[image: image1.emf]SMALL CELL FORUM

HOME | ENTERPRISE | URBAN | RURAL











Small Cell Forum Reply to OMA LS 997
1. Introduction

The Small Cell Forum would like to thank the OMA for consideration of our previous liaison and responding with OMA LS 997, dated 11 February 2014.  
To recall, the issue relates to potential challenges associated with implementing the requirements as defined in the Small Cell Capabilities Exposure Requirements document (http://technical.openmobilealliance.org/Technical/release_program/smac_v1_0_RRP.aspx) in LTE networks.   Specifically, encryption of NAS messages in LTE may make it difficult to enable the services defined by the interfaces.

The present LS provides the Small Cell Forum’s response to the questions posed by the OMA.  For clarity, we summarize OMA’s questions below and then provide our replies. We thank OMA for its continuing cooperation and look forward to resolution of the issues posed here.  
2.  OMA Questions and SCF Responses
1) Would an interface to the EPC meet the needs of the SCF in providing management to clusters of HeNBs or would they prefer an interface to the local cell cluster?

The Small Cell Forum’s preference would be a solution that relies on minimal changes to existing interfaces.  The small cell network is subject to operator’s policies.  As some of the information may not be available in the small cell network, it is understood that some signaling exchanges with the EPC may be unavoidable.  However, our preference would be to limit such signaling with EPC to the minimum possible.

2) Does the SCF believe that service APIs should be an EPC trusted entity?

The small cell network is subject to operator’s policies. As such, we believe that the API itself is an EPC trusted entity.  

3) Does the SCF require an IMSI or a temporary identifier such as TMSI or an IP address to identity a UE? If so, which?

Any solution which can uniquely identify a UE and which IP addresses are associated with this identity is sufficient to satisfy our requirements
4) Does the SCF believe that the IMSI/TMSI/pseudo-IMSI/IP addresses of specific UEs (e.g. mapped to MS-ISDN) can be made available upon request to a service API?

The Forum believes that if any of these options are commercially viable, these would satisfy our requirements.  However, the Forum believes that this approach may not be acceptable to operators for all potential types of small cell deployments.   Our preference would be a single solution that is viable for all types of deployments.     
5) Would the SCF be able to initiate action within 3GPP, should it be required, in order to provide the necessary information?

While, SCF has a liaison relationship with 3GPP, coordinated action across multiple SDO’s may be complex and result in further delays to the desired solution.

Moreover, any change requested from 3GPP today would likely be implemented in R13 or later releases of the SA specifications.   Further, given the typical timelines for market adoption of 3GPP releases, these changes would enter the market quite a bit later then the Forum would like to see them.   

Therefore we recommend that solutions be found such that coordination with 3GPP or other SDO’s isn't required.
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