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1 Welcome, call to order and registration of participants

We expressed our warm thanks to the host (Ericsson Budapest) for the nice arrangements of this meeting.

Fully or partly present in this CM session were:
Attendee Name
Company
Telephone/Fax
E-mail address

John Wilber
AT&T Wireless Services
1 480 473 1150
wilber2@dellepro.com

Anders Frisk
Ericsson

Anders.Frisk@era.ericsson.se 

György Molnárka (Friday)
Ericsson
36 1 437 7868
Gyorgy.Molnarka@eth.ericsson.se 

Robert Petersen
Ericsson
46 13 284601
robert.petersen@era.ericsson.se 

Thomas Tovinger
Ericsson (Rapporteur)
46 31747 3010

46 31747 3083
thomas.tovinger@emw.ericsson.se 

Edwin Tse (Friday)
Ericsson
1 514  823  6301
edwin.tse@lmc.ericsson.se 

Adrian Zoicas
ETSI
33 4 92 94 4221

33 4 92 38 5221
adrian.zoicas@etsi.fr 

Jean-Michel Cornily
Lucent Technologies

cornily@lucent.com 

Bert Boden
Mannesmann Mobilfunk
49 211 533 2946

49 211 533 2824
bert.boden@d2mannesmann.de 

Juhana Häkkinen
Nokia
358 3257 7911
juhana.hakkinen@nokia.com 

Frédéric Bonneau
Nortel Networks
33 1 39 445898
bonneau@nortelnetworks.com 

Gaetano Cicchitto

(Friday)
Siemens ICN SpA 
39 02 4388 6338

39 02 4388 6550
gaetano.cicchitto@icn.siemens.it 

Di Zhou
Siemens AG 
43 5 707 43583
di.zhou@siemens.at 

Tapinder Pal
T-Mobil
49 228 936 3349
tapinder.pal@t-mobil.de 

Also present FM members in the joint FM/CM session: See the FM report #19bis.

2 Agenda approval & Administrative issues

The agenda was approved after minor adjustments.

3 Document registration 

3.1 Input documents
Listed here are documents input to, and created at, this meeting.

2001 Document List

Tdoc
Title
Related spec.
Source
Release
Status


Not concluded documents produced before meeting #19  





S5A000046
TR01 V0.0.2 Management level procedures and interactions with UTRAN
32.800
Mannesmann (Martijn HIJDRA)
R5
Moved to Rel5.

S5C000112
Basic CM IRP: Clarification on containment of 3GSubNetwork
32.106-5
Siemens (Gaetano CICCHITTO)
R4/R5
Discussed. 

(*)

S5C000183
Requirements for Inventory Management over Itf-N
32.106
T-Mobil (Tapinder PAL)
R5
(*)

S5C010013
Feasibility Study For 3GPP SA5 Implementing T1M1.5

/ ITU-T CORBA Framework - R5
32.106-3

32.106-6
Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
R5
Presented (*)

S5C010032
Add attach_push suspension and resumption methods
32.106-3
Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
R4/R5
Replaces 2nd part of S5C010001 (*)

S5C010069
CR proposal for 32.106-5: Correction of supported UMTS Managed Element types/functions (revised)
32.106-5
Ericsson (Thomas TOVINGER)
R4
Replaces S5C010044

(*)
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S5C010080
TMF contribution - Inclusion of requirements for Bulk Configuration Management data handling
32.106-1
Motorola, Alcatel, T-Mobil, Ericsson, Lucent, Nokia, Nortel Networks, Mannesmann Mobilfunk, Siemens and Telcordia.
R4/R5
Replaces S5C000182

Replaced by S5C010108

S5C010081
Contribution to 32.106-5-1 Basic CM IRP IS
32.106-5
Siemens (Di ZHOU)
R4
Replaces S5C000078

Agreed

S5C010082
Agenda for CM session #19
-
CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
-
Replaced by S5C010107

S5C010083
Report of CM session #19
-
CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
-


S5C010084 S5-010230
Executive Report of CM session #19
-
CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
-


S5C010085
Corrections to TS 32.106-2 V3.2.0, description of Managed Object Instance
32.106-2
Ericsson (Edwin TSE)
R4
Replaced by S5C010100

S5C010086
TMF contribution - New CM Document Part for Bulk Data Transfer IRP
32.106-x?
Motorola, Alcatel, T-Mobil, Ericsson, Lucent, Nokia, Nortel Networks, Mannesmann Mobilfunk, Siemens and Telcordia.
R4/R5
Replaced by S5C010113

Partly reviewed (*)

S5C010087
TMF contribution - Bulk CM data transfer and Inter-system handover model
32.106-5
See S5C010086 above
R4/R5
Replaced by S5C010115

Partly reviewed (*)

S5C010088
TMF contribution - Bulk data transfer for GERAN
32.106-5
See S5C010086 above
R4/R5
Partly reviewed (*)

Replaced by S5C010117

S5C010089
TMF contribution - Bulk CM IRP: CORBA Solution Set (draft)
32.106-6
See S5C010086 above
R4/R5
Partly reviewed (*)

S5C010090
TMF contribution - Open points regarding Bulk CM (for info)
32.106-5
See S5C010086 above
R4/R5


S5C010091
TMF contribution - Bulk Data Transfer IRP: XML Data Format (draft)
32.106-x
See S5C010086 above
R4/R5
Replaced by S5C010105

