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1 Opening

The chairman opened the meeting at 9.00 and all delegates presented themselves.

2 Approval of the agenda
S5w100008 Agenda (SA5 Chair) 

Conclusion: Approved.

3 IPR declaration

The chairman read the IPR declaration. No comments.

4 Meeting schedule

It was agreed that we don’t produce a separate schedule but follow the agenda, and plan for being ready with the NGMN requirements discussions to Friday lunch, and take the model harmonization discussions Fri afternoon.

5 NGMN Requirements

5.1 Quality and Quantity of Alarms
S5w100010 Bonn Workshop conclusions on “Improve the quality and quantity of alarms”
We especially looked at the Bonn contribution 01 – SA5 Analysis of NGMN Requirement 1, slide 3 & 4, which Christian edited online with updated conclusions.

Comments: 

On alarm quality:

· Edwin and others (on the quality): SA5 standardizes the format, protocol and semantics for alarms. But to provide meaningful alarms with high quality is a matter for the vendors implementing real alarms. The same “language” (protocol) can be used both to provide “garbage” or good quality text. And SA5 doesn’t standardize the actual alarms.

· Klaus: But within each company you have to provide good coordination of all alarms generated. 
· Padma and others: Yes, but that is a product issue, not a standardization issue.
· Padma: This is also an issue for RFPs. Sometimes different parts of the RFPs are not coordinated concerning alarms.

· Istvan: It is also important to correlate alarms on different levels, e.g. between the transport and eNodeB level alarms. Everyone agreed, but adding that this is still a product issue.
On alarm quantity:

· Edwin& Christian: The conclusion of Bonn is still valid, we don’t see any action point for SA5 to do anything more than what is already in the standards. It is a product issue for telecom & OSS vendors to reduce the quantity.

On alarm correlation:
· Padma: Again, this is a product issue. But it can be a problem to correlate between alarms from different suppliers, e.g. between the transport network and radio NEs. 
· Klaus: Right so here we have an issue. 
· Edwin: Sure, this is very important, but this is still a product issue, it is beyond the standard to define when to send alarms from different nodes in the network if e.g. a link between them is broken. 
· Klaus: Maybe you are right, but maybe not – maybe we have too many standards. We have too many platforms and standards which makes it very difficult to correlate. 
· Edwin: Right, but this is a matter of modelling, and not the protocols. That’s why the model harmonization work with TMF is so important, and that’s why we are so concerned why it has not started yet due to TMF resource problems.
· Jörg & Olaf: Right, therefore we should look at the convergence work from SA5 perspective, how to progress this. Christian agreed, and proposed an update of the agenda to address this. Agreed in Tdoc 0012.
On number of alarms:
· Edwin: What is the meaning of “max 10 alarms”? It is also crucial to get all the root cause alarms, not only alarms for symptoms (side-effects). But this is still a product issue, not standardization.

· Jörg: Maybe we should also bring some proposals to our FM requirements in 32.111-1, for guidance related to this issue (alarm correlation and root cause analysis). Agreed that we should propose a new WI for this.
Focus on customer and service impact:
· Padma: We also need a higher level view than NE to figure out how it impacts the customer. Thus there are two levels of services – the NE level service, and the other what the customer sees. The only role for standards here is to ensure that the contents of the alarms is sufficient and of good quality.
· Edwin: The root cause alarms are very good for finding out what needs to be repaired, but the symptom alarms are very useful in determining what customer services are affected.

· It was agreed that SA5 currently addresses the NE level. But we may need to look at the customer level as well. A new action item was created to add some more requirements in 32.111-1. We should also start looking at customer experience mgmt, i.e. not necessarily only FM.
Prioritization of alarms:
· We should add an action item to consider if we need to enhance the description of alarm severities taken from the ITU-T standard.

· Severities can be from both NE and customer experience point of view. Currently the standards only address the NE level. 

Alarm maintenance manuals:

· Padma: There is already a ProposedRepairActions field in the Alarm IRP alarm notification which the vendors can use to fill in relevant information.
· Self-healing SI has been completed, and there is now a Self-healing WI in Rel10 to address this further.

