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The WT53 session was held on Friday 1 July 2005, in first half of Q1.

1 Output Documents

1.1 Documents for approval

The RG requests SWG-C to forward the following documents to SA5 for approval: 

- (None)

	Type
	Tdoc#
	TS
	Rel
	Title
	Relation to other CR

	
	
	
	
	
	


1.2 Documents for Information to SA

-

1.3 Documents to be withdrawn

-

1.4 Any other action requested by the SWG or SA5

-

2 Progress status

Percentage of completion (WT48): 
10 % (previously 0%)
Summary of progress: 
First draft requirements were discussed. 

Outstanding issues: 
Next Steps: Requirements need update. First Information Service should be produced.
3 Minutes

	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source 

	S5-056444
	Draft requirements for advance alarming

Q: Would such rule be valid for only the issuing manager or for all managers? A: Current assumption: For only one manager. For all is also possible, but would be more complex (additional notifications etc.).

It was agreed that the “specific requirements” are example for solutions, and that this list of candidate for advanced alarming rules should not be restrictive.

Generic run-time rule mechanisms were regarded as too complex.

Comments to requirement 2.1: probableCause should also be taken into account? A sliding time window should be defined.

The definition of “identical alarms” was discussed. The term “identical” was potentially misleading. A better wordind needs to be found. It was the common understanding that the alarm time is not part of the criteria for such an “identical alarm”. SpecificProblems (if present) should be considered. A definition of a method to define the criteria to be used to identify “identical alarms” might be useful.
Huawei stated that vendor specific internal information might have to be considered too. Reply was: Vendor specific additional rules are still possible (but not standardized).

It was stated that the assessment of the significance of an alarm is an network operator’s decision. This significance might be even different for different MSCs of the same operator, because of different operating environments. 

Huawei asked for the rules to be more generic. It was not completely clear, how this translates into a concrete solution. Huawei was asked to provide examples, so it can be checked if they are testable.

It was proposed by Lucent, that an IRP manager should be able to read from the IRP agent the currently active advanced alarming options.

Conclusion: The draft requirements need some updates. The “specific requirements of S5-056444 should be moved into a draft Information Service (but do not form an exhaustive list of possible rules for advanced alarming). The definition of “identical alarm” needs more study. 
	Siemens 


4 Action items

	Item
	Description
	Release
	Owner
	Status 
	Target 

	42bis.1
	Update Requirements 
	Rel-7
	Siemens
	Open
	SA5#43

	42bis.2
	Draft Information Service
	Rel-7
	Siemens
	Open
	SA5#43
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