S5C010092
Contribution on the Architecture of Information Services
32.102, 32.106-2, 32.106-5, 32.111-2
Lucent Technologies (Jean-Michel CORNILY)
R4/R5
Partly reviewed (*)

S5C010093
Contribution on the Generic Network Resource Model
32.106-2, 32.106-5, 32.111-2
Lucent Technologies (Jean-Michel CORNILY)
R4/R5
Partly reviewed (*)

S5C010094
2nd draft proposal for “split BCM IRP”, for new Part 5-1 (Introduction and IS)
32.106-5-1
Ericsson (Thomas TOVINGER) 
R4
Replaces S5C010045

Partly reviewed (*)

S5C010095
2nd draft proposal for “split BCM IRP”, for new Part 5-2 (Generic NRM)
32.106-5-2
Ericsson (Thomas TOVINGER) 
R4
Replaces S5C010046

S5C010096
2nd draft proposal for “split BCM IRP”, for new Part 5-3  (UTRAN NRM)
32.106-5-3
Ericsson (Thomas TOVINGER) 
R4
Replaces S5C010047

S5C010097
2nd draft proposal for “split BCM IRP”, for new Part 5-4 (GERAN NRM)
32.106-5-4
Ericsson (Thomas TOVINGER) 
R4
Replaces S5C010048

S5C010098
2nd draft proposal for “split BCM IRP”, for new Part 5-5 (CN NRM)
32.106-5-5
Ericsson (Thomas TOVINGER) 
R4
Replaces S5C010049

S5C010099
Contribution on the Basic CM IRP Information Service
32.106-5-1
Lucent Technologies (Jean-Michel CORNILY)
R4/R5


S5C010100
CR to TS 32.106-2, V3.2.0 description of Managed Object Instance
32.106-2
Ericsson (Edwin TSE)
R4
Replaces S5C010085

Treated by FM RG (agreed)

S5C010101
CR – clarification on Name Convention
32.106-8
Ericsson (Edwin TSE)
R4
Reviewed (*)

S5C010102
CR - Reposition “#pragma prefix” directive
32.106-6
Ericsson (Edwin TSE)
R99
Replaced by S5C010104

S5C010103
Discovery of IRPAgent
32.106-5
Ericsson (Edwin TSE)
R4
Replaces S5C000184

Treated in AR-PR group

Replaced by S5C010124

S5C010104

S5-010231
CR - Reposition “#pragma prefix” directive (revised)
32.106-6
Ericsson (Edwin TSE)
R99
Replaces S5C010102

Agreed

S5C010105
TMF contribution - Bulk Data Transfer IRP: XML Data Format (draft) (revised)
32.106-x
See S5C010086 above
R4/R5
Replaces S5C010091

S5C010106
Priority Among Release 5 Work Items
32.106, 32.600
AT&T Wireless Services  (John WILBER)
R4/R5
Partly presented (*)

S5C010107
Agenda for CM session #19 (revised)
-
CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
-
Replaces S5C010082

S5C010108
TMF contribution - Inclusion of requirements for Bulk Configuration Management data handling (revised)
32.600
See S5C010080
R4/R5
Replaces S5C010080

S5C010109
Corrections to TS 32.102-320 regarding IRPAgent’s handling of optionality
32.102
Ericsson (Edwin TSE)
R4
Treated in AR-PR group

S5C010110
Support of backward compatibility and vendor-specific extensions
32.102
Ericsson (Edwin TSE)
R4
Treated in AR-PR group

S5C010111
Handling of optional operations and parameters in CORBA SS
32.102
Ericsson (Edwin TSE)
R4
Treated in AR-PR group

S5C010112
IRP Versioning 
32.102
Ericsson (Edwin TSE)
R4
Treated in AR-PR group

Replaced by S5C010123

S5C010113
TMF contribution - New CM Document Part for Bulk Data Transfer IRP (revised)
32.602
Motorola (Trevor PIRT) (See also S5C010086 above)
R4/R5
Replaces S5C010086

S5C010114

Proposal for new CM document  numbering scheme
32.300,

32.600
CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
R4
Replaced by S5C010116

S5C010115
TMF contribution - Bulk CM data transfer and Inter-system handover model
32.620, 32.622
Ericsson (Robert PETERSEN) (See also  S5C010086 above)
R4/R5
Replaces S5C010087

S5C010116

S5-010232
Proposal for new CM document  numbering scheme (revised)
32.300, 32.600
CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
R4
Replaces S5C010114

Agreed.
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S5C010117
TMF contribution - Bulk data transfer for GERAN (revised)
32.623-1/2
Ericsson (Robert PETERSEN) (See also  S5C010086 above)
R4/R5
Replaces S5C010088

S5C010118
CR to correct UTRAN association attributes
32.106-5
Ericsson (Robert PETERSEN)
R99


S5C010119
MOC versioning in IRP NRM
32.62x-2
Siemens (Di ZHOU)
R4/R5


S5C010120
Keep using “Managed Object Class”
32.6xx-x
Siemens (Di ZHOU)
R4


S5C010121
Agenda for CM session #19bis
-
CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
-


S5C010122
Report of CM session #19bis
-
CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
-


S5C010123
IRP Versioning (revised, v8)
32.102
Ericsson (Edwin TSE)
R4
Replaces S5C010112

S5C010124
Discovery of IRPAgent (revised, v8)
32.102
Ericsson (Edwin TSE)
R4
Replaces S5C010103