Alarm text:

· Padma: It is already addressed in the standards, if ProposedRepairActions is also considered in addition to AdditionalText etc. mentioned in slide 6. So vendors have to populate these fields.
· Jörg: We should also add something for the OSS to OSS alarming (general comment, should be placed to an update of the summary slide).
Summary discussions:

· Jörg: “Can we create an action point for the SA5 leaders to contact all the OSS vendors and invite them to come to SA5?” We discussed if that could be done, and how. One idea was that the operators should do it through the already established channels to the vendors, and another was that SA5 invite them directly, initially for an information session to inform how we work, what standards we have etc. Christian took an action item on this.

Conclusion: Christian updated the slide set’s Summary page (1) with all action items. The updated document will be published as Tdoc S5w100013.
5.2 Automatic Software Management
We checked the Bonn slides from SA5 on this subject (SA5 input contribution 2), and added new comments/conclusions to that.

NE health check:

· Zou Lan: SA5 confirms the intention to improve current specs. Action items on Huawei and NSN to contribute on this.

· Olaf: It should also be understood that even without this IRP, vendors can provide automatic SW mgmt.

Automated SW download:

· Zou Lan: The existing SW mgmt IRP can fulfil the requirements. However, the notification can be improved to differentiate between different types of actions (download finished, installation finished etc.).

One-click NE SW activation:

· Zou Lan: Support confirmed – covered as described on slide 6.
Automatic rollback:

· Zou Lan: We should study this further and recommend solutions.

Slide 6, all 3 items:

· Zou Lan: Support confirmed for all 3 items – covered as described on slide 6.

SW package is made available on OSS…

Slide 7:

· Zou Lan: Support confirmed.

Conclusion: Updated slide set in Tdoc 014.

5.3 Energy Saving

We checked the Bonn slides from SA5 on this subject (SA5 input contribution 3), and added new comments/conclusions to that.

Slide 3:
The NE shall provide and energy saving mode…:
· Zou Lan: Support confirmed. There is an impact on Itf-N - further contributions are expected within the existing WI.

In case of loss of connection…:

· Zou Lan and Istvan: There is an impact on Itf-N. What is already written on slide 3 is confirmed, but further contributions are expected within the existing WI.

Slide 4:

· For the first item, confirmed – no SA5 impact.

· For the 2nd and 3rd item: Covered by the Rel-10 WI.

Slide 5:

· Item 1: To be addressed by the Rel-10 WI.
· Item 2: The scope of the current R10 WI is LTE, and a possible reuse for 2G/3G should be considering when defining the solution.

Slide 6: 

· Item 1: To be addressed by the Rel-10 WI.

· Item 2: Missing measurements, if any, will be added in Rel-10, and the IRPManager should use them to calculate low-load periods.
Slide 7:

· Item 1-3: To be addressed by the Rel-10 WI.

Slide 8:

· Item 1-2: To be addressed by the Rel-10 WI.

Slide 9:

· Item 1-2: To be addressed by the Rel-10 WI.

Slide 10: 

· Item 1: To be addressed by the Rel-10 WI.

· Item 2: To be discussed in Req. 5.

Christian also updated the Summary slide.

Conclusion: Updated slide set in Tdoc 015.

5.4 ANR & SON
We checked the Bonn slides from SA5 on this subject (SA5 input contribution 4), and added new comments/conclusions to that.

ANR:

Slide 3:

· Item 1: Confirm support

· Item 2: Confirm support, to be checked re: history log, if already covered by notification log.

· Item 3: Confirm support

Slide 4:

· Item 1-3: Confirm support

Slide 5: 

· Item 1: The need to extend SA5 specs to support the multi-RAT req. needs to be discussed in SA5.
· Item 2-3: Confirm support
· Item 4: The need to extend SA5 specs to support the multi-RAT req. needs to be discussed in SA5. Dependent on discussions in other groups (RAN, GERAN, BBF)

SON:

Slide 8:

· Item 1: “Confirm support”. But Edwin and Robert commented that it would be good if we could consider the costs for control points, is it the right way to build confidence? For some cases of short/quick loops it doesn’t work. We don’t challenge the requirement but for the solution, perhaps Test Mgmt IRP could be used in some cases instead?

· Item 2: Confirm support - to be checked re: history log, if already covered by notification log. 
Slide 9: 

· Item 1: The definition of “centralized” and “distributed” needs more discussion and clarification.

· Item 2: Supported when relevant.
· Item 3: Supported.

· Item 4: Confirmed – not applicable.

Slide 10:

· Item 1: Itf-N completely supports this requirement.

