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1. Opening of the Meeting

The rapporteur Andrew De La Torre opened the meeting and brief introductions were made. A number of procedural announcements were made by the meeting host Gaetano Cicchitto.

2. Approval of the Agenda, R3O&M-99001

No comments were made on the proposed agenda.

3. Ad Hoc Meeting Rationale and Outputs, R3O&M-99002

The above document was presented by the rapporteur. Michael Truss asked about the scope of responsibilities of the Ad Hoc group relating to the O&M requirements on the interfaces other than the Iub. There was general concern expressed that the Ad Hoc group may not equipped to make decisions on the requirements of these other interfaces. Specifically, Thak Patel commented that he felt the decisions relating to the O&M responsibilities of WG3 on the other interfaces would need to be agreed at a higher level.

The rapporteur clarified that the agenda had been derived from the requirements outlined out by the WG3 convenor at 3GPP-TSG-RAN-WG3 meeting #1 in Bonn. As such these requirements should be discussed by the group but, as reflected in the agenda structure, the focus initially would be on the Iub interface. The rapporteur also reminded participants that the Ad Hoc group were of course only equipped to make recommendations regarding WG3’s scope on each work item. Final approval must reside within the TSG-RAN.

4. Liaisons from Other Groups

R3O&M-99008 – The rapporteur presented a liaison generated by MoU SERG (Services Expert Rapporteur Group) relating to the need for standardisation of the Iub interface. Gaetano Cicchitto commented that he felt the Ad Hoc group were deviating from the requirements laid out by MoU SERG since COMPLETE standardisation was no longer being proposed. The rapporteur commented that he felt the route being taken by the group now reflected what was technically feasible with regard to standardising this interface. Michael Truss said he understood the primary requirement from MoU was for multi-vendor support in the UTRAN, and the current proposals would deliver this. Robert Peterson agreed with this.

The rapporteur reminded participants that the entire standardisation process was subject to very aggressive timescales – for this reason he emphasised the need for an agreed proposal from this meeting.

R3O&M-99006/R3O&M-99007  – The rapporteur proposed that these documents should be handled once an output has been agreed by the meeting. He explained that the purpose for inputting these documents was to ensure the Terms of Reference between TSG-SA and TSG-RAN (with regard the Iub) were not contradictory. It was agreed to address these documents in agenda item 10.

R3O&M-99005 – The rapporteur presented a liaison generated by TSG-SA-WG5. Michael Truss commented that he had inputted this document because it had not been covered at the 3GPP-TSG-RAN-WG3 meeting #1 in Bonn. Robert Peterson explained that at the meeting in question the liaison was not submitted until very late, and it was not possible to reach it. The rapporteur commented that the liaison did not appear to require a response, but depending on the output of the Ad Hoc it might be necessary to comment on the semantics. It was agreed to cover any response required in agenda item 10.

5. Review of Submissions and Allocation to Agenda Items, R3O&M-99003

The rapporteur advised the meeting that he had attempted agenda allocations for the submissions. He asked for comments on these allocations and, with the exception of the above alterations, none were received. The rapporteur then advised participants of the further documents from Mannesmann (R3O&M-99010 late on 19/2/99), and Motorola (R3O&M-99011). It was agreed that since both of these submissions were comments on R3O&M-99004, they should be presented after this document. The rapporteur then stated there appeared to be 2 main proposal documents - R3O&M-99004 and R3O&M-99009. Due to poor weather, the Mannesmann and T-Mobil delegates had not arrived at this point and it was therefore proposed that document R3O&M-99004 should be dealt with first.

6. Iub Interface O&M

R3O&M-99004  – The rapporteur presented a proposal for the Iub O&M work item submitted as a joint document by BT, Nokia, Telia and Vodafone.  It was clarified that the document uses the work performed to date in RAN-WG3 (SMG2-ARC) as a baseline, and as such section 2 aimed to present the current status of this work. The text in this section did not form part of the proposal. The document outlined a phased approach to the Iub work item, presenting details of the work to be performed in each phase and recommending responsible work groups for these phases. In response to a comment from Thak Patel, it was clarified that the examples used for Functional and Physical O&M in the phase 2 description (section 3), were for clarity only and did not form part of the proposal. Acknowledgement was also given to the (forthcoming) Mannesmann submission (R3O&M-99010) which aimed to replace figure 3.2 in R3O&M-99004 – the rapporteur expressed his advance support for this (more detailed) proposal.

Gaetano Cicchitto commented on the need for more clarity on the distinction between the Functional and Physical O&M identified in the document. A slide was presented by Gaetano which detailed his understanding of the functions of the logical streams identified on the Iub. Pure traffic functions were seen to be supported on one logical stream. The Functional O&M was then seen to incorporate both O&M requiring functional interaction and the logical channel O&M. Finally, the physical O&M was shown and it was stated by Gaetano that this should related to the Functional O&M.