S5C010125
Draft for “Name convention for Managed Objects” in new CM doc structure
32.300
CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
R4


S5C010126
Draft for “3G Configuration Management: Concept and Requirements” in new CM doc structure
32.600
CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
R4


S5C010127
Draft for “Basic CM IRP: Requirements” in new CM doc structure
32.601-1
CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
R4


S5C010128
Draft for “Basic CM IRP: Information Service” in new CM doc structure
32.601-2
CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
R4


S5C010129
Draft for “Generic Network Resources IRP: Requirements” in new CM doc structure
32.620-1
CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
R4


S5C010130
Draft for “Generic Network Resources IRP: NRM” in new CM doc structure
32.620-2
CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
R4


S5C010131
Draft for “Core Network Resources IRP: Requirements” in new CM doc structure
32.621-1
CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
R4


S5C010132
Draft for “Core Network Resources IRP: NRM” in new CM doc structure
32.621-2
CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
R4


S5C010133
Draft for “UTRAN Network Resources IRP: Requirements” in new CM doc structure
32.622-1
CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
R4


S5C010134
Draft for “UTRAN Network Resources IRP: NRM” in new CM doc structure
32.622-2
CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
R4


S5C010135
Draft for “GERAN Network Resources IRP: Requirements” in new CM doc structure
32.623-1
CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
R4


S5C010136
Draft for “GERAN Network Resources IRP: NRM” in new CM doc structure
32.623-2
CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
R4


S5C010137
CR to correct UTRAN association attributes (revised)
32.106-5
Ericsson (Robert PETERSEN)
R99
Replaces S5C010118

S5C010138
Updated CMIP SS to match the changes in S5C010137
32.106-7
Siemens (Di ZHOU)
R99


S5C010139
Updated CORBA SS to match the changes in S5C010137
32.106-6
Ericsson (Thomas TOVINGER)
R99


S5C010140
CR – clarification on Name Convention (revised)
32.106-8
Ericsson (Edwin TSE)
R99
Replaces S5C010101

S5C010141
void





S5C010142
Nokia comments on Bulk CM IRP CORBA SS (S5C010089)
32.602-3
Nokia (Juhana HÄKKINEN)
R4/R5


S5C010143
Nokia comments on Bulk Data Transfer IRP: XML Data Format draft (S5C010105)
32.602-5
Nokia (Juhana HÄKKINEN)
R4/R5


S5C010144
Proposal for new CM document  numbering scheme (with allocated editors)
32.300, 32.600
CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
R4
Based on S5C010116

S5C010145
Release 4 Master template for CM docs
32.300, 32.600
ETSI/MCC (Adrian ZOICAS),

CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
R4


S5C010146
Release 4 template for CM IRP “part 1” docs
32.6xx-1
CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
R4


S5C010147
Release 4 template for CM IRP “part 2” docs
32.6xx-2
CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
R4


S5C010148
Release 4 template for CM IRP “part 3” docs
32.6xx-3
CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
R4


S5C010149
Release 4 template for CM IRP “part 4” docs
32.6xx-4
CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
R4


S5C010150






S5C010151






 (*) Needs more review

Colour legend:

Green: Replaced by updated version. 

Red: Allocated number whose doc. doesn’t exist yet. 

Yellow: S5 Tdoc.

4 Approval of the report of last meeting

Di asked if there had been any discussions in the MCCM group between our meeting #19 and this meeting regarding the open issues related to the GERAN G2/G3 model. Robert responded that the MCCM group intends to re-discuss it again if possible before our next ad-hoc meeting, so MCCM may send an updated version based on the outcome of that discussion. But nobody has a problem with discussing it in SA5 before that, to give non-TMF members in SA5 time and opportunity to express their views. This was explicitly requested by John. We therefore planned to take it up during this meeting – see the notes in section  8.5 (S5C010117: TMF contribution - Bulk data transfer for GERAN) below.

Di also especially requested two issues/statements to be considered:

1. To delay the discussion about the open issue of the GERAN model (separate G2 and G3 NRMs for GERAN) in SA5/CM until it has been discussed in MCCM, and

2. To note that this (to delay the discussion about the open GERAN issue) was already a request from Siemens at the last (L.A.) meeting, which the Rapporteur missed to document in the report. We discussed this and understood it, although nobody else agreed that it should be delayed. Siemens however agreed that it was enough to state it in written form in this report – no need to update the previous report. Hereby this request is met.

5 Action items

5.1 Action items from previous meetings

Item
Description
Release
Owner
Status after meeting #19bis
Target date

19.1
For all contributors to Rel4 versions of Part 5 and 6 related contributions, consider the new structure in Notification IRP created by the FM group, thus removing the Extended Event Type references from all new versions of 32.106 Part 5, 6 and 7.