· Item 2: SA5 provides a framework, parameters are added based on use cases

· Item 3: Confirmed support on Itf-N
· Item 4: New IRP introduced in Rel-9 to manage SON policies

Conclusion: Updated slide set in Tdoc 016.
5.5 Performance Management in Real-time
We checked the Bonn slides from SA5 on this subject (SA5 input contribution 5), and added new comments/conclusions to that.

Slide 3:
· Item 1: 5 min. is deemed to be sufficient and is supported by standards.

· Item 2: Compression of XML is an available option in SA5 standards (FTP IRP)
· Item 3: Product related

· Item 4: Supported (PM IRP)
Slide 4:

· Item 1: Principles supported in SA5 but in the end depends on implementation. But the meaning of “automatic counter restart after outage” needs to be confirmed by the operators.
· Item 2: Supported.
· Item 3: Supported, 2 new KPI WIs in Rel10.

· Item 4: 32.41x PM IRP offers threshold configuration and monitoring mechanism. Error correction is part of self-healing currently specified in Rel10.
Conclusion: Updated slide set in Tdoc 017.

5.6 Substitution of Monitoring Probes by Infrastructure Inherent Trace Functionality

We checked the Bonn slides from SA5 on this subject (SA5 input contribution 6), and added new comments/conclusions to that.

Robert clarified that there is no Rel10 WI for performance of Trace.

Slide 4:

· Item 1-3: Support confirmed.

Slide 5: 

· Item 1-2: Support confirmed.

· Item 3: Need to check whether some filter parameters should be added.
Conclusion: Updated slide set in Tdoc 018.

5.7 eNodeB Plug & Play - Self Commissioning
We checked the Bonn slides from SA5 on this subject (SA5 input contribution 7 and “100330 fl Top 10 ANR PnP SON Operation Trace 30032010 presentation”, especially slide 4 of the latter) and added new comments/conclusions to the SA5 contribution 7.

The discussion showed that there is some need for clarification of slide 4 of the operator presentation.

Conclusions for SA5 input contribution 7 slide 3:

· Item 1: We need detailed common deployment scenarios from operators. Transport, RAN and security need alignment with the scenarios.

We also discussed if we can send an LS to NGMN about this. Padma took an action to draft this to next week’s SA5 meeting.

Conclusion: Updated slide set in Tdoc 019.

5.8 OSS Standard Itf-N
We checked the Bonn slides from SA5 on this subject (SA5 input contribution 8 and “100406 JMC Reqs 5-8-9-10 28-30 March 2010”) and added new comments/conclusions to the SA5 contribution 8.
Discussion on the SICS proposal: It was noted that China Mobile already in Rel-6 proposed a TR for conformance specifications but the TR was never approved, and the major obstacle was the fact that it was expected to increase the burden for SA5 a lot due to maintenance of all the conformance statements that have to mirror the SA5 TSs on a very detailed level.
Christian: Create definitions for IRP Ensemble package would add value. And we will do that (within the new proposed WID by NSN). SICS is not a value add, because any company can create such conformance statements.
Conclusions for SA5 input contribution 8:

Slide 7:

· SA5 TSs meet all requirements. 
· SA5 specs are fully re-usable and extensible, this has been proven notably by the 3GPP2 reuse (deployed solution).

· IRP security definitions need to be enhanced for SOAP SS

· Definition of IRP Ensembles will be covered by SA5 in Rel-10 (new WI at SA5#71)

· Conformance statements per IRP ensemble can be automatically produced based on IRP ensemble spec (Word macro).

· It is not required to produce new SA5 specs for conformance statements but if some companies are interested they can propose a WI.

Conclusion: Updated slide set in Tdoc 020.

S5w100011 S5-101400d2 NSN R10 WID IRP Overview, Profiles & Usage Guide (NSN)

Presented by Jörg

Questions/Comments:

· Christian: Do you really believe in the time plan? Jörg: Yes, because everything already exists and we don’t specify new attributes etc. in this work, it’s just on a high-level.

· The bullets 1, 2 and 5 in ch. 4 are related to the framework, no? And bullet 3&4 belong to some examples. Jörg: Agree to rephrase it.

· Edwin: At this stage we should not only provide a general overview. This work should be as detailed as we think fit to describe everything. Agreed that Edwin will propose some additional/modified text.

· Some more questions for clarification were answered, and some companies confirmed their support, will be included in a revised version.

