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1. Introductory remarks
Leen thanked NSN for kindly making the meeting facilities available. He reminded the attendees about the purpose of this workshop: to progress the semantic alignment of 3GPP and TM Forum fault management, using of the opportunity to have detailed technical discussions around the white board.


2. Agenda approval
The agenda as proposed in S5eTMF0109 was approved. 


3. Review minutes


3.1. 19th meeting, 18 March 2011 (S5eTMF 0101)
Approved without comments.


3.2. 20th meeting, 24 March 2011 (S5eTMF0104)
Approved after correction of Istvan’s affiliation: DT instead of T-Mobile.

4. Introduction of new contributions


4.1. E TD FMH on system context reference points modules and profile (S5eTMF0105)
This contribution was presented by Edwin. It explained some architectural principles for management, as specified by SA5 in 32.101 and 32.111 series. During the discussions, this approach was contrasted with the TM Forum approach, as specified in the TAM, GB929, v4.1.
Main observations in the discussion:

· the TMF FM IA document v.0.3, section 2.2.2 provides clarification of the OS-OS scenario;

· the TMF approach has a touch of SOA as the clients for the management services are not always identified; in SA5 specs it is always clear which clients consume the defines services;

· TMF needs to consider further whether a separate profile would be desirable for OS-OS interface;
· not all of the interfaces specified by TIP FM are already fully described in the TAM;

· it was agreed that the architecture of doc. 105, section 3.3, fig. 1 may exist without standardization of the interface A;

· there was disagreement whether there is a real need in the industry to standardize the architecture and functionality described by doc. 105, section 3.3, fig. 2;

· input from NGMN on this matter may be useful.

4.2. 3GPP TR 32829-a00 Study on alignment of 3GPP alarm IRP and TIP FM  (S5eTMF0106) and 
3GPP TR 32832-a00 Study on alarm correlation and alarm root cause analysis (S5eTMF0107)

Jörg explained that these documents are provided for information. These documents are completed studies, approved by SA. Based on these studies, SA5 which will do the specification work. A Work Item for alarm correlation and alarm root cause analysis has been agreed already. 
Jörg pointed explicitly to sections 4.6 and 6 of TR 32.829.
5. Continued detailed review of recommendations on harmonization
Leen introduced S5eTMF0103, “FMH Living List version 1”. This document was proposed to be the very first draft of the final report of the FMH activities. The contents of this document is equal to S5eTMF0095, “Updated HP Contribution on FM alignment after 10-March meeting”. 
Leen explained the use of the Status indicator which was added to each of the subjects addressed in this document. Currently all items are marked U (Under discussion). The aim is to find a resolution to each of the subjects, so that they can be marked either A (Agreed) or D (agreed to Disagree). These indications will reflect the agreement within the team on the description of the issue and the given recommendation; it does not reflect any form of agreement by 3GPP or TM Forum.
It was agreed that discussion on items marked A or D can be reopened if new viewpoints become  available which were overlooked in earlier discussions; such to avoid that coming back to closed issues would block progress.

It was agreed to proceed along these lines.

In the previous meeting of the FMH team, the review of this document - in its former status as HP contribution S5eTMF0095 - had progressed until section 3.2.1. It was decided to review those items which would benefit most from the opportunity to discuss them face-to-face. The following sections were discussed in detail:
· 2.2, AlarmId: Descriptive text was agreed; it was agreed that this item requires further study in SA5 and in TIP before a Recommendation can be discussed; Jörg stated that a clear position from SA5 may only become available after the August meeting.


· 2.3, NotificationID: Descriptive text was agreed.


· 2.4, Threshold Information: Descriptive text was agreed; it was noted that that this subject, although closely related to Fault Management, is really part of Performance Management and cannot be resolved within the scope of the FMH project. 
Action Leen to ask for guidance from Steering Team.


· 2.5, Alarm Correlation: Descriptive text was agreed.


· 3.1.2, Acknowledgment information: Descriptive text was agreed.


· 3.1.3, Object Identification: Agreed to be removed.


· 3.1.5, User ID: Descriptive text and Recommendation were agreed.


· 3.2.1, AlarmListRebuilt: Descriptive text was agreed.


· 3.2.2, NotificationType: Descriptive text and Recommendation were agreed.
· 3.3.1, Get Directives: this section was reworked into subsections 3.3.1.1, 3.3.1.2, and 3.3.1.3. Descriptive text for 3.3.1.1 and 3.3.1.2 was agreed. 
The RAM team will study whether the getResourceAlarm and getResourceAlarmIds directives can be merged.
Preliminary text for 3.3.1.3 was added after it was explained how the attributeSelector can be used to retrieve summary alarms.


· 3.3.2, Set Directives: Descriptive text was agreed.
All agreed texts, as identified above, were included in version 2 of the Living List, which was made available in S5eTMF0110.

6. Plan

It was noted that the plan, as available in S5eTMF0094, needs adjustment; discussion of new dates was postponed to the next call. Istvan noted that a first set of requirements from the new NGMN project mat be expected in the mid-August time frame.

7. Next meetings

Agreed to be held Thursday, 14 April 2011, 15:00 - 17:00 CET. Marc added that he is not available at 28 April; the date for the call after 14 April will be agreed in the 14 April call.

The team agreed that the course of events during the workshop showed that face-to-face discussions allow much more progress than a whole series of conference calls. Some issues are just too complex to be discussed via the phone. 
After consideration of the proposed meeting dates for the RMA activity, listed in S5eTMF0099, and the agendas of key participants, it was agreed that the next opportunity for a face-to-face workshop would be in the week of 4 - 8 July. 
Action: Christian to check the possibility of meeting at Huawei premises in Paris.
Action: Edwin to check the possibility of meeting at Ericsson premises in Montreal.

Action: Leen to check the possibility of meeting at ALU premises in Paris or Antwerp.
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