Rel4
All
Open
Meeting #20

19.2
Check if we need to revise the IRP definition (and compliance statements) in 32.101 and 32.102 due to the fact that these IRPs don’t contain any operations or notifications (what is referred to as “IS”).
Rel4
All
Open
Meeting #20

19.4
If the new document numbering scheme is approved, write new CRs to transfer all existing 32.106 part specifications to the new specifications.
Rel4
Thomas (supported by All)
Open
Meeting #20

19.5
Clarify issues related to Tdoc  S5C010108, and create update in  S5C010155.
Rel4/5
Tapinder
Open
Meeting #19quad

19.6
Clarify issues related to Tdoc S5C010113, and create update in   S5C010156.
Rel4/5
Trevor/All
Open
Meeting #19quad

19.7
Clarify issues related to Tdoc S5C010115, and create update in  S5C010157.
Rel4/5
Robert/All
Open
Meeting #19quad

19.8
Check that the latest published R99 versions of 32.106-x are OK
R99
All
Open
Meeting #20

19.9
Prepare a final CR for the proposal in S5C010081 as agreed at meeting #19.
Rel4/5
Di 
Open
Meeting #20

19.10
Prepare an updated version of the CR S5C010101, in S5C010140.
R99/Rel4
Edwin
Open
Meeting #19bis

19.11
Decide what to recommend for GSM 12.71/52.071
Rel4
All
Open
Meeting #20

19.12
Present and analyse the new IS methodology, if it can be applied to the CM documentation in Rel4.
Rel4/5
Patrick Juré/All
Closed
Meeting #19bis

19.13
Clarify issues related to Tdoc S5C010117 and create updated specification in S5C010158.
Rel4/5
Robert
Open
Meeting #19quad

19.14
Present the three remaining TMF contributions.
Rel4/5
TMF MCCM members
Closed
Meeting #19bis

5.2 New action items

Item
Description
Release
Owner
Status after meeting #19bis
Target date

19b.1
Update Basic and Bulk CM IRP notifications to be consistent with the new R4 Notification IRP
R4
All
Open
Meeting #20

19b.2
Everybody is asked whether they can support giving Active CM (in Basic CM) high priority in Rel-5. Investigate and provide an answer before the ad-hoc meeting #19quad.
R5
All
Open
Meeting #19quad

19b.3
We should only have the ackStateChange notification for the IRPAgent. This should be changed for all notif. tables. 
R4
All
Open
Meeting #20

19b.4
Consider allocation of editors for the new CM documents.
R4
All
Open
Meeting #19quad

19b.5
Clarify issues related to Tdoc S5C010089 and create updated specification in S5C010159.
Rel4/5
Anders
Open
Meeting #19quad

19b.6
Clarify issues related to Tdoc S5C010105 and create updated specification in S5C010160.
Rel4/5
TMF MCCM members (?)
Open
Meeting #19quad

19b.7
Investigate if wee should only have the ackStateChange notification defined for the IRPAgent. If agreed, this should be changed for all notif. tables.
R4
All
Open
Meeting #20

19b.8
Produce a mapping document for the new generic NRM (between FM-CM)
R4
Jean-Michel
Open
Meeting #19quad

6 Release 99 CRs

6.1 S5C010118: CR to correct UTRAN association attributes

Robert first presented the contribution. We then took questions for clarification, and finally comments.

Questions: None.

Comments: 

1. Frederic: In the description of  iubLink-UtranCell attribute in 6.4.2.4, the “-1” should be removed as well. Agreed.

2. Thomas: Please update a few things on the cover page. Agreed.

Agreed with the above comments. Robert was asked to produce an update in the new Tdoc S5C010137. The CORBA and CMIP SS also needed to be updated.  Those updates were prepared by Di and Robert during the meeting, and they are found in S5C010138 and S5C010139 respectively, which were also agreed.

6.2 S5C010101: CR – clarification on Name Convention (not agreed yet if it shall be for R99 or R4)

Siemens made a general statement that we should discourage vendors to use earlier versions, as soon as a new version implementing one or more CRs is published. Thomas clarified that this should always be the case, after a certain 3GPP release is frozen, not before. We should remember this when discussing the version handling.

It was agreed that this should be a R99 CR, with the additional comment that a correct CR should be produced. Updated version in S5C010140, to be provided ASAP.

7 Checking of the latest released R99 versions of the 32.106 documents

Not done due to lack of time. Everybody has an action point to do this until the next ad-hoc meeting.

8 CM session - Release 4 input documents

8.1 S5C010106: Priority Among Release 5 Work Items

John once again repeated and summarised the statements in S5C010106, and particularly emphasised two points:

1) AWS (AT&T Wireless Services) request and expectation that SA5 never can “rubber-stamp” output from TMF.

2) Our work is contribution driven, but it must also be work plan driven. It can’t be contribution driven to the extent that any contribution would totally supersede the approved work plan. We all agreed to that.

Jean-Michel gave Randall Scheer’s and Lucent’s position: “It would be very good if we can standardise the Bulk CM features and models in Release 4 (Lucent is not against that), but there are a lot of considerations that should be made regarding how it should be aligned with other SA5 standards & ITU-T standards. If we can’t find a proper solution to these concerns in Rel-4 with good enough quality, we should move it to Rel5.”

Thomas further presented Ericsson’s position: “As said before, Ericsson supports introducing the Bulk CM features and models in Rel-4, and at the same time we support AWS’ wish to standardise the Active CM aspect of Basic CM IRP as soon as possible, given high priority (as an optional feature). But we don’t believe that it is realistic to include it in Rel-4, since it has not even started yet. Therefore we support working on it with high priority in Rel-5, given that it is driven by AWS, and with the goal to have an early Rel-5 release of it during the autumn this year. SA5 should probably even be able to start working on it during this spring, given that there are contributions for the requirements and IS. We don’t know if Ericsson will be able to provide support to produce the CORBA SS parts of it, but we will investigate that.”

