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1. General

O&M Ad Hoc meeting #4 was held on the evening of 6th July. It was called to address the submissions to the main meeting for I3.05, not covered at the O&M Ad Hoc meeting #3 in Münster, Germany (29th-30th June). The Ad Hoc was chaired by Andrew De La Torre (Vodafone). No agenda was drafted since only 3 submissions were to be considered. This document concludes the decisions made and main discussions points.

2. Conclusions

R3-99709 – Node B Expansion Procedure (GSM Association VPT, Mannesmann Mobilfunk, Vodafone) – The document was presented by Stephan Recker (Mannesmann). T-Mobil questioned whether the process represented in figure 2 should be reconfiguration as oppose to configuration. It was clarified that since this procedure relates to Node B expansion it was likely that the process would involve the configuration of a new cell. T-Mobil further proposed that the ‘Node B configuration Notification’ message in figure 2 should be named without the word notification – this was accepted. T-Mobil then questioned the optionality of the initial ‘Node B Config Request’ from the MNC to the C-RNC manager. It was clarified that the existence of this message was dependent on the configuration of the management system, and this was why it was shown as optional. Mitsubishi questioned the inclusion of a delete cell procedure. After discussion it was decided the logical cell configuration procedure indicated in figure 2 should attempt to be comprehensive, and procedures for system information update and Radio Network Performance Measurement setup should be added. NTT DoCoMo asked for clarification of the Block Node B process shown in figure 2. It was commented that this allows for resources to be blocked by the RNC before any reconfiguration may take place. The chairman added that there is no RNC originated Block Node B procedure, but instead the RNC would block the associated resources internally and use the resource delete procedures for any required actions at Node B.

The proposal was accepted with the following changes:

· Figure 2 – ‘Node B Configuration Notification’ renamed to ‘Node B Configuration’.

· Figure 2 - System Information Update and Radio Network Performance Measurement Setup procedures added to the logical cell configuration procedures already included.

R3-99708 – Node B Swap Procedure (GSM Association VPT, Mannesmann Mobilfunk, T-Mobil, Vodafone) – The document was presented by Stephan Recker (Mannesmann). The presenter advised of two errors in the document – step 5 in the Node B Swap chapter on the first page should be the step between (2) and (3). Also, in figure 3 the New RNC and Old RNC are shown as reversed. The chairman proposed that an RNC configuration message should be introduced (shown optional) from the NMC to the RNC manager after step 3 in figure 1 – since the parameters for the new RNC could be provided from the NMC. This was agreed and it was also agreed to add the same message (but for Node B) into the Node B Initialisation procedure in chapter 9 of I3.05.

The proposal was accepted with the following changes:

· Node B Swap section – move step 5 between steps 2 and 3.

· Figure 3 – Reverse the New RNC and Old RNC labels in figure 3.

· Figure 1 – Add an ‘RNC Initialisation’ message from NMC to RNC manager after step 3.

· I3.05 – Add a ‘Node B Initialisation’ message from the NMC to the Node B manager after step 3 in the Node B initialisation procedure in chapter 9.

R3-99711- Network Monitoring and Fault Management Procedures (GSM Association VPT, Mannesmann Mobilfunk, T-Mobil, Vodafone) – The document was presented by Stephan Recker (Mannesmann). The presenter advised that the diagram was not currently aligned with the new format of identifying all management logical entities. It was further clarified that the 2 failure alarms for Node B were to cover notification of the logical impact to the RNC and the implementation specific issue to the Node B manager. NTT DoCoMo questioned the intentions of the Implementation Specific Fault management with respect to the compatibility with the standards identified. NTT DoCoMo objected to the statement that these standards should be complied with. The chairman pointed out that this was out of scope for RAN-WG3, and the specification of these requirements should be performed by SA-WG5. As such we should re-word the text to indicate these as a proposal for possible use. A text change was agreed. NTT DoCoMo also questioned the statement relating to Q3 compatibility. It was clarified that this was already worded only as a recommendation. T-Mobil questioned why there were 2 Node B config message shown from the management system. It was clarified that the first related to any emergency re-configuration to address the fault, and the second related to system restoration after the fault has been cleared. It  was agreed that in order to clarify this, the diagnostics and repair function should be split such that repair is shown after the first configuration. Both functions should have an interface shown to the management system.

The proposal was accepted with the following changes:

· Implementation specific fault management – Remove sentence ‘The format of alarm messages…’ and replace with the text ‘One supported alarm message format could be based on [2].’. 

· Diagram  - Remove Repair from the ‘Remote Diagnostics and Repair’ and introduce an interaction line to the management system for the remaining function.

· Diagram – Introduce a repair function after the first Node B/cell re-configuration with an interface line to the management system.

Informal Proposal (Lucent Technologies, Mannesmann Mobilfunk, T-Mobil, Vodafone) – The chairman presented a proposal to add the following text to the text at the beginning of chapter 9 in I3.05.

“Although these are examples of how the procedure would work, there are mandatory aspects of the scenario.  These are:

1) The message exchange between the NodeB and RNC (NBAP)

2) The interaction between network elements and their respective element managers”

It was clarified that the intention for this was, not to standardise the messages between the network elements and their managers, but the interactions and sequences identified in the UTRAN O&M procedures described in I3.05. It was felt by the source companies for the proposal that the NBAP procedures had been developed based on the UTRAN O&M procedures identified, and the use of different sequences would not be sensible because the NBAP procedures may not be optimised to supporting such approaches. Nokia and Motorola objected to the proposed text, stating they believed this was a manufacturer issue, and any solution developed would be designed to operate within the NBAP procedures. This proposal was not accepted.

3. Attendees

The following companies attended the Ad Hoc meeting:

 Lucent Technologies, Mannesmann Mobilfunk, Mitsubishi, Motorola, Nokia, NTT DoCoMo, T-Mobil, Vodafone

