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5.3 Technical issues at SA5 level
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Minutes
Total number of Tdocs: 1
Total number of Tdocs available before the submission deadline: N.A.
The breakout session was held on Monday Q2-Q4 and Tuesday Q2.
Minutes:

Review of S5-113104 Enhanced Feedback (Initial Gap Analysis) on NGMN “NGCOR CONSOLIDATED REQUIREMENTS” V.092
Presented by Jörg (session convenor)

Discussion:

· Christian informed that NGMN has not yet replied officially to the SA5 response (S5-112659) to the NGCOR requirements. However they have informally (via emails and conference calls) asked for more specific vendor feedback. Still NGMN had sent the official LS to SA5 in S5-112527 asking SA5 for comments, which we did in 2659.

· This was discussed and we agreed that it still makes sense to us to provide a new response in 3104 with more enhanced feedback to 2659, as these requirements are addressing standard specifications and solutions and not individual company products.

· Jörg then asked how we can provide more efficient feedback to NGMN in the future and proposed three options for discussion:

1) SA5 Chair is the contact providing consolidated responses to NGMN (including all SA5 comments discussed on e.g. the SA5 exploder)

2) Use SA5 email exploder to respond directly to NGMN

3) Expert list

· Istvan asked all vendors as well as operators to provide more resources to NGCOR to make it speed up more, as the progress so far has been quite slow. Jörg responded that in order to be more efficient we should concentrate our resources on activities like this SA5 coordinated response and not create new streams/groups which will spread the scarce resources even more spread out. Edwin: Support this approach very much.

· Istvan: We also need all involved companies to bridge the gap between their wireless and wireline resources working with this, otherwise we risk a gap in the result.

· Thomas: Even if we like option 1 (as it seems), are we allowed from 3GPP point of view to do that (SA6 chair to send official statements from SA5 as emails)? Christian: Good question, and actually it is best to check with MCC to be sure.

· We subsequently asked Dionisio to join us and answer to the question. His recommendation: If we want official SA5 responses in a more efficient way than sending LSs, I would recommend writing official documents and approve them with email approval. Then they can be communicated to NGMN. We may even create a “Living list” which collects the history of all questions and answers.

· We agreed that MCC’s proposal sounds like a good approach, and Christian took an action to send an email to NGMN communicate that and ask them if this would be workable for them. The email text, produced offline, was as quoted below:

------- Start quote-----------
Principles:

- Need sufficient level of formalism to ensure that all SA5 is represented and communication with NGCOR is approved by SA5

- Need to have a single point of contact to receive NGMN requests, dispatch information in SA5, collect replies and prepare a consolidated SA5 reply

Process:

- NGMN send requests to SA5 chairman

- SA5 chairman forwards requests to SA5 exploder

- Based on exploder discussion, SA5 chairman prepares a SA5 reply

- All requests and replies are stored in a “living list” document which is updated and approved by SA5 and sent to NGMN on a regular (weekly) basis

- Every update of the living list document has a tdoc number and can be found on AND
------- End quote-----------
· Continued walkthrough of 3104, section by section (and all updates were captured by Jörg in 3104r1/r2…):

· Section 3.3.1: Do we wish to add more comments/questions here? We agreed that we only need to add new material in 3.3.x.1, as proposed in 3.3.1.1 “Related 3GPP Solutions/Specifications” with 3 subsections according to the proposed “green” bullets

1) Assumption statements:…
2) Identify relevant existing (and planned) SA5 specifications/solutions…
3) Identify (potential) gaps…
· Jörg: We may want to add references to the generic TSs here (32.101, 32.102, 32.103, 32.150). Agreed to do that, also including relevant JWG output documents.

· 3.3.2.1: SA5 has (specification) solutions for the mobile part of more or less all those requirements. So we should list all relevant TSs in the subsection 2) for “existing (and planned) SA5 specifications/solutions”. The list was edited online. We continued and edited subsection 1), and then subsection 3).

· 3.3.3.1: Same type of response as for 3.3.2.1.

· 3.3.3.2: Same type of response as for 3.3.2.1.

· 3.3.3.3: Same type of response as for 3.3.2.1.

· 3.3.3.4: Same type of response as for 3.3.2.1. Also added statements that ITU-T guidelines for conformance test are being followed.

· 3.3.3.5: Same type of response as for 3.3.2.1.

Gap analysis: 

It was proposed that we go through each NGCOR requirement and respond with a gap analysis for each of them, otherwise the gap statement would become too general.

We started with the R1 requirement which also highlighted the fact that some requirements are on vendors’ products like EMS systems.

Another issue was that SA5 does not have specifications for wireline models. However, it was noted that the ETSI TISPAN NGN specifications which build upon the SA5 NRM IRPs, do have models for the wireline networks. So if those models are included in the response, the gap may become zero. This could be noted in the response.

One more critical issue identified was that the assumptions of how the NGCOR requirements shall be interpreted were different among the group members. Thus, before NGMN has responded with clarifications and answers on the SA5 comments/questions produced at SA5#78, it is very difficult to provide a unified and proper gap analysis. Therefore we can not create a gap analysis in this response to NGMN, but include a note of this fact.

Conclusion: The agreed changes to be included in 3104r3 by Wednesday, reviewed offline and for approval on Thursday.