Gaetano then expressed his concerns that the Physical and Functional O&M were being treated with too much independence – he commented that he considered there to be significant impact on the traffic from hardware O&M. Gaetano also questioned the lack of references currently being made to logical entities such as tranceivers and user channels (e.g. timeslots), stating he was worried these critical entities were not being addressed.

Michael Truss agreed with Gaetano that it would be important to ensure sufficient interaction exists between the relevant nodes, but commented that he did not feel the RNC would need to be aware of the Node B’s internal architecture (and vice-versa). The rapporteur also pointed out that the work performed in RAN-WG3 (SMG2-ARC) to date addressed the area of logical entities, and the work discussed in this Ad Hoc would be expected to build upon that. As such, any omissions in this area should be addressed  within RAN-WG3 once the work item is underway.

The rapporteur stated he too saw the need for functional interaction at the RNC for hardware related O&M, but it was impossible to standardise certain aspects of the hardware functions. As such the concept of a non (fully) standardised Physical stream  should therefore be accepted, and the means to get the required functional interaction should be studied. It became apparent that the term Physical O&M was not satisfactory to all the participants at which point Jean-François Madoux suggested the name ‘Implementation Specific O&M’. This seemed acceptable to most and the rapporteur suggested the naming be agreed later.

Gaetano then expressed concerns with the suitability of the proposed architecture for operations such as re-configuration, since he felt the RNC was the only entity with the logical configuration information required. He commented that care should be taken to ensure the standardised functions are capable of supporting such operations despite the independent Physical O&M stream.

Gaetano Cicchitto asked for clarification on the requirements for phase 3, since the suggestion that message definition would need to be performed was not in keeping with current object oriented approaches for network management. Gaetano presented a diagram outlining his understanding of the proposal. This showed a connection between the management system and Node B (c.f. Physical O&M) with corresponding terminating protocol stacks. A similar connection was then shown between the management system and the RNC, which was then mediated by a function to the operations performed on the Iub itself. Gaetano commented that for the Iub, not only would the message definition on the interface itself be necessary but the higher level procedures should also be standardised. Gaetano asked whether the proposed architecture would allow an object oriented approach on the Functional O&M? Michael Truss stated he did not believe it was within the groups scope to suggest this be capable of supporting an object oriented solution. The rapporteur agreed stating he viewed the Functional O&M as a ‘closed’ function between the RNC and the Node B, and he did not see the need for this to be implemented in the same object oriented fashion as the rest of the management system.

Karl-Heinz Nenner commented that the management system would need to support all functions on both O&M streams, and as such care should be taken to ensure the standardisation of the two streams is as close as possible to avoid problems co-ordinating them. Particularly, the RNC would need to mediate between the management system and Node B and care should be taken to ensure the management system requests are compatible with the tasks supported by the RNC/Node B. Two available approaches were then identified by Karl-Heinz Nenner. Either the Functional O&M and Physical O&M were completely different, or (despite the termination of the functional O&M at the RNC) the two streams are defined as closely as possible.

A discussion took place regarding the need for standardisation of the interface between the RNC and the management system. The requirement for this was accepted but the rapporteur commented this was clearly a responsibility for SA-WG5. The rapporteur also stated he felt the standardisation of the Functional O&M and the higher level management procedures associated with this could be done in parallel. Thak Patel commented that this did not mean they could be performed in isolation. Karl-Heinz Nenner stated he believed both aspects of the work would need to be driven from the same starting point – namely an O&M logical model for Node B and the RNC.

Michael Truss expressed concern relating to the assignment of phase 2 to one working group, since he believed that to fulfil this close co-operation would be needed between both RAN-WG3 and SA-WG5.The rapporteur clarified that he also saw this co-operation being necessary, but it was necessary to assign an owner who would be responsible for managing and delivering the work. Karl-Heinz Nenner commented that to achieve this, as a minimum, all documents and meeting minutes should be exchanged on this work item. In addition, many of the delegates commented that the volume of information on the WG3 e-mail reflector made it difficult to follow only the Iub O&M. It was agreed that a header naming convention should be adopted for e-mails submitted to the reflector which relate to this work item.

R3O&M-99010  – Steffen Weichselbaum presented a paper proposing a replacement for figure 3.2 in document R3O&M-99004. The paper aimed to clarify that the Functional O&M actually resides within the core RNC O&M, and as such the functions supported by the Functional O&M are only accessible from the management system via the connection to the RNC (both logically and physically).

