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6.6.3
1 3GPP Work Plan status

Percentage of completion: 70% (assuming approval of revised contributions, previously 30%)

Estimated completion date: SA#70 - Dec 2015
Other information (WID update, Rapporteur change, etc): none
2 Technical Progress status

Summary of progress: 

· Group discussed the reply LS received from ETSI RRS answering the important question about the location of LC within LSA Licensee’s domain. With this question clarified and final version of ETSI RRS TS 103 235 available, the group may now finalize the Use Cases triggered by the RRS defined flows.
· Group agreed to document the analysis of advantages and disadvantages of different levels of interaction between LC and PLMN. Minor revisions of the analysis were identified (will be resolved at this meeting).
· The topic of addressing the US specific (SAS) Use Cases was briefly discussed. The group agreed to not extend the scope of the ongoing study to include SAS. However, the benefits of future coordination with WINN Forum may be documented either in the scope/introduction section of the TR or as part of the conclusion of the study (not as part of the documented technical solutions).
· The group agreed on the benefits of the Type-7 interface re-use for communication between LC and NM domain. The conclusions about mandating the LC connection to RPT may require additional consideration.
· Group discussed the functional split proposal presented by RED Technologies. The group agreed that both alternatives (where LSRAI mapping happens at the LC and where it happens in MFCN) should be documented in the TR as potential possibilities. A revision ensuring that both functional split alternatives are documented (not just one) is planned to be submitted to this meeting. The documented alternatives should be as un-biased as possible – the evaluations will be handled at the next SA5 meeting as part of the conclusion of the study.
· Group discussed the proposal to include the SAS related content in the current TR (contribution from Intel). The group agreed that an approved WID update (corresponding scope extension) is needed before such content may be included. The group also agreed that in order to promote the spirit of cooperation between the SDOs (3GPP SA5 and WINN Forum in this case), the topics currently being under discussions in other SDO (not yet agreed in other SDO) should not be addressed without proper coordination.
· The way forward was discussed:
· Group will finalize evaluation of the documented architectural options and identify the preferred one (current “winner” is interaction at the NM level with re-use of Type-7 interface).
· Group will document the functional split alternatives (both identified options). This may be possible as a revised contribution at this meeting. If group fails to approve the unbiased description of functional split alternatives, the progress of the study may be compromised.
· Group will analyse the remaining flows in (now stable) TS 103 235 and document relevant Use Cases triggered by these flows.
· The focus of the next meeting, assuming successful approval of revised contributions at this meeting, will be on documenting the group preferences for functional split and conclusion of the study.
Outstanding issues:

· Functional split alternatives to be documented (contribution pending revision)
· Remaining UCs triggered by flows in 103 235 to be documented (new contribution may be needed)

· Preferred functional split to be identified (new discussions/contributions needed)

· Conclusions of the study to be documented (new discussions/contributions needed)
3 Minutes

The RG session was held on Q2 of October 14, 2015.

	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source 

	S5-155087
	Response to LS from ETSI RRS cc SA5 on Update on Study on OAM support for Licensed Shared Access
Nokia: presented

Chair: concern about permission to reuse 103 235 content

Rapporteur: we sent them a draft LS from SA5#102 that clearly shows what we are re-using or intent to re-use and did not receive any complaints

Chair: OK. Just need to be careful to not break any rules.

Noted
	ETSI TC RRS

	S5-155088
	pCR on TR 32.855
Nokia: suggested extra disadvantages to be added, re-org of section 6.1.4.x
RED: objection on 4.1.x (to add second option of functional split)

RED: question on Type-7 interface if it’s bidirectional

Nokia: comment on RED’s objection on 4.1.x (won’t be an issue after editorial proposed in RED’s contribution)
RED: agree with Nokia’s comment

Telecom Italia: objection to the LSA1 text in 6.1.4.x

Ericsson: this text implies that we may need to look at the SAS with relation to this interface

Orange: if other SDO works on a similar topic it won’t be LSA1 interface (it will be something different)

Ericsson: believes that global solution is part of the study – important to inform other forum(s) that if they target 3GPP system they should know how 3GPP systems are managed

Nokia: as a rapporteur needs to know if we can conclude the study if we address everything RRS related or if we need to extend it to address all WINNF issues as well. Perhaps, just sending a completed TR to WINNF may be enough to stimulate future cooperation with them.

