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1 Introduction and Executive Summary

1.1 Session data

The session was held on Q1 and Q2, 17 March 05. The following Tdocs were input to this session:
	Type
	Input Tdoc#

-> Output Tdoc#

(if changed)
	Affected TS(s)
	Rel
	Title
	Source
	Input Status
	Reviewed
	Output Status

	Report
	S5-056015r1
	-
	-
	SWGC-41 WT06 RG Report_
	China Mobile
	New
	Yes
	RG Approved

	CR
	S5-056225
	
	R6
	CMCC Add vendor specific perceived Severity in alarm IRP
	China Mobile
	Resubmission
	Yes
	Rework

	CR
	S5-056226
	
	R6
	CMCC Add vendor specific perceived Severity in alarm IRP CORBA SS
	China Mobile
	New
	Yes
	Noted

	CR
	S5-056231
	
	R6
	clarificationOnOptionalityOfVendorSpecificAlarmType
	Siemens
	New
	No
	Resubmit

	CR
	S5-056232
	
	R6
	vendorSpecificAlarmTypeToCMIPSS
	Siemens
	New
	quickly discussion
	Resubmit

	CR
	S5-056037
	
	R6
	CMCC Use Case-Retrieving alarms via file method
	China Mobile
	Resubmitted
	None
	Resubmit

	CR
	S5-056038
	
	R6
	CMCC getAlarmList returned by files IS
	China Mobile
	Resubmitted
	None
	Resubmit

	CR
	S5-056039
	
	R6
	CMCC getAlarmList returned by files CORBA SS
	China

Mobile
	Resubmitted
	None
	Resubmit


1.2 Executive summary

1.2.1 Achievements of this meeting

RG discussed the S5-056225 from China Mobile, which requests the alarmIRP should convey the vendor specific alarm severity via adding attributes vsSpecificSeverity and vsAlarmTpye in AlarmIRP. The vsAlarmType related contributions were agreed RG in Lisbon First, RG group agreed accepting vsSpecificSeverity only in notifyNewAlarm and NotitfyChangedAlarm. And only standard severity should be the trigger of the NotifyChangedAlarm.

At last moment, Lucent show the concern why standardization group define VS information. E/// also show the concern that NE need have proper pressure to implement NE alarmType and severity in standardization way. E/// also show the concern may be more vsInformation will be requested by operator. China Mobile clarified the situation via the use cases presented in SANYA meeting again. RG agree that need is right, but why these information can’t be filled in additional text. After long discussion, China Mobile proposed that given non individual VS attributes can be defined, the definition of the additional text should be changed to convey the VS information, at least include “VsAlarmType” and “VsSpecificSeveriy” information. A new additional text definition was proposed by China Mobile online as following: 

Additional text shall:
· It shall include a release stable container for the vsSpecificAlarmType and vsPerceivedSeverity at least.

· vsSpecificAlarmType indicates the vendor specific alarm that identifies the NE alarm type or NE related alarm type. It is a vendor specific expression of eventType.

· vsPerceivedSeverity indicates the vendor specific alarm that identifies the NE perceived severity or NE related perceived severity.It is a vendor specific expression of perceived severity.

Companies show the position to which one they prefer online (Defining individual VS attributes or enhancing additional text definition above). Most of the companies prefer the enhancement of the additional text method, and will confirm with own company after meeting.

RG discussed the CORBA SS how to enhance the additional text. Lucent volunteer take an action to prepare a proposal to define a stable structure for VS information like VsAlarmType and VsSpecificeSeverity.

1.2.2 Total achievements and progress of this WT/RG in the current release 

· Achievements:


See achievements defined in section 1.2.1  
· Percentage of completion:
86% 

· Problems:


none 

1.2.3 Action requested by (and information to be forwarded to) SWG-C/D / SA5 

(1). The RG requests SWG-C/D SA5 to approve the following documents (and forward the CRs to the TSG SA plenary):
(2). For information to SA:
None
(3) Documents requested to be withdrawn: 

None
(4) Any other action requested by SWG-C/D SA5:
None

2 Approval of the last meeting report
Report approved.

3 Action items

	Item
	Description
	Release
	Owner
	Status after meeting #37bis
	WT / RG respon-sible
	Target date

	37bis:2
	Using critical alarm to convey the object related equipment shutting down status
	R6
	Nortel Networks(Dave)
	Closed
	WT06
	40

