


Agenda Item:	7.1, 7.4


Source:	Convenor


Title:	Log of email exchanges regarding the NM/O&M ToR confusion


Document for:	WG5


The Convenor was a part of the wide email reader group in which a flurry of email exchanges was seen where numbers of NM/O&M experts debated or were confused about the jurisdiction of two WG’s NM responsibility boundary. To facilitate the WG’s discussion on this issue, the Convenor presents to the WG a log of relevant email messages.


�



Hi Andrew,





I have included some comments below.





andrew.delatorre@vf.vodafone.co.uk wrote:


> 


> Hi Michael,


> 


> I am a little confused by the comments you are making now for the


> following reason.


> 


> It was my understanding that at the joint meeting two main objectives


> were UNANIMOUSLY agreed:


> 


> 1/ There was a requirement for a fully open Iub.


> 2/ This should be a worked on by a single TSG in 3GPP, and this should


> be the RAN.


>


I do recall this agreement, except the part saying the group should be in RAN TSG.


I do recall Vodafone's opinion was that the group should be in RAN TSG.


Mention of RAN TSG does not appear either in the meeting minutes produced by Telia, nor in the related liaison statement produced  by the group and sent to SMG, SMG2, SMG2-ARC and TMN5.





This liaison does state:


"The adhoc group recommends that the Iub standardisation should be 


handled by a single group of expertise from SMG2, SMG6 and TMN5. 


This group should be a part of 3GPP."





The 3GPP Network Management/ O&M group had not been formed at the


time of our meeting so we were unaware of this group, however subsequent


information from ETSI indicating that SMG6 UMTS and TMN5 work would


transfer to this new group indicated to me that this was the


appropriate group. 


 


> As I recall the reason it was agreed the RAN group should be the


> appropriate TSG was that it was recognised that the idea of having a


> single interface addressed in different working groups was ludicrous.


> There were extensive discussions relating to the need for co-ordination


> when attempting to define a single interface, and the prospect of having


> traffic related signalling and O&M in completely independent working


> parties was deemed not to be a good idea - the Iub is ONE interface. If


> you recall, one of the concerns of the situation at that time was the


> division between SMG2 and SMG6 - if we put the Iub O&M in the SA then we


> are simply ending up in the same situation again??


> 





My concern is that most of those in attendance at the last meeting


were delegates from SMG6 and TMN5. 


As I recall most of the contributions also came from those same


delegates.


I am questioning those who attended the meeting on their ability


to continue the work within TSG-RAN as well as now attending the 


since formed TSG-S WG NM, TMN5 and for some possibly SMG6 also.








Sorry if I have caused confusion, I do agree with you that


it would be good to have feedback from others in the group


as Mr. Cicchito has done this morning.





Best Regards





Michael





> I would ask that all involved in this discussion indicate what their


> understanding of the agreement made at the joint meeting was??


> 


> A good holiday to all,


> 


> Andrew


> 


> Vodafone Limited


> Radio Development


> The Courtyard


> 2-4 London Road


> Newbury


> Berkshire


> RG14 1JX


> United Kingdom


> 


> Direct Tel: +44 1635 503128


> Fax: +44 1635 503969


> 


> Email: andrew.delatorre@


-----------------------------


Hi Michael,





I am a little confused by the comments you are making now for the


following reason.





It was my understanding that at the joint meeting two main objectives


were UNANIMOUSLY agreed:





1/ There was a requirement for a fully open Iub.


2/ This should be a worked on by a single TSG in 3GPP, and this should


be the RAN.





As I recall the reason it was agreed the RAN group should be the


appropriate TSG was that it was recognised that the idea of having a


single interface addressed in different working groups was ludicrous.


There were extensive discussions relating to the need for co-ordination


when attempting to define a single interface, and the prospect of having


traffic related signalling and O&M in completely independent working


parties was deemed not to be a good idea - the Iub is ONE interface. If


you recall, one of the concerns of the situation at that time was the


division between SMG2 and SMG6 - if we put the Iub O&M in the SA then we


are simply ending up in the same situation again??





I would ask that all involved in this discussion indicate what their


understanding of the agreement made at the joint meeting was??