The rapporteur commented that he felt this would be the most realistic implementation of the proposed architecture, and also demonstrates that the responsibility for mediating between the Ium (management system-RNC interface) and the Iub would be internal to the RNC. Karl-Heinz Nenner commented that this did not negate the need for functional alignment between these 2 interfaces. Steffen Weichselbaum agreed with this requirement but stated he believed the interface between the management system and the RNC should be aligned with the Functional O&M on the Iub, driven from the requirements of the latter. In this way standardisation of the Functional O&M could proceed and the management system interface could follow.

Steffen Weichselbaum then questioned the need for an earlier discussed point – that being the requirement to define a logical model for both Node B AND RNC. Steffen stated he felt this was too prescriptive and only the Node B logical model would be required for the Iub standardisation. Steffen also clarified that the model for Node B which would be required should address the messaging required on the Iub to support the functions identified, but not the actual implementation of this function at Node B. This should be a vendor implementation issue.

It was acknowledged at this point that there were 2 main multi-vendor approaches that needed to be satisfied. These were multi-vendor support within the UTRAN and multi-vendor support in the management system. The meeting delegates expressed differing opinions of their priorities between the 2, though all acknowledged that ideally both should be achieved. The rapporteur recommended the discussion be suspended at this point to allow the remaining submissions to be presented.

R3O&M-99009  – Karl-Heinz Nenner presented a paper outlining a proposed work split between RAN3 and SA5 for O&M. The document outlined a workplan based on the first step of producing a functional model for the UTRAN. A recommendation to use the UTRAN O&M architecture as defined in document R3O&M-99005 was made, and general endorsement was made for the work to be progressed in joint Ad Hoc’s between RAN-WG3 and SA-WG5.

Gaetano Cicchitto commented that he felt the main difference between the proposal in this document and that in R3O&M-99004 is the latter takes a bottom up approach whereas this document takes a top down approach to the work item. Karl-Heinz Nenner clarified that his proposal endorsed the work item being driven from the requirements of the management system. The rapporteur asked for clarity on step 1 – was it proposed that an RNC model would be needed to perform the Iub standardisation? Karl-Heinz Nenner confirmed this was the suggestion. 

Karl-Heinz Nenner commented that in GSM only a framework for objects was defined and not detailed standardisation, and he proposed a similar approach for UMTS. Steffen Weichselbaum stated that for the critical areas he did not feel a framework would be sufficient, commenting that too many options might be allowed by such a broad outline. Karl-Heinz replied stating a framework provides a fixed mechanism for implementation of a management system. Steffen said he believed a more solid approach would be to decide on the critical areas and standardise them, thus reducing the risk of multiple vendor interpretations of such a framework.

R3O&M-99011  – Michael Truss presented a paper outlining Motorola’s general support for document R3O&M-99004. The paper addressed a number of specific comments from Motorola on this document. Michael Truss clarified that the prime focus for Motorola was the interoperability of Node B and the RNC.

Thak Patel questioned the need for a Functional O&M stream if the core traffic functions on the Iub interface give traffic interoperability. Michael responded stating we require multi-vendor operation in the UTRAN but not at the expense of management stability. To achieve this, a number of O&M functions will need to be co-ordinated at the RNC and for these to also support multi-vendor operation, they must be standardised.

Michael highlighted some concerns with the examples used in document R3O&M-99004. The rapporteur emphasised that these examples were intended to provide some clarity only, they were not part of the proposal. The rapporteur stated that the categorisation of the O&M functions into the appropriate category would no doubt involve extensive debate, but this should not be attempted at this time. Michael pointed out that he felt a number of functions which may reside on the Physical O&M stream would still have an impact on traffic, and this should be considered when defining the Functional and Physical O&M.

7. Iur Interface O&M

8. Iu Interface O&M

9. Overall UTRAN O&M

The rapporteur proposed that due to time constraints and the lack of submissions on the above agenda items, these should be postponed for discussion at future meetings.

10. Output Documents and Liaisons

The rapporteur summarised that two main proposal documents had been submitted - R3O&M-99004 and R3O&M-99009. The rapporteur felt that these were consistent in many areas, notably in that they both proposed a phased approach to the work item. As such the rapporteur proposed that these should now be examined in parallel and a common output agreed from the comparison of the two documents. This approach was agreed and the output produced as below.

· The first step was agreed as the definition of a logical model for Node B. Both proposal documents were similar in this respect, though document R3O&M-99009 also suggested an overall UTRAN model would be required. This was discussed and it was agreed to propose the definition of a logical model for the RNC to be for further study. The responsibility for defining the Node B logical model was agreed to be assigned to RAN-WG3, though it was recognised input from SA-WG5 would also be essential.