	39bis
	Test the performance of operation ‘GetAlarmList’ in AlarmIRP via CORBA iterator. The number of active alarm should be 34000.
	R6
	All vendors in WT06 SWGC
	Closed
	WT06
	40

	40
	CMIP Solution
	R6
	Simens
	Closed
	WT06
	41

	41
	Start email discussion regarding the Vendor PerceivedSeverity before next meeting
	R6
	China Mobile
	Closed
	WT06
	41bis

	41bis
	Propose a solution to redefine additionalText in AlarmIRP how to convey Vs information in a release stable containter
	R6
	Lucent
	Open
	WT06
	42


4 Review of input documents 

4.1 S5-056225 CMCC Add vendor specific perceived Severity in alarm IRP management
Questions and Comments

· Moto: In last meeting, we only agree that only notifyNewAlarm can bring VsSpecificSeverity. Why the NotifyClearedAlarm is needed?

· E///: Even the severity is not necessary in NotifyClearedAlarm.

· China Mobile: Agree

· Moto: Given we accept this idea, the section 6.9.1 should remove VsSpecificSeveriy information in “NotifyChangedAlarm”.

· E///: Request triggering VsSpecificSeverity via NotifyChangedAlarm is a kind of partial NE direct access interface.

· E///: If the NotifyChangedAlarm is triggered by VsSpecificSeverity, there should be impact on the state machine in IRPAgent side. The number of NotifyChangedAlarm may be doubled depending on the mapping rules.

· Moto: How about only one trigger with two information, standard severity and VsSpecificSeverity?

· China Mobile: Agree in principle.

· E///: VsSpecificSeverity can’t be filtable. Otherwise, the requirement is very strong. It is a partial NE direct access interface partially.

· Lucent: Why do we define VS information in Standard. Standardization group only does standardization work.

· E///: We show the same concern that NE implementer will not implement standardization any more. Everything can be VS. Now, you are comfortable with VsAlarmType and VsSpecificSeverity. Tomorrow, you may request VsPropose or other. We need a total solution.

· Lucent (Maohan): I am reserved to this solution. I am not happy.

· China Mobile: We rely on NMS to maintain network. If the Itf-N reject convey the VS information. Fine, we will request NE directly generating standard alarm information and test them before deployed in live network.

· China Mobile: No matter which solution we chose, our NMS need the live network real information. We can chose (1) Pressure NE totally implementing standard alarm; (2) Defining new attributes like VsAlarmType and VsSpecificSeverity; (3) Redefine “Additional Text” in alarmIRP and request it convey VsAlarmInformtion.

· Lucent: We prefer to know companies’ position regarding the candidate solutions (1)Define new Vs attributes;(2) Redefine the additionaltext in alarmIRP.

· China Mobile: investigate the position on line and clarify this is only brainstorming discussion

Moto, Lucent, Nokia, Nortel, Huawei, Siemens prefer choice(2)

ASB: Prefer choice (1)

E///: Prefer  chice(2) but reserved 

· China Mobile: propose following candidate solution

It shall include a release stable container for the vsSpecificAlarmType and vsPerceivedSeverity at least.

vsSpecificAlarmType indicates the vendor specific alarm that identifies the NE alarm type or NE related alarm type.It is a vendor specific expression of eventType.

vsPerceivedSeverity indicates the vendor specific alarm that identifies the NE perceived severity or NE related perceived severity.It is a vendor specific expression of perceived severity.
· E///: What’s the stable container

· China Mobile: The format of the VS information should be stable. Otherwise, IRPManager can’t analyse this information.

Conclusion: Agreed Choice (2) in principle. CORBA Solution should be packaged as IS 

4.1 Input documents not discussed 
all except S5-056225

5 Joint session(s) held with other RGs (if necessary)

None

6 Any other business
None
7 Participants

For information about the attendees’ telephone numbers and/or email addresses, please refer to the SA5 document for registered participants.
	Attendee name
	Company

	Li Yewen (Rapporteur)
	China Mobile

	Edwin Tse
	Ericsson

	Thomas Tovinger
	Ericsson

	j. Islip
	Lucent Technologies

	Clemens Suerbaum
	Siemens

	Wang Enxi
	Nokia

	Jorg Schmidt
	Motorola

	YANG LI
	HUAWEI
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