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Decision/action requested

FYI as the meeting note.
2
Meeing summary
Conf call: #6
Date: 2009-12-08 (Tue)

Time: 00:00 – 02:00 (CET)

Participants:

· ALU, Verizon, Airvana, Motorola, NSN, Huawei, Thomson, Qualcomm
Agenda:

1.  Brief summary of BBF Q4 mtg (Nov.30 – Dec.4)
2.  Discussion of 4 new contributions from Qualcomm
3.  AOB
Summary:

1. Brief summary of BBF Q4 mtg (Nov.30 – Dec.4)
· Thom: the LSes from SA5 were discussed at the BBF Q4 mtg last week. Most notably, the one to request joint conf call was discussed and was agreed to hold “open” joint conf calls. The proposed date is Jan. 13 (Wed) 8AM US Pacific time.
· Due to the schedule with the next SA5 #69, the joint call will be held before the LS is presented at the SA5 mtg.
· Airv: We haven’t even created any deliverable (XML file) yet. XML file with sufficient content needs to be ready by end of Jan realistically (i.e. end of next SA5 mtg).  We need to submit it well before the next BBF Q1 mtg so their process can begin.

· Thom: The agenda of the call will be mostly on schedule to come to mutual agreement / understanding on the overall schedule, handover date from SA5, other logistical aspect.

· QC: There was a previous LS from BBF that says publishing the final doc in March is possible.

· Thom: that was based on the original Rel.9 schedule (end of the year). With 3 month extension of the WI, it’s a different story now.

· Airv: we should ask BBF about their minimum interval for review schedule/cycle, etc. ( AI: Thomson to check w/ BBF on this.
· QC: what is the agreement on the term of the call?
· Airv: BBF agreed to have “open” call with no IPR term involved.

· QC: we need to word the meeting invite to make it clear. ( AI: QC to draft this.
· Thom: BBF said they can provide the conf bridge.

· Airv: it would probably be better off if BBF bridge it not used but some neutral company bridge is used instead. (it was not made clear who will provide the conf bridge but after the call, ALU agreed to provide it.)
Conclusion:
· Joint conf call will be on Jan. 13 (Wed) 8AM US Pacific.

Action Item: 
· QC: draft the wording for the meeting invitation.

· ALU: provide conf bridge and send invite to SA5 OAM exploder, including the wording mentioned above (note: per the post-conf-call coordination).

· Thom: check with BBF for the general review schedule/cycle needed for data model publication.
2.  Discussion of 4 new contributions from Qualcomm

2.a) S5eHNB0026 - Classification of Radio Configuration Parameters in draft 32.592
2.b) S5eHNB0027 – How to address TDD and FDD modes in HeNB Data Model
2.c) S5eHNB0028 - HeNB Data Model Radio Parameters – Part 3

· QC: QC did the analysis of the radio parameters in 32.592-030 for the applicability/commonity to TDD.  The result shows only 1 paramter (out of ~200) is FDD specific. In addition, there’re only 4 TDD specific parameters of interest to include in the data model (as shown in S5eHNB0028).
· QC: Based on this, there’s no need to create separate object structure for FDD and TDD specific.

· Thom: making radio parameters under single object would make things easier for future maintenance.

· ALU: is there a real need to define TDD?  There’s a concern for the quality given the limited number of companies interested in TDD product.
· QC: it was agreed at the last SA5 #68 mtg to include TDD scope within the existing WI, and there’s no reason not to do it given the small size for TDD specific parameters.
· Huawer: has no issue with it.  TDTech has some parameter definitions but that is for HNB.

· Thom: appears to be relatively minor additional work. By having common object for FDD/TDD, it’s relatively simpler to make changes in the future if needed.
· ALU: prefer to take back for internal review and comments for the FDD parameters.

Conclusion: 
· Agreed to have only 1 object common to both FDD and TDD. For those that is specific only to either one, clarify this in the description text.

· As for the TDD specific parameters, keep it open for now for ALU internal review.
Action Item:
· ALU: come back with internal review result and comments by SA5 #69.
2.d) S5eHNB0029 - How to address neighbour lists in HeNB data model
· QC: there’re 2 parts to this contribution: 1) NL object structure discussion, and 2) NL configuration for LTE.

NL object structure discussion

· QC: Current TR-196 defines NL in UMTS specific way (shown in (a) in the diagram).  This requires duplicating the same parameters under LTE under different object (shown as (b) in the diagram).  This is not optimal.  Alternatively, NL structure can be re-organized to make it common and reusable for both UMTS and LTE (shown as (c) in the diagram).

· Thom: option shown as (c) makes sense if we’re starting with clean slate. But given the existing object in TR-196, deplicating chunks of object and creating new ones with slightly different name/structure will be met not so positively with BBF given the past experience.
· NSN: we can introduce the new objects based on (c) and just let LTE objects to use it.

· Thom: that would introduce ambiguity.

· Thom: Realistically, option (c) is not possible when we’re talking about completing the work in Rel.9 extension timeframe.  Option (b) is the only way to complete the work even though it’s not optimal.  Given the way BBF works, there may be an opportunity in the future to “overhaul” the entire data model and re-arrange structures and objects.
NL configuration for LTE

· QC: in LTE, UE doesn’t use information broadcasted by eNodeB for neighbor cell measurement.  In addition to this, X2 interface is not supported by HeNB in Rel.9. Therefore, there’s no reason to include neighbor list to the HeNB data model. On the other hand, cell individual offset (CIO) is a unique info per cell and this needs to be broadcasted (implying configuration by the management entity is needed).
· QC: another approach would be to not specify neighbor list but specify blacklist to prohibit handover, but don’t see use case for HeNB.

· NSN: why different handling of blacklist from macro eNodeB to HeNB?

· QC: HeNB case is different, also you need to know the neighbors to begin with for the management system to specify the blacklisted neighbor.
· Thom: there’s no reason to include parameters if there’s really no purpose.

· QC/Thom: the neighbor definition in the HeNB data model needs to include just CIO and corresponding unique info (e.g. physical cell id) to pair with it.

Conclusion: 
· Object for neighbor info in LTE needs essentially 2 info defined (CIO and cell identifier).
Action Item: 
· QC: define and propose the neighbor info parameters.
3.  AOB

A. none
4
Action items
See action item description under each topic mentioned above.
5
Next meeting (#5)
Meeting #7 Monday / Tuesday (Wk3: Jan. 11, 12, 2010)
PST: Monday 11pm - 01am

CST: Tuesday 01am - 03am

EST: Tuesday 02am - 04am

GMT: Tuesday 07am - 09am

CET: Tuesday 08am - 10am

China: Tuesday 02pm - 04pm

Korea/Japan: Tuesday 03pm - 05pm

6
Note
Contributions are to be submitted to the virtual meeting site set up for this activity.

· http://webapp.etsi.org/MeetingCalendar/MeetingDetails.asp?mid=28306
· ftp://ftp.3gpp.org/tsg_sa/WG5_TM/Ad-hoc_meetings/Virtual-HeNB
---   end   ---
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