Conclusion: Jörg will upload a revised version considering the comments in 0023, which will also be input to SA5#71 as Tdoc 1400.

5.9 LTE Parameter Optimization
We checked the Bonn slides from SA5 on this subject (SA5 input contribution 9) and added new comments/conclusions to that.

Slide 3:

· Item 1: R10 WI for OAM of CCO, some requirements have already been defined in R9.

· Item 2: R10 WI for OAM of RACH optimization, some requirements have already been defined in R9 (RAN part of this was done in R9).

· Item 3: Done in R9, continue enhancements in R10.

· Item 4: R10 WI for OAM of COC, some requirements have already been defined in a R9 TR.

Slide 4:

· Item 1: Ongoing discussions in SA5

· Item 2: Coordination between SON functions covered by Rel10 WI.

· Item 3: Needs more discussion in SA5.
· Item 4: Supported (triggers and targets)

Slide 5:

· Item 1: Periodicity is not covered by current specs.
· Item 2: More discussion needed in SA5 about what is “centralized”

· Item 3: Needs more discussion in SA5.

· Item 4: Can be solved at OSS level but can also be considered at NE level.

· Item 5: Beyond 3GPP scope.

Conclusion: Several open points need more discussion in SA5, contributions are needed. Updated slide set in Tdoc 021.

5.10 Automatic Inventory

We checked the Bonn slides from SA5 on this subject (SA5 input contribution 10) and added new comments/conclusions to that.

Slide 5:
· Item 1: CR would be needed to support notifications for the InventoryUnit IOC, but SA5 has chosen a file based approach considering that notifications are not needed. SW information exists but is not included in inventory information; some SW changes are notified.
· Item 2: We understand that “poll” should be “pull” (get) in the requirement. Supported.
· Item 3: Supported.

· Item 4: Supported.

Conclusion: Updated slide set in Tdoc 022.

S5w100006 S5-101203 NSN Inventory NRM Comparison (NSN)

Presented by Jörg

Questions/comments:

· Edwin asked a question for clarification of what is included in MTOSI regarding inventory management – does it cover inventory of equipment which “on the shelf” i.e. is not yet installed? Answer by Nigel: Yes.
· Some other questions were also discussed. No time to discuss/agree on any more concrete actions.

Conclusion: Noted.

S5w100007 Inventory Management 3GPP - MTOSI (Alcatel-Lucent)
Presented by Padma

Questions/comments:

· Some questions for clarification were discussed. No time to discuss/agree on any more concrete actions.

Conclusion: Noted.
5.11 Others
None
5.12 Conclusions and next steps

According to 3GPP working methods, the work is contribution driven. Contributions and work item proposals when needed are invited to the upcoming SA5 meetings.

6 Status on harmonization
6.1 Fault management

The objective of the SI in SA5 is to compare our SA5 capabilities with the Wireline requirements and identify the required adaptations in SA5 specifications to manage Wireline networks. 
Also, FMC goes beyond TMF, and we will need at one point to incorporate models from Internet Forum, BBF, etc. We will contact those groups when we have a better view of the global picture. 
6.2 Resource modelling
It is still not totally clear what are we harmonizing with TMF. 
We need to come back to use cases for converged management. We need a SI in SA5 to work on use cases and proposals are encouraged.
6.3 Others
It was agreed to launch a PM harmonization SI in SA5 according to the recommendation made in Bonn.
Organization of SA5-TMF joint calls need to be enhanced. Invitations, agenda, and minutes have to be provided in due time. It is important to understand that the joint conference calls are not TMF meetings. Christian will send an email to the team leaders, Leen Mak for FM and Joerg for Modelling, to explain how it should work.
6.4 Conclusions and next steps

The priority remains to involve more OSS vendors in SA5. As discussed in agenda item 5, SA5 will take the initiative to organize an information session with OSS vendors before SA5#72.
7 Modelling discussion
S5w100009 InformationModel-ResourceFocus-Update-20100506 (SA5 Chairman)

Presented by Nigel for information
Questions/Comments:

· A very interesting and useful presentation and discussion with lots of questions for clarification on what the different alternatives for interfaces mean, if the interfaces are independent of the models etc.

· No conclusions were drawn, and it was clear that more discussions are needed in the context of the ongoing Study Item for Resource model harmonization.
Conclusion: Noted, more discussions needed in the joint conference calls.

8 Closing

The meeting was closed at 17.40.