A good holiday to all,





Andrew





Vodafone Limited


Radio Development


The Courtyard


2-4 London Road


Newbury


Berkshire


RG14 1JX


United Kingdom





Direct Tel: +44 1635 503128


Fax: +44 1635 503969





Email: andrew.delatorre@vf.vodafone.co.uk





------------------------------


	Dear Colleagues, 





the many mails that Mr. Alan Cox and Mr. Michael Truss exchanged simply demonstrate that it is not clear the role, the scope and mandate of the two WGs. The question is: who can clarify it?  





Is there a board who takes care of these aspects and clarifies the organization ?  Or it is the case to have a common meeting (TSG-S-WG5 and TSG-R-WG3) where all the NM aspects (architectural, specific and organizational) are listed and assigned to the right WG ? 





In the ad hoc meeting (SMG6-TCTMN5) we scheduled the next IUB interface meeting on 27-Jan-1999. Is it still valid ? Or it has been cancelled to converge to the TSG-R-WG3 meeting (2-5 Jan-1999) ?  





I hope somebody clarifies this confusion. 





	Thanks and best wishes for a Merry Christmas and a Happy New Year 











	G. Cicchitto 





	Italtel: RM-RE 15 


	Cassina de Pecchi (MI) Italy 


	Tel. +39 02 4388 6338 


	Fax  +39 02 4338 6550 
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Alan,





Thanks for your reply, I have included some comments below.





alan.cox@vf.vodafone.co.uk wrote:


> 


> I think that one of the problems faced by SMG6 was the lack of coherence


> between a number of disparate areas. NM is not just standardising some


> protocols, but also agreeing objects to be managed, especially in radio,


> billing requirements and much else.


> 


> I do believe that the radio experts are required to state the


> requirements for NM in their area and much of the architecture of the


> Iub interface is known primarily to them and would not be of interest to


> a normal NM group. However, that interface must be standardised to


> include agreement on NM issues, as our bad experience with the GSM Abis


> interface has shown.


>


I do not disagree at all with Radio experts state O&M requirements,


however


I believe the NM people need to have the Major say in the NM


Architecture


to avoid the exact GSM Abis issue happening again.


How the Iub is used to carry O&M traffic from the OMC is very much


dependant on the NM Architecture and an Abis type O&M should not be


assumed


again as seems to be the tendancy.


 


> I therefore believe that NM generic issues should be handled in TSG-S WG


> NM, with close links to SMG6 and TMN5, and via them to ITU. TSG-R should


> set the service requirements for the Iub interface, including NM, and


> maintain a close working relationship with the NM group above.


> 





I would be very worried at the suggestion that all of these groups


(SMG6, TMN5 and TSG-S WG NM) would continue to work on UMTS NM.


Our wish is that all UMTS NM work is done in one group, NM Experts


are too scarce to spread across three groups.


We guess that either TMN5 or TSG-S WG NM will need to be the primary


group responsible for UMTS NM. 





> Similarly, the Services WG has been tasked with setting requirements for


> Accounting and Charging aspects, but I would expect the TSG-CN to be


> interested in the details here, again working closely with NM group.


> 


> Our experience is that you will not find experts who can cover all these


> topics in one group and when one topic is discussed, the rest will not


> be interested!


> 


> I hope you agree with this, because it is my understanding of what we


> agreed at the 3GPP meeting.


> 


> Best wishes to you all


> 


> Alan Cox


---------------------------


I think that one of the problems faced by SMG6 was the lack of coherence


between a number of disparate areas. NM is not just standardising some


protocols, but also agreeing objects to be managed, especially in radio,


billing requirements and much else.





I do believe that the radio experts are required to state the


requirements for NM in their area and much of the architecture of the


Iub interface is known primarily to them and would not be of interest to


a normal NM group. However, that interface must be standardised to


include agreement on NM issues, as our bad experience with the GSM Abis


interface has shown.





I therefore believe that NM generic issues should be handled in TSG-S WG


NM, with close links to SMG6 and TMN5, and via them to ITU. TSG-R should


set the service requirements for the Iub interface, including NM, and


maintain a close working relationship with the NM group above. 





Similarly, the Services WG has been tasked with setting requirements for


Accounting and Charging aspects, but I would expect the TSG-CN to be


interested in the details here, again working closely with NM group.





Our experience is that you will not find experts who can cover all these


topics in one group and when one topic is discussed, the rest will not


be interested!





I hope you agree with this, because it is my understanding of what we


agreed at the 3GPP meeting.





