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1. Roll call
· Adrian Belcher (Alcatel-Lucent)

· Edwin Tse(Ericsson)

· Istvan Aba (DT/TMO)

· Joerg Schmidt(Nokia Siemens Networks)

· Klaus Martiny(Deutsche Telekom)

· Lan Zhou(Huawei)

· Leen Mak (Alcatel-Lucent)

· Marc Flauw (HP)

· Padma Sudarsan (Alcatel-Lucent)

· Marie Murphy (TM Forum)
2. Agenda approval
Approved


3. Review minutes from 9th meeting, 8 July 2010
No comments were made on the minutes from the previous meeting. The minutes reflect the call.


4. Feedback from 3GPP SA5 Bratislava meeting
The 3GPP members and chairs discussed the harmonization work and all agreed that it is important to operators and vendors and it should continue. The TM Forum board paper and decision was not an official communication to 3GPP from the TM Forum so it will be set to one side and will not be taken into consideration.

Istvan agreed that Padma reflected the discussion clearly and concisely.


5. Documenting the outcome of our work
The proposal for output from the study will be a joint report from the working team making recommendations to both 3GPP about what will change, what to adapt and what will remain the same.

Marc indicated that his proposal is a contribution for discussion not intended to be the final report.  He has been updating his own copy as we have been proceeding with the review meetings.

Leen invited the attendees to provide contribution formally or informally before the next meeting.

Jörg commented that the 3GPP TR contains a section which will contain the conclusions from the study and the working assumption was that at least from the 3GPP side this would be where the conclusion would be documented (processed).

Leen said that the TM Forum also has a TR process.

A jointly document produced would be the most desired outcome.

The working assumption is that there will be three reports, one joint report and one internal report for each of 3GPP and TM Forum organizations. This group can only make recommendation to 3GPP and TM Forum and this need to go through internal approval processes.

This work will be completed by the Resource and Service Assurance (RSA) team within the TM Forum Interface Program(TIP).

Action: Leen will clarify what TM Forum team will have final responsibility for the incorporation, communication and approval of the study into the TM Forum work.

6. Continued detailed review of contributions


6.1. S5eTMF0013: “TR32.8de v002 comments by Marc Flauw”
R-TMF-RAM-BA-I-0015 ACK-Status:

No further comments received.

R-TMF-RAM-BA-I-0016 Comments:

Marc indicated that we don’t use the directive in the same way which may be discussed at a later stage. We use the verb comment on the alarm to indicate that the comment is on the alarm; 3GPP use the comment as a noun.

Joerg said user ID is part of notify comment which is a key field.

We agree with the comment.

R-TMF-RAM-BA-I-0017 Planned outage

Marc disagreed with the compliant comment.

Planned outage is additional information which could be added by an NMS or EMS indicating a planned outage on the system. This is internal to the fault management system. Many fault management systems tag alarms if there is a planned outage and policy may suppress or flag the alarms from that NE.

This goes in the direction of providing a richer alarm.

Edwin asked if this is one of the operational states indicating if the NE is out of service. Marc agreed that this may be an ISO state.

Edwin asked about the impact. Marc has proposed an optional attribute of the alarm an indication of INS or OOS. Edwin said this should be consistent with the ISO states. Marc said that this would be more complex and have no value for the Fault Management system.

Istvan proposed that since this is an internal attribute above the ITFn and this is irrelevant to 3GPP support.

The impact on 3GPP would only be if you wish to add the OSS-OSS context to the 3GPP specification.

Edwin commented that the NE has “status” and the NE may need to change its status as a result of this. 

Istvan commented that this is truly internal to the fault management system and the fault management system would suppress alarms related to this NE.

Marc commented that out of service equipment sometimes continues to generate alarms and it is a clear request from the Operators to remove these alarms and this is handling the requirement to suppress these alarms at the fault management 

If the NE is out of service for > 1 day and a card overheats should this alarm be suppressed?

Marc said that there is nothing in requirement 17 indicating alarms should be suppressed in every case and this would be outside the scope of this requirement. We are recognizing this clear need in the standard.

