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6.4.1
1 Progress status

Percentage of completion: 30% (previously 5%)

Summary of progress: All technical output documents from the SA5-TMF Resource Model Alignment JWG (Joint Working Group) and the report from the Fault Management Harmonization JWG have been reviewed, technical comments on these documents collected and a plan for finalizing and sending feedback comments to the JWGs has been agreed. The group has also discussed and agreed on recommendations for a plan to create a new “Simple Alarm IRP profile” triggered by NGMN NGCOR feedback.
Outstanding issues: None
2 Minutes

The RG session was held on Wednesday, 8 February 2012 in Q1 through Q4.

	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source 

	S5-120308
	Recommendation re JWG Output Documents & Reports

Presented by Jörg.

Comments:

· Concrete model relationships TR: Istvan asked that we should publish it as a TR in the 32.900 series, to make it public. This was agreed.

· Model Repertoire: Edwin noted that it is not ok to create a new TS for that, so we probably need to consider how to include the new Repertoire in the existing 32.152. 

· Edwin: How to create Solution Set definitions for the UIM needs further discussion, there are some issues to consider.

Conclusion: Agreed with the above comments.


	NSN

	S5-120227 S5vTMFa263
	NSN LS on Model Alignment JWG Output Documents Submission V2
Presented by Jörg – containing 5 documents – noting that this is only a Q&A session and we note comments for later discussion at the proposed conference calls and next SA5 meeting, and only then we consolidate all comments that are agreed to be forwarded as feedback to the JWG in written form.

TMF263 (cover letter)

Comments:

- 

Conclusion: Noted
	NSN

	S5-120227 S5vTMFa263a1
	FMC FNIM V2.1 (S5vTMFa264) 

Q&A comments:

· Thomas: The statement in Introduction that “this is only the start of a very long journey” is a bit funny to have in a TS. Agreed that we can propose a rewording later.

· Jörg: Section 2: The “references tbd” need to be updated later.

· Jörg: 3.2 definition of FNIM should be corrected to Federated Network Information Model

· Thomas: In 7.1.1, “For simplicity, FMC NM employs unique name” should be “…names”. Edwin: This should also then be checked in 32.300 where this text came from.

· Thomas: The font in Appendix C should probably be aligned with the 3GPP drafting rules.
Conclusion: Noted. Above comments noted and saved for future review sessions.


	NSN, Ericsson

	S5-120227 S5vTMFa263a2
	FMC UIM V2.1 (S5vTMFa265)

Q&A comments:

· Thomas: In Figure 1, Editor’s note, the “below left” should be “bottom left”. Also better to add “TPE” before first occurrence of “naming tree”.

· Thomas: In 4.2.2.2, dnPrefix, the Read qualifier should be M,T and not M.T.

· Thomas: In 3.2, def. of UIM is missing.

· Edwin on Annex A: We need to discuss in SA5 on how we should go forward with the relation between EP_RP and TopologicalLink/link.

· Shuangchun: What is the difference between the 3GPP Top and TMF Root IOCs? Edwin: Top needs a DN, plus some other things. 

· Jörg: This is something missing in the UIM which we should comment on in the official SA5 comments, as well as the lack of an inheritance diagram.

· Shuqiang: Why is there no inventory model? Jörg: Because it has not been agreed yet in the JWG – should be completed later.

Conclusion: Noted. Above comments noted and saved for future review sessions.


	NSN, Ericsson

	S5-120227 S5vTMFa263a3
	FMC 3GPP-TMF Model Relationships & UCs V2.1 (S5vTMFa266)

Q&A comments:

- 

Conclusion: Noted. Above comments noted and saved for future review sessions.


	NSN (Ciena)

	S5-120227 S5vTMFa263a4
	FMC Model Repertoire V2.1 (S5vTMFa267)

Q&A comments:

· Jörg on table 1: We need to discuss and clarify in 3GPP on whether the default value of an attribute property (e.g. Ordered) apply in cases when the property is not specified in our NRMs. 