Best wishes to you all





Alan Cox





----------------------------


Geoff,





I don't disagree that the 3GPP Web page does state that 


UTRAN O&M Requirements is within the scope of the new


RAN Group.





I am however questioning why the work of the joint 


SMG6/TMN5 group should not move to the new 3GPP O&M group.





Not only from a technical viewpoint but also from a 


resourcing and travel viewpoint it seems sensible that


all UMTS O&M should be in one group.





I would be interested to hear the views of the other SMG6 and


TMN5 delegates on this mailing list.








Best Regards


& Merry Christmas to All.





Michael





---------------------------------------


From: 	Michael Truss (Tel +353-21-511327)[SMTP:trussm@cork.cig.mot.com]


Sent: 	Monday, December 21, 1998 5:56 AM


To: 	ayuhan@omnipoint.com


Subject: 	UMTS O&M issues





Dear Albert,





Firstly I would like to congratulate you on becoming


the convenor of the new 3GPP Network Management Group.





We would like to offer our support for the new group. We hope that UMTS O&M / Network Management can be re-united


again in this new group following the splitting of responsibility


between SMG6 and TC-TMN5 last year.





You may be aware that SMG6 UMTS and TMN5 had a first joint meeting


this month to start work on the O&M of Node-B, RNC and Iub.





We are a bit concerned now by an assumption that this work


will move to the 3GPP RAN (see attached e-mails from Geoff Preston


of Vodafone).





It does not seem good to us that O&M could again be split over


two groups, not least because of the scarce resources needed


to staff two groups.





We would be interested in hearing your opinion.





Best Regards





Michael





Apologies, I forgot to include the e-mails


I mentioned, Here they are:





> Geoff,


> 


> We had assumed and expect that all SMG6 O&M and TMN5 work will


> now move to the O&M working group in TSG SA 3GPP.


> 


> I may have misunderstood your message but it seems to be suggesting that


> the SMG6 O&M should move to TSG RAN ?


> 


> 


> Regards


> 


> Michael


> 


> nobody@vf.vodafone.co.uk wrote:


> 


> > Per,


> >


> > As you may be aware the recent SMG6/TMN5 ad-hoc meeting has already


> > started on its work schedulefor Iub O&M aspects. I assume this should


> > continue in order to minimise further delay. The differing strands of


> > the groups responsibilities can then be brought together at the first


> > meeting on the 2-5 February. If this is acceptable it may we worth


> > trying to clarify this for all involved parties to ensure that they do


> > not relax their efforts.


> >


> > Geoff


> 


> 


> 


> Michael Sanders wrote:


> 


> > Hi Michael.


> >


> > Actually, SMG6_UMTS is probably  not the right place to get a number as it


> > seems unlikley that the SMG6 UMTS working party will ever meet again. The


> > 3GPP decided last week during their first meeting that a new TMN woking


> > party would be created as part of 3GPP and this would do the work currently


> > done within SMG6 UMTS (and TMN WG5). I was planing to send out details to


> > SMG6_plenary and SMG6_UMTS as soon as the report from that meeting is


> > available (I heard it would be ready today...)


> >


> > cheers,


> >


> > Michael.


> >


> 


> 











> The responsibilities of WG3, to the best of my current knowledge are:-


> 


> Scope: lub specification, lur specification, lu specification and


>        UTRAN & O&M requirements


> 


>        Convenor: Mr. Willars (Ericsson) 


> 


> This is lifted directly off the 3GPP WEB page. This quiet clearly


> defines the Iub specification and O&M requirements. My mail assumes this


> to be correct and therefore the work of the SMG6/TMN5 ad-hoc grouping is


> ported directly over. 


> 


> The responsibilities of the 3GPP SA group is for System O&M aspects. 


> This group will complement and use the O&M functionality defined by the


> differing groups to provide co-ordinated/system level architectural


> guidelines. Any such solutions are reliant on the base O&M functionality


> imbedded at entity level or sub-system level. It is this


> entity/sub-system  level O&M requirement at the UTRAN that the RAN WG3


> group has responsibility for.


> 


> It seems that this does enforce the need for Mr Willars to provide


> clarification as earlier requested in order to prevent further


> mis-understandings and possible further delay.


> 


> Merry Christams and a Happy New Year to all. I Hope Santa brings you all


> you desire for the coming year. I wonder if he would provide full UMTS


> specifications if we all asked nicely????


> 


> 


> 


> Geoff


>
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