· At this point the rapporteur asked whether the architecture proposed in R3O&M-99010 was accepted. This was viewed as a refinement of that proposed in document R3O&M-99005 and was therefore seen to be in keeping with the proposal in document R3O&M-99009. A discussion was held on the concept of the Ium interface between the RNC and the management system and it was agreed that this was clearly a decision for WG5. However, it was agreed that this should remain in the document and serve as a working assumption for RAN-WG3, since it was considered inevitable that such an interface would (at least logically) exist.

· The second step was agreed to be the assignment of the O&M functions to the two categories of O&M identified. A discussion was held on the naming of the O&M streams, with several delegates expressing concerns for the present naming due to the suggestion of functions supported. It was finally agreed that the name Logical O&M should be used instead of Functional O&M. Also, the name Physical O&M should be replaced by Implementation Specific O&M. The responsibility for categorising the O&M functions was agreed to be assigned to RAN-WG3, though it was recognised that the competencies of SA-WG5 would also be necessary.

· The third step was agreed to be the definition of the signalling and messages on the Logical O&M stream. A discussion amongst the participants revealed that the two approaches possible would affect the way this stage was undertaken. The virtues of both bottom-up and top-down approaches were considered, and it was agreed that initially a working assumption would be taken to address this from a bottom up perspective, where the requirements of the Node B O&M functions dictate the standardisation of the Iub. Concerns were voiced from delegates that the top down approach should not be excluded, and it was subsequently agreed that the requirements of the management system should also be inputted to the standardisation of the Iub. The responsibility for this step was agreed to be assigned to RAN-WG3, however the requirements for the management system were clearly identified to reside within SA-WG5. For this reason, to accommodate both approaches it was also agreed that SA-WG5 should input management system requirements to RAN-WG3 as they become available.

· The fourth phase was agreed to be the definition of the physical transport layer for the Implementation Specific O&M. Due to the fact that this stream of O&M would logically  terminate within the management system, it was agreed that the requirements for this physical transport layer should be generated by SA-WG5. However, since the Implementation Specific O&M should be capable of residing on the same physical link as the Iub it was agreed to perform the actual definition in RAN-WG3, who would be capable of ensuring a co-ordinated definition with the Iub. The scope of the standardisation which can be performed on this interface was discussed, and it was agreed that this should be for further study. The responsibility for this further work was agreed to be with SA-WG5.

The rapporteur volunteered to draft the above proposals into an output document, and issue this for approval by the meeting participants before general issue. The delegates present (see post meeting note below) requested that this be issued to them prior to the remaining participants of the meeting. The rapporteur agreed to do this, but emphasised the need for a rapid response due to the output being required for input to the TSG meetings on 2/3/99.

Robert Petersen questioned whether a response should be drafted to document R3O&M-99005. It was agreed that the content of this should be noted but that no response was necessary since no questions were asked nor any reply requested. 

11. AOB

None.

12. Close

The rapporteur thanked the participants and the meeting was closed.

POST MEETING NOTE FROM RAPPORTEUR

It should be noted that a number of the registered delegates were not present at the end of the meeting when the output document was agreed. Subsequent e-mail discussions have refined the final output from the meeting to accommodate the comments of those not present during the discussions recorded above. The delegates who WERE present during the discussions on agenda item 10 are listed below.

Gaetano Cicchitto - Italtel

Andrew De La Torre - Vodafone 

Sophie Pautonnier Mitsubishi Electric ite
Robert Petersen - Ericsson

Kiran Thakare – Telecom-Modus 

Michael Truss - Motorola

Steffen Weichselbaum – Mannesmann Mobilfunk

Following the presentation of the meeting output at TSG-RAN-WG3#2 (tdoc TSGW3#2(99)153 - Nynäshamn, Sweden, 15th - 19th March 1999) a number of modifications were made to the recommendations from the Ad Hoc. These are summarised below.

· The detailed O&M logical model described in the phase 1 work item was renamed ‘functional model’ since it was felt this better described the requirement.

· It was stressed that phases 1 and 2 should be performed as background tasks and did not constitute a deliverable for RAN-WG3. Phase 3 would be addressed as a part of the NBAP in document S3.33.

· Document I3.05 was created to act as a placeholder for the information from phases 1 and 2. This would be an internal (informative) document only, to assist in the Logical O&M definition in the NBAP specification.

· The changes made to the TSG-RAN terms of reference at RAN meeting#2 differed from those proposed in the Ad Hoc output. The changes made were as follows:

"Iub specification (including Logical O&M)"

"Transport of the Implementation Specific O&M between OMC-B and Node B"
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All documents are available on the 3GPP server at http://www.3gpp.org/ in directory ‘TSG_RAN/WG3_Iu/TSGR3_02/O&M Ad hoc group meeting’.
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