John welcomed this initiative. Everybody else was also asked whether they can support giving Active CM high priority in Rel-5. Nobody else could provide an answer at this meeting, so every company was given an action item to investigate that before the next ad-hoc meeting. 

8.2 S5C010108: TMF contribution - Inclusion of requirements for Bulk Configuration Management data handling (revised)

Tapinder first presented the contribution. We then took questions for clarification, and finally comments.

Questions for clarification:

· Di: To which specification is this Tdoc targeted? Reply: The group agreed that in the new CM doc structure, the contents of S5C010108 should go into three requirements specifications: 32.600 (general CM), 32.601-1 (Basic CM IRP) and 32.602-1 (Bulk CM IRP).

· John: Have any additional security measures been considered for the requirements to secure the download process, as this is more likely to be subject to security threats? Reply by Tapinder: It has so far been considered as a task for each operator to secure that with their procedures.

· Jean-Michel: Is the XML format in the IS different for up/download? Reply by Frederic: No. More discussion about that later (see below).

Comments: 

· Di: We are missing some requirements in item 14 for XML file format, can’t this be clarified more? What happens when e.g. we have to add another file format, how to see the difference in requirements for the two formats? Tapinder: The requirements that we think are sufficient today, are in item 10 of the req. list. John: “This may also be clarified more in the IS, but I think the requirements here are OK”.

· John: Please clarify req. number 6 in 7.4. Reply: The intention is that this should log all commands in the activation, and that it shall be possible to retrieve logged errors selectively. Tapinder and Frederic volunteered to propose a clarification of this requirement, in the next version.

· John: Please clarify the scoping process for attributes in requirement 4. How many attributes can be changed at a time? Reply: “Some or all modifiable attributes”. Tapinder will clarify that in the next version.

· Jean-Michel: “Last bullet in 7.1, please clarify”. Agreed to split to 2 bullets and clarify.

· Di: Please clarify req. number 6 in 7.4. Agreed that Tapinder will clarify it (to “…industry standard tools, e.g. XML parser”).

· Thomas: Please clarify the use of should and shall. Agreed to change all to “shall”.

Conclusion: The technical contents of this contribution was agreed with the above comments. The updated document is S5C010155, which then will have to be broken down to three parts for the relevant new CM requirements documents.

8.3 S5C010113: TMF contribution - New CM Document Part for Bulk Data Transfer IRP (revised)

Frederic first presented the contribution. During the presentation we took questions for clarification, and after that comments.

Comments:

1. We should have a look at the new rules in 32.104 being worked upon in Rel4, how they may affect section 4.2 in this and other “CM IRP” documents.

2. The State machine figures in section 7.2 (Substate Machine – UPLOAD_PHASE etc.) need clarification as to what are the conditions for all the arrows and branches. Also look at the corresponding diagrams in S5C010089 (Corba SS draft), and make sure that the IS and CORBA SS are aligned correctly.

3. In 7.3, please specify how the backup configuration is affected by the ‘fallback’ and other operations.

4. The “re-activate” behaviour needs to be clarified.

5. Clean up and correct the references list and references in the rest of the document.

6. The cover page: Remove “Version X”.

7. A suggestion by Jean-Michel for figure 6 (UML Interface Class Diagram) was to make the diagram UML compliant (compare with the FM group’s work) if possible. We agreed that it would be good, but it’s not critical for the IRP IS and SS, so we should set it to lower priority (it is to the editor’s discretion).

8. Request by Siemens: “Please make the getSessionLog operation optional, to make it easier in Rel5, in case this may be conflicting with the Log IRP”. Reply: These two “logs” are two quite different concepts. Therefore they don’t interfere with each other. Even if they did, it wouldn’t help to make getSessionLog optional. Everybody agreed with this explanation – including Siemens, given that we ensure that these concepts do not interfere (getSessionLog is related to actions in the Bulk CM data file, while Log IRP is for logged notifications).

9. In 6.2.2.10, the description of the operation, replace the word “log” with something more suitable (as the whole log is not always retrieved). Also replace “get” with “send” or “provide” (to clarify who is getting the result).

10. In 6.2.2.10, the description of contentType parameter, replace “log” with “the retreived file”.
11. In 6.2.3.3, clarify the description of sessionLogStatus. Also suggested to change the name of the notification to sth more relevant e.g. notifyGetSessionLogEnded. In the description of the operation, replace “completed” with “ended successfully or unsuccessfully”. Remove the last sentence of the operation description  (since this op. is N.A. in the states tables).

12. In 6.3, it should be clarified that this IS is independent of any NRM. If we need to place requirements on particular NRMs to be used for a 3GPP compliant system, that should be described somewhere else, e.g. in the main requirements.

13. Again, replace EM with IRPAgent everywhere (except in subclause 4.1).

14. Replace ‘section’ by ‘clause’ or ‘subclause’.

15. In 7.3, complete the initial description.

16. Remove all hyperlinks to tables etc., and automatic numbering.

17. In ch. 8, 2nd paragraph, the 2nd sentence should be rephrased to “Each block contains one or more object containment trees defined by a standard language, for example XML.”
18. In ch. 8, clarify the 3rd sentence of the 2nd paragraph (the Id attribute is PART of the RDN).
19. In ch. 8, consider clarifying the 3rd paragraph (the structure of the up-and download file is slightly different, and the “command/modify tags” should perhaps not occur in the upload file).

8.4 S5C010115: TMF contribution - Bulk CM data transfer and Inter-system handover model (revised)

Robert first presented the contribution. We then took questions for clarification, and finally comments.