This requirement does not have any requirement on the NE to suppress alarms. It simply adds a new optional attribute on the interface.

Istvan recommended that this requirement should be formulated a bit differently if included in the TR.

Joerg said that there are other solutions available to incorporate planned outage into an alarm and these should be investigated.

R-TMF-RAM-BA-I-0018  

R-TMF-RAM-BA-I-0019

No further comment

R-TMF-RAM-BA-I-0020

There is no query about the compliant statement. However for implementation Marc The TM Forum A&H has recommended that there is only one single notification for an alarm and not a separate notification for a state change.

The new alarm exists as an object creation. There is an attribute value change notification which groups state change

This discussion reflects impact on the implementation and need to be considered for the final proposal.

R-TMF-RAM-BA-I-0021

No further comment

R-TMF-RAM-BA-I-0022 Alarm Creation

This relates to OSS-OSS where a fault management system may have a requirement to create an alarm directly.

This will not be applicable to the NE-EMs interface;

Istvan said this should not be applicable EMS-NMS. This should be only applicable NMS-NMS.

Leen asked if OSS-OSS is outside the scope of 3GPP SA5.

Jörg indicated that this would be applicable to type 3 or type 4 interface as defined in 32-101.

In response to a query from Istvan, Jörg commented that this does not only apply to production of new specifications. An existing specification may be enhanced to meet requirements applicable for type 3 or type 4.

Edwin asked about use cases. Istvan said a standard fault management system may send information to a SON functionality which may need to get alarm information to know about the state of the network.

Edwin disagreed with this scenario.

Istvan recommended the requirement should be underlined with a better scenario.

Marc said that OSS1 may want to create an alarm e.g. correlation and pass it to OSS2. If a N/W generated alarm is raised it will be passed directly to OSS2.

Edwin said this may need further discussion as the scenario may not be OSS-OSS only.

R-TMF-RAM-BA-I-0023 Alarm Update

3GPP need to study further on this.

R-TMF-RAM-BA-I-0024 Comment an Alarm

No further comment

R-TMF-RAM-BA-I-0025 Change alarm correlation

This is related to discussions we have previously about OSS-OSS requirements.

Istvan noted that there is a typo “on a parent alarm” should be “of a parent alarm”. Noted; this is to be corrected.

We are talking about two alarms on the same fault management system. Marc suggested we add a sentence to say both underlying and parent alarms should be on the same IRP Agent OSS.

R-TMF-RAM-BA-I-0026 Change root cause indication.

Istvan suggested we change “alarm owning OSS” to “OSS owning the alarm”; Action: Marc clarified this means the IRP Agent and should be clarified in the terminology.

This is a way to set root cause indication which was previously discussed at length.

Edwin suggested it should be “notify” rather than change.

For ITFn interface only, if we allow the manager to override what the IRP agents knows then there is a potential conflict.....for OSS-OSS this is very important and fully understood. 

Jörg commented there may be potential conflict even for OSS-OSS cases.

Marc said that we should not try to standardize the behavior on this and it should be up to the application.

Marc said that the exact handling of this by the IRP manager is the responsibility of the IRP manager and is out of scope.

Edwin said in 3GPP this was discussed previously and 3GPPs conclusion is that you need to care about this behavior.

Marc commented that for alarms created externally the system can overwrite but for alarms coming from the system then this would not be the case.

Should this be an overwrite but an additional piece of information and both information is carried forward.

If we leave this as OSS-OSS then it is limited.

We will start the discussion at R-TMF-RAM-BA-I-0027 and aim to complete the document review in the next meeting.
Leen suggested some offline discussions may take place via email to try and speed up conclusions at the next meeting.
6.2. S5eTMF0023: “FM Harmonized Model proposal”


6.3. S5eTMF0024: “Tracking Records - Notif Logs”


7. AOB
None


8. Next meeting: 19th August 2010, 15:00-17:00 (CET)/ 14:00-16:00 (BST)/ 09:00-11:00(Eastern)/07:00-09:00 (Mountain)
1.  Please join my meeting.

https://www1.gotomeeting.com/join/689506408
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