· Edwin on table 1: This table is not consistent in the property names re: “isXxx” or just “xxx”, e.g. isInvariant vs. ordered and not isOrdered.

· Edwin on Annex B: In 3GPP specs, for invariant attributes we currently only have the case that they must be created by the agent at object creation time (row 8). But we can consider which property shall be defined for each attribute using this new repertoire.

· Edwin and Thomas on 5.2.2.2: If the UML tool doesn’t support drawing the two arrows in fig. 2, one has to draw it with two unidirectional associations in opposite directions, drawn on top of each other to appear as in fig. 2.

· Thomas and Edwin on the use of “0..*” or * for showing multiplicity/cardinality of 0..n: There has been some mistake in the document, as the UML (using single *) is not consistent with the text (forbidding a single *). Needs to be aligned. We discussed recommending some more flexibility due to the constraints in different tools, i.e. keeping a recommendation but not mandating one solution.

· Thomas: Spelling error of “types supports” in 5.3.4.1 last para.

Conclusion: Noted. Above comments noted and saved for future review sessions.


	NSN, Ericsson

	S5-120109 S5eTMF0179
	JWG FMH report version 1.1

Q&A comments:

· It was noted by Jörg on 3.4 (Threshold Information) that the misalignment between TMF and 3GPP reported here is a new type of misalignment related to the PM area, which could mean that a new unfortunate misalignment between the wireless and wireline industry is under way. So we discussed and agreed that we should make a special remark about that to try and escalate the problem, in the feedback comments from SA5 to NGMN and TMF.

· Shuangchun on 4.1.1: Rec. is No change required. If we would add some new probable causes in Alarm IRP later, will it impact the JWG? Jörg: May not be needed if they are domain specific. But if they are generic, yes it may be so. Edwin: We have not even discussed probable causes in the FMH JWG yet, so there is really no answer to the question. Jörg: So this means that we should ask for a clarification of what it means when the text says aligned here.

Conclusion: Noted. Above comments noted and saved for future review sessions.


	NSN, Alcatel-Lucent

	S5-120087 
SP-110892
	Reply LS from TSG SA on formal aspects to be considered for the 3GPP - TM Forum Joint Working Groups

Comments: 

· Olaf: There is not much more we can do in SA5 right now. We just need to wait for the result from SA and PCG.

· Jörg: I think this is OK, we can just prepare the JWG output for approval until we have a decision from SA/PCG (expected end of April). So we will be starting to send any results of that to SA from our May meeting.
Conclusion: Noted.


	TSG SA

	N.A.
	NGCOR related discussion of “Simple Alarm IRP profile”

Problem-statement: 

· Perception by some operators that 3GPP’s Alarm IRPManager (that is the client or service consumer side of the 3GPP Alarm IRP) is too complex to use and too costly to implement. This perception has been expressed in verbal form, and is not available to 3GPP in a written document that would allow for proper discussions.

Statement:

· The current version of the 3GPP Alarm IRP supports the requirements of NGMN NGCOR.

Goal:

· Provide a VIEW of the 3GPP Alarm IRP that eliminates the false perception stated in the problem-statement – mainly by creating a profile (aka package in 3GPP) of the Alarm IRP (and related IRPs) that satisfies the NGCOR requirements.

Identify steps/issues on how to satisfy the goal:

· To be covered: Alarm IRP (Notification IRP??, CS IRP??, NL IRP?? … EP IRP???)

· Documentation formats (how to document the VIEW): tbd

· Table format referring to current IRPs”?

· “import”/ re-format current IRP?

· “Interface” packages a’la Bulk CM IRP?

· Suggested timeline:

· March meeting first draft?

· May meeting finalized?

· Email discussion in-between F2F meetings (complemented by conf calls as needed)

· Questions to be considered:

· Do we need a new SS to support the profile (aka package in 3GPP) of the Alarm IRP (and related IRPs) that satisfies the NGCOR requirements? Ericsson and ZTE have expressed their view that this is not necessary.

Conclusion: Questions and suggestions above should be considered by SA5.

	All RG participants
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	63.1
	Description of the action
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