An initial comment by Robert was that all the issues from the last review have not been addressed yet, due to the short time between the previous and this meeting (3-4 working days). Described on the cover page.

Questions for clarification:

a. This document contains both generic and UTRAN specific parts, shouldn’t that go into two separate documents? Reply: Yes, this should be split in the next update.

b. The Note2 about “meType” mentioned after Table 3, what does that mean? Reply: Robert will look at it and clarify or correct it.

c. The swVersion attribute, what is the resolution of the questions raised in L.A.? We had a discussion about this once again, and the conclusion was that it probably solves an important issue – to show if there are different versions of VS (vendor specific) data/extensions in different MEs handled by the same IRPAgent. 

Comments:

1. Siemens has a concern about the VsDataContainer, whether it is the only allowed way to convey VS data. And how to model VS data under MOCs which don’t have the VsDataContainer in the proposed model today, e.g. IubLink? Reply: This is one of the issues which Robert didn’t have time to address in the last update, and it also has to be agreed in SA5 how to handle this. We must make it clear in the IS/NRM which methods/principles are allowed for VS extensions, e.g. VsDataContainers as well as sub-classing (inheritance). 

2. Jean-Michel: G3SubNetwork, the notification tables, where are the requirements? Reply: Not explicitly stated today, we have only had time for a “buest guess based on experience” when creating them. But we could try to clarify that in the new requirements spec for the generic NRM, if there is time.

3. Jean-Michel: G3SubNetwork, why does it have an AVC (Attr.Val.Change) notification? Reply: Even if the attributes are read-only in R99, some of them may change by local operator actions, and that should always be notified (to managers subscribing to it).

4. Juhana: The rac and racc attributes are defined in the standard 04.18, so Nokia withdraws their earlier comment that the racc attribute should be vendor specific. Noted.

5. Juhana: Nokia also wants to remind us about the earlier comment with their request to include plmnId in UtranCell. Juhana and Robert will monitor RAN3 and investigate in UTRAN specs if this can be found somewhere in a standard.

6. Gaetano: We should only have the ackStateChange notification for the IRPAgent. This should be changed for all notif. tables. Not specific to this contribution. Not everybody was clear about this (although FM people seemed to agree). To be further analysed/discussed – new action item.

8.5 S5C010117: TMF contribution - Bulk data transfer for GERAN

Robert first presented the contribution. We then took questions for clarification, and finally comments.

An initial comment by Robert was that all the issues from the last review have not been addressed yet, due to the short time between the previous and this meeting. Described in the cover page.

Questions for clarification: None.

Comments:

1. Di: Siemens has the same concern for this document, as expressed for S5C010115 above regarding the VsDataContainer.

2. Di: Siemens still has the same concern regarding the modelling of G3Subnetwork and G3ManagedElement as described in previous meeting. Ericsson now stated their position that they are against the Siemens proposal, as well as Nortel already before has stated in MCCM. Di then commented that one possible compromise solution may be to change the names of G3Subnetwork and G3ManagedElement to something more generic, so that every vendor that wants to include G2 specific elements can subclass from it. Should be considered to the next meeting. Maybe a CR for R99 is then necessary, to make R4 backwards compatible.

3. Juhana: Nokia’s comments to S5C010115 about rac and racc attributes also apply to this document.

8.6 S5C010089: TMF contribution - Bulk CM IRP: CORBA Solution Set (draft)

Anders first presented the contribution. We then took questions for clarification, and finally comments.

Questions for clarification:

1. Is there any concept or procedure to be able to recover from session failures? Reply: Basically, the control of sessions is up to the IRPManager. The manager can choose to abort and restart a session, revert to a fallback configuration etc. There are also exceptions in the CORBA SS.

2. What triggers the notification notifySessionLogStatus? Reply: the getLog (SS) operation.

3. Section 3.2, second bullet, please clarify what that means. Reply: Yes, it will be clarified.

Comments:

1. General comment: All MCCM terms and ref. to MCCM should be removed everywhere. Reply: Agreed.

2. Please clarify the sentence MCCM_SessionSubState comment/description. Reply: Yes, Anders will check this and clarify.

3. The consistency with the IS document must be assured. Agreed.

4. In annex B, DistinguishedName should use strong typing e.g. a “Sequence of RDN”? Conclusion: A change must be aligned with the Name Convention for MO, and it is consistent today. No change.

5. Do we want to have a common type definition module, common for Basic CM and Bulk CM? The conclusion was that first of all the types should be aligned in both SS, and secondly (later) the authors for these CORBA SS could consider creating a common module.

6. In annex B, the reason values for exceptions should be more well-defined types? Conclusion: This string provides additional information and is not standardised in any CORBA SS, therefore this is a general question not related to this document.

7. Siemens: There are a number of inconsistencies between the IS and SS (e.g. in the mapping tables), and also between different SS (for e.g. type definitions) that must be fixed. Reply: Agreed. Will be considered for the next update.

8. Check and update the consistency with the Notification IRP (IS and CORBA SS) in the new release 4 version. Reply: Agreed.

9. Modules in the IDL should be defined in a similar way to how it has been done for Basic CM IRP. Reply: Agreed.

10. The Annexes should be made Normative. Agreed.

11. Nokia also provided some written comments, in S5C010142, regarding open issues that they think should be resolved. As we did not have time to review those comments in this meeting, the editor (in MCCM) of this document is requested by SA5/CM to consider these comments in the next update, and to provide a response to SA5/CM to all of them (whether considered in the updated version or not).

