between HNB and HeNB.

Chair: should add explanation for what is included in “home NodeB” in the TR somewhere.

Samsung: What’s “mobile OAM network”? Need clarification on “mobile OAM network”.

Chair: There is a general action for Rapporteur to replace DM to IRPManager when needed.

T-Mobile: We are still insist direct link for macro, for HNB, we might have DM to manage home NodeB, but we do not exclude context B for HNB. In RAN group, there is progress. Even in SA1, there is a study item newly created. 

Ericsson: Do you mean we need to wait for SA1?

T-Mobile: We need to create connection for SA1 and SA2 regarding this topic.

Samsung: What does “policy” mean?

Chair: We need to introduce more explanation in the TR.

Ericsson: “Home NodeB should possess minimum information to automatically discover DM” what’s “discover” DM mean? Need to clarify.

Ericsson: What’s the PLMN? DM is part of PLMN?

Qualcomm: The final architecture in RAN is not decided. That’s why we put PLMN here.

Qualcomm: Need to revise 6.2.1.1 bullet 6 offline.

Chair: “Editor’s note: If the Home NodeB has enough information, Home NodeB should not have to contact with DM for self-Configuration:” needs to be refined. On which scenario “Home NodeB should not to contact with DM” is not needed should be defined.

Chair: Consistency with SA1 needed to be checked.

Chair: 32.821 need to adapt to Requirements template.
Conclusion: revised to S5-080953r1 and S5-080953r1 is approved to be used for update of the TR.

8.2 S5-080954 Home NodeB Fault Management specification level requirement (Huawei, Qualcomm)
Ericsson: As we discussed before there is no constant connection between HNB and OAM, how the alarm will be used?

Qualcomm: notification and log can be used when connection is there or not.

Ericsson: is that needed to stop the radio transmission when backhaul is lost?

Orange: it makes sense to stop the radio transmission when backhaul is lost.

Chair: General comments for 32.821: align terms OAM, DM, IRPManager. 

Conclusion: revised to S5-080988 and S5-080988 is approved to be used for update the TR.

8.3 S5-080955 Requirement difference between Home NodeB and Macro NodeB (Huawei, Qualcomm)
Ericsson: what’s the difference between “self-configuration” and “full self-configuration”?

Qualcomm: with or without site visit.

NSN: “Unsolicited KPI/PI forwarding should be avoided as number of home eNodeB can be very big.”: “should be avoided” change to “should not be allowed”

Ericsson: if macro NodeB is outside of secured domain, is there same security requirement as home NodeB? 

Orange: the assumption in SA3 is there is different between macro and HNB.

Vodafone: the macro may be inside the operator trust domain, but HNB is not in the operator trust domain.

Ericsson: first three rows are ok.

Ericsson: object on security management.

Ericsson: what’s the subscription? What’s the relation with existing SA5 SuM document?

T-Mobile: it belongs to close subscriber group.

NSN: test management is same between macro NodeB and home NodeB.

Huawei: do you mean home NodeB should support Itf-N also?

NSN: no.

Chair: OK for inclusion of the revised CM, PM, FM rows into draft TS
Conclusion: Revised to 955r1 and 955r1 is approved to be used for update the TR (CM, FM, PM rows).

8.4 S5-080956 Home NodeB Performance Management specification level requirement (Huawei, Qualcomm)
NSN: do you mean the HNB will collect measurements all the time, even without sending to OAM? What’s the usage of that?

Qualcomm: it’s the internal-policy mentioned in the requirement.

Ericsson: what’s the preset policy?

Chair: need the clarification on DM and IRPManager on 32.821.

NSN: what if the configuration setting can’t be fulfilled by HNB?
Qualcomm: only configure the policy which is implementable.

NSN: what is the need for “4? The DM for Home NodeB should support PMIRP over Itf-N for managed Home NodeBs”?

Qualcomm: probably needed for Itf-N.

NSN: word “collect” is confusing.

Chair: change “collect” to “generate”

Action: bullet 4 Huawei/Qualcomm to reword it.

Chair: the policy needs to be further clarified, it’s FFS. 

Vodafone: sentence “DM by the operator” to be consistent with the previous discussion.

T-Mobile: home NodeB terminology is to be checked with SA1.

Action: Rapporteur to check DM, IRPManager terminologies.

Action: Rapporteur to check and make consistent with SA1 regarding home NodeB or home eNodeB.

Conclusion: Revised to S5-080994 and S5-080994 is approved to be used for update of the TR.