Telecom Italia: insisted on deleting the text. A new WID would be needed to address WINN requirements.

Ericsson: would Telecom Italia propose a new WID or they would not object it?

Telecom Italia: don’t know yet

Ericsson: we would like to reword the sentence in a way that we would like to inform other SDOs about the progress of our study

Nokia: suggested to move that sentence to somewhere else

Orange: connection to a RPT is up to operator to decide and is very optional(needs rewording)

Orange: in 4.1.x transition to transmission parameters is missing

Revised to S5-155312 (co-signed by Nokia)
	Ericsson

	S5-155126
	LC - OAM Functional split
Rapporteur: comment about missing second alternative description (critical to enable study progress) and conclusion being unnecessary at this time (before both alternatives are documented and agreed). Also questioned the move of UCs under a particular functional split alternative. Both alternatives use the same section numbering (challenge to implement changes)
RED: The currently documented UCs are biased towards one functional split option. Prefer to categorize them by functional split. Will address other comments in a revision.

Nokia on 6.2.1.1 – LC becomes responsible for reconfiguring the network (effectively replaces the NM and EM). The LC needs full real-time knowledge of the network state and configuration (e.g. including the ES and Self-Healing) – this potentially slows-down or completely interrupts the SON operation. To be able to control the TX powers, it’s necessary for the LC to also know all the antenna parameters, eNB capabilities, etc… (not just geo location and power) making the amount of information exchanged between LC and OAM HUGE.

Nokia on 6.2.1.2 – the “e.g. TX power” is not enough. OAM responsibility described is essentially the EM’s – means that LC becomes a NM.

Nokia on 6.2.1.3.1 – why does LC need cell info before registering with LR?

Nokia on 6.2.1.3.2 – The LC does not have a vital piece of information – actual demand for the LSA spectrum resource (e.g. cells in question may be under-loaded and even shut down for energy savings). Any kind of optimization (SON) in OAM will be pre-empted by LC. LR does not need to know when the configuration changes have been actually applied to the MFCN – just that the LSRAI has been received and acted upon. The note text expands the scope of LC beyond the translation of LSRAI (full replacement of OAM).

Nokia on 6.2.1.3.3 – LC becomes a super-authority and revises/overrides every configuration change performed by OAM.

Nokia on 6.2.1.3.4 – This should be just a notification to the OAM

Nokia on 6.2.1.4 – the benefits are misleading: openness argument is wrong (Type-7 interface is open). Taking over the responsibilities of a NM is not openness. Flexibility is actually rigidity – any new SON feature deployment cannot happen without corresponding updates in the LC (breaks the layering concept). The LSA specific security, data retention and accountability changes of the LC are not specific to the proposed alternative (the less functionality we assign to LC, the less impact on other 3GPP entities it creates.
PI Works: fully agrees with Nokia’s technical comments.

PI Works: additionally when a power is changed, the BTS is reset… then the change has to be scheduled to minimize the impact on the network availability

Ericsson: agrees with Nokia
Ericsson: assuming that LC only wants to control the LSA part of the configuration, then we have to split the configuration data and it creates a synchronization problem. The only way to avoid this is to make the LC a new NM.

Ericsson: many benefits listed here are also beneficial for other alternatives as well. Especially on security and data retention.


	RED Technologies

	
	RED: we can guarantee to incumbent that LC does things right (and could be independently certified)

Ericsson: does not make sense – you make LC an NM (expand it) and claim that it’s small…

Rapporteur: suggested to give RED a chance to revise it and let the study progress (with a neutral content addition)

Revised to S5-155313
	

	S5-155141
	Introduction of OAM Support for SAS
Orange: object to add SAS because it’s out of scope of the current WID

Rapporteur: SAS is completely out of scope of the current study. A decision to add it needed at the WID level first before any concrete contributions to the TR
Nokia: your contribution introduces OAM support for private SAS that was not (yet) agreed by WINN Forum
Intel: but we have ATT as a co-signing company

Nokia: but regardless of who co-signs this, the private SAS was not (yet) agreed by WINNF

Telecom Italia: objects to include this in the current study

Chair: note this now and when (if) we have a SAS study consider this contribution
Noted
	Intel
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