8.7 S5C010105: TMF contribution - Bulk Data Transfer IRP: XML Data Format (draft)

Frederic first presented the contribution. During the presentation we took questions for clarification, and after that comments.

Questions for clarification:

a. Di: What is the relationship between the XML document and the NRM? Would it be possible to split the XML “solution set” to different parts, one for each NRM IRP, so as to avoid dependency between the NRM IRPs and the Bulk CM XML file format, so as to only have changes within one IRP when there is a change in and NRM? Agreement: We should try to reduce the dependeny between documents in different IRPs as much as possible.

b. In fig. 2, what is the difference between 

· minOccurs="0" maxOccurs="unbounded, 

· minOccurs="0" and
· maxOccurs="2"
in the XML schema description of the cardinalities? This should be explained at the next meeting (or before).
Comments:

1. Make it clear in the document what are examples and what is normative. Agreed.

2. It should be made sure that we need an editor for this document present at the Brighton meeting, to be sure that we can do last-minute changes in Brighton if necessary.

3. We need to decide how, and where, to define behaviour/semantical rules for the commands in the XML file (e.g. “it is not allowed to delete a whole sub-tree just by deleting the root of that sub-tree”) – either in the XML document or the IS document. Agreed that we should specify such requirements in the IS document, at least to the same level as what the IS has for the operations today. The MCCM members will provide this in the next update. A recommendation is to use the template from the new IS methodology – to specify information for create/delete/set mainly concerning description, pre-and post-conditions and constraints.

4. In fig. 4, it would be useful to provide also an example XML schema corresponding to the example XML file with vendor specific data.

5. It is requested to have a more detailed explanation of the VsDataContainer definition and example at the next meeting (ad-hoc #19quad) by the author of the document, as he could not be present at this meeting.

6. The 4th line in Annex A (<xsd:schema xmlns:xsd=http://www.w3.org/2000/10/XMLSchema), is it just an informative comment to the reader or essential information? TBD.

7. References to the MCCM group and member companies/persons should be removed. 

8. Nokia also provided some written comments, in S5C010143, regarding open issues that they think should be resolved. As we did not have time to review those comments in this meeting, the editor (in MCCM) of this document is requested by SA5/CM to consider these comments in the next update, and to provide a response to SA5/CM to all of them (whether considered in the updated version or not).

9. Comments in the XML schema are requested for better readability and understanding. 

10. (Comment by Thomas after the review) We must make sure that the name of the “local root MO” of the XML file’s containment tree (or root MOs if there are more than one) is made globally unique by using a full DN. This should apply to both up-and download files, especially the download file. The scope in the upload operation contains the DN in the baseObjectInstance parameter, so the upload file is relatively secure from that point of view. But it provides an extra safety to have the DN for the local root MO there anyway. And for the download file it is absolutely necessary to have it, to ensure that the IRPAgent can set the right DNPrefix. This could also be solved by sending the DNPrefix separately, for cases when the local root MO is a member of one of the three MOCs in the generic NRM that contains the DNPrefix attribute. But if the local root is somewhere below one of these three MOCs, the full DN has to be sent anyway (or at least the LDN, if the DNPrefix has been set before). Everybody seemed to agree that we need to address this problem.

Conclusion: The author (or the TMF members) are requested to update the agreed changes to the next meeting, and to provide answers to the unanswered questions above.

8.8 S5C010119: MOC versioning in IRP NRM

Di presented the document and we had some time for some comments on it. These comments made it clear that we need to consider different NRM versions as well as IS versions in the versioning. This should be considered in the upcoming discussions of IRP versioning and IRPAgent discovery, in the AR group. However, Nortel and Ericsson already expressed their objection to Siemens proposal to change the MOC name for every new standard MOC version. That can be handled in a mapping table in the CMIP SS, if that is required by the CMIP technology.

8.9 S5C010090: TMF contribution - Open points regarding Bulk CM (for info)

Not discussed due to lack of time.

8.10 S5C010125—136, S5C010145-149: Templates and Drafts for updated CM documents according to the new structure

Due to lack of time, Thomas has only been able to produce S5C010145 (by help of Adrian) and S5C010146, which are a first set of templates for all the other drafts. Thomas presented them shortly, and everybody is asked to review them “at home”. Remaining templates (for IS, CORBA SS and CMIP SS) are expected within a few days. For the actual update of all specs from R99 to R4 using these templates, we need a co-operative effort. This was discussed in relation to S5C010144 (see below).

8.11 S5C010144: Allocation of Editors for the new CM documents

This was discussed based on a draft version of S5C010144, but we could not at this meeting get commitments for editors for many of the new CM Rel4 documents. This is a matter for further consideration. Clearly, we need to find editors for all documents very soon, if we should be able to meet the target to include the new Bulk CM related features in Rel-4.

9 Joint FM/CM session

9.1 New IRP IS R4 methodology proposed by the FM group (presentation by Patrick Juré + questions & discussion)

Patrick first presented this methodology (Power Point slides), including minor questions for clarification (not reported here).

Further questions:

a. Are there any still open points remaining within the FM group related to this new methodology?