8.5 S5-080959 Home NodeB Test Management and Subscription Management specification level requirement (Huawei, Qualcomm)
Chair: we need to leave the subscription part. We need to consider the relation with CSG.

NSN: what’s the “The DM should be able to force a Home NodeB to go through the initial configuration sequence” mean? Is that related with self-configuration procedure?

Qualcomm: it’s for troubleshooting: “the initial configuration sequence” can be rebooting. When there is a problem, may be needed to go through the procedure again.

Ericsson: Test Management for HNB is not different with Macro NodeB.

Chair: better to make a sentence to state HNB is same with Macro on that point if it is the case.

Qualcomm: the HNB does not belong to the Operator. So we need to make sure the Operator is allowed to reboot the HNB.

Chair: it is for further investigation.
VDF: it’s operator’s requirement. 

Ericsson: the discussion is “is there any difference between Macro and home NodeB”?

Chair: so far it seems there is no difference seen between Macro and HNB.

Qualcomm: for Macro we may not need to ask the question “can I reboot your system?” that’s why “The DM should be able to force a Home NodeB to go through the initial configuration sequence” is needed.

Chair: need to bring more arguments for the contribution.

Conclusion: noted
8.6 S5-080958 Home NodeB Security Management specification level requirement (Huawei, Qualcomm)
Ericsson: only bullet points 1~3 are related with authentication but” Operator’s OAM network and Home NodeB shall authenticate each other by checking information as follows:” cover the following 8 requirements. Is there a word misuse?

NSN: what’s SA3 doing related with security? What’s the relation between SA3 and SA5?

Chair: it will not prevent sa5 do this. But we should be careful on the overlapping. But it’s not forbidden.

Orange: better to make LS to other standard on the progress of SA5 study.

NSN: what’s the intention of HNB security here?

Ericsson: it’s related with SA3 document. It will be beneficial to relate with SA3.

NSN: we need to know the Huawei general approach for security study.

Chair: we should check the requirement.

Conclusion: noted
9 UID_390017 Study on Self-healing of Self‑Organizing Networks (Rapporteur ZTE)
No input documents for this meeting
10 Any Other Business
None

11 Closing of the meeting
11.1 Post SA5#59bis updated draft TS/TR
The following TSs and TR will be submitted for email approval:

· S5-080989  Post-SA5#59bis update of TS 32.500 for email approval (Vodafone)
· S5-080990  Post-SA5#59bis update of TS 32.501 for email approval (Nokia Siemens Networks)
· S5-080991  Post-SA5#59bis update of TS 32.502 for email approval (Nokia Siemens Networks)
· S5-080992  Post-SA5#59bis update of TS 32.511 for email approval (Ericsson)     

· S5-080993  Post-SA5#59bis update of TR 32.821 for email approval (Huawei)
The deadline for submission of draft TS/TR updated following SA5#59bis is Friday 20 June (24:00GMT). 

The deadline for approval of draft TS/TR updated following SA5#59bis is Tuesday 24 June (24:00 GMT). 

11.2 Review of revised documents

11.2.1 S5-080978 Revision of S5-080976 Basic assumptions, requirements and stage 2 for SW download (Nokia Siemens Networks, Huawei)
The document was agreed for introduction in draft TS 32.502.
11.2.2 S5-080982 LS to RAN3 on removal of neighbour relations by OAM (Qualcomm)
Was presented by Qualcomm and updated in S5-050995. This LS will have to be finalized at SA5#60 in July and will not be sent to RAN3 for the time being (RAN3 meeting after SA5 July meeting).  SA5 chair will resubmit this draft LS to SA5#60 (and will align it with the LS template beforehand). Qualcomm will resubmit S5-080981 "Requirements on addition and removal of neighbour relations by the OAM" to be used as a basis for discussion to complete the LS.
11.2.3 S5-080983 LS to RAN2 on RRC blacklist (Qualcomm)
Was presented by Qualcomm and updated in S5-050996 which was then agreed for forwarding to RAN2 copy RAN3.
11.2.4 S5-080986 Revision of S5-080965 ANR Requirements (Ericsson)
The document was agreed for introduction in draft TS 32.511.

11.3 Deadline for document submission to SA5#60

The deadline for document submission to SA5#60 is changed from Sunday 29 June to Tuesday 1 July (24:00 GMT). 

11.4 Closure of the meeting

The chairman thanked the host Nokia Siemens Networks and more particularly Gyula Bódog for the excellent arrangements. 

The meeting was closed by the chairman on Wednesday 18 June at 16:15.
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