· Reply: The IS template is very stable now, since the previous (L.A.) meeting. The way to relate documents to each other and to import information is agreed. The documents are not yet formally approved of course, so  they are still under update.
After these questions, we had a long discussion about the methodology and its applicability and consequences to the CM documents.

Final comments:

Siemens: A crucial requirement is to have a 1-1 mapping whenever possible between the IOC/MOC in the NRM and all SS. A wish is also to name the objects in the NRMs as MOCs, not IOCs. Differences in the mapping between CORBA and CMIP should only be accepted when we need to make use of specific features in a particular technology. That statement was agreed with everybody.

Ericsson: Supports the methodology for the long term to be applied also for CM documents, finalised in the FM group. But we probably don’t have time to apply it in Rel-4, except for a new version of the Generic NRM document supporting both the new and old methodology (see further below).

T-Mobil: OK to delegate the work with the new method. to FM group, and everybody with strong opinions about it should give the comments to the FM group to the next ad-hoc or the next SA5 meeting.

AWS: Supports T-Mobil’s and Ericsson’s position.

Nortel: Supports the above, with additional concern about the change of the term “managed object” which is so well established everywhere in the Telecom industry already, and used in many places in our specifications including RSs. It would be preferable to keep the existing name, or at least to discuss it once again before a decision is taken. But it’s OK to take that discussion and decision in the FM group.

Mannesmann: Supports the new methodology as expressed by T-Mobil, and OK to delegate the finalisation to the FM group.

Nokia: Neutral. No objection.

Lucent: Supports the new methodology, definitely (one of the main drivers). Lucent also supports preparing updated CM documents using it.

Thus, the conclusion of the whole FM/CM group was to support the new IS methodology for the long term to be applied also for CM documents, as agreed and finalised in the FM group, and decided by the SA5 plenary (expected at meeting #20). The CM group intends to support the FM group’s proposal at meeting #20 unless major changes have been made compared to what was presented at this meeting.

Further, a conclusion was that we need to produce a mapping document for the new generic NRM. Jean-Michel volunteered to produce it, and also to be editor for the generic NRM.

Lucent stated that they may or may not provide updated versions for all CM documents to the UK meeting, and then the CM group members stated that they may or may not be able to review and accept some or all of them for use in Rel-4. If not, which is most likely, only the new generic NRM will contain aspects of the new methodology in Rel-4 CM documents. The new methodology is then expected to be used in Rel-5.

The Siemens contribution S5C010120 will be transferred to the FM group. Also, S5F010070 and S5F010071 (for update of 32.102) will only be discussed there.

9.2 S5C010123: IRP Versioning (revised, v8)

Edwin presented the changes since the last revision of this contribution, and due to lack of time we could only discuss a few comments (without time to draw any conclusions). Remaining comments are encouraged to be discussed over email before the UK SA5 meeting #20, directed to the AR group. A conclusion about the contribution has to be made by the AR group at meeting #20, possibly in a joint AR/CM/FM session, and a decision will be taken by the SA5 plenary as usual, based on a recommendation from AR/CM/FM.

Comments received:

· Siemens: The version given in the “getxxxVersion” should also cover different vendor implementations (with Vendor specific extensions).

· Siemens: It may be useful (or necessary) to document in some way if a certain version has a serious error which has been corrected in a later version, so that everybody should be informed and discouraged to use that previous version.

9.3 S5F010059: Backwards compatibility

Edwin presented the changes since the last revision of this contribution, and due to lack of time we could only discuss one comment (without time to draw any conclusions). Remaining comments are encouraged to be discussed over email before the UK SA5 meeting #20, directed to the AR group. A conclusion about the contribution has to be made by the AR group at meeting #20, possibly in a joint AR/CM/FM session, and a decision will be taken by the SA5 plenary as usual, based on a recommendation from AR/CM/FM.

Comment received:

Siemens: There may be problems with these rules for the CMIP technology. An old manager may never be connected with an agent of a newer version, unless the new object identifiers are known by the manager.

9.4 S5C010124: Discovery of IRPAgent (revised, v8)

Edwin presented the changes since the last revision of this contribution, and due to lack of time we could not discuss it. All comments are encouraged to be discussed over email before the UK SA5 meeting #20, directed to the AR group. A conclusion about the contribution has to be made by the AR group at meeting #20, possibly in a joint AR/CM/FM session, and a decision will be taken by the SA5 plenary as usual, based on a recommendation from AR/CM/FM.

10 Release 5 input documents

Not discussed.

11 Planning of future meetings

Ed. note: We need to decide ASAP whether to use the reserve Friday the 18/5 for ad-hoc #19quad or not, for people to make the right booking. Should be done over email.

12 Action requested by SA5

To approve documents/CRs agreed at this meeting:

S5C010137

S5C010138

S5C010139

13 Any other business

-

Approximate timeline
Agenda item
Quarter

1 - 6.1
Tuesday Q1

6.2 - 7
Tuesday Q2

8.1 
Tuesday Q3

8.2
Tuesday Q4

8.6 (S5C010089)
Wednesday Q1 (must be pres./reviewed on Wednesday)

8.7 (S5C010105), 8.10 (if there‘s time)
Wednesday Q2

9
Wednesday Q3-Q4 (joint CM/FM session)

8.4 (+ poss. 8.10)
Thursday Q1

8.5
Thursday Q2

8.6
Thursday Q3

8.3,  8.8
Thursday Q4

8.9
Friday Q1

10 – 13
Friday Q2 (incl. extra time if needed for some documents)
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