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WG3 O&M Ad Hoc Chairman
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Meeting Report from RAN-WG3 O&M Ad Hoc Meeting #2


Introduction

RAN-WG3 conducted an O&M Ad Hoc meeting on 1/6/1999. The meeting was held parallel to the main WG3 plenary meeting, starting at 16:00 and ending at 21:00. The meeting was chaired by Andrew De La Torre (Vodafone), who was also accepted by the delegates to record meeting minutes.

The chairman clarified it was essential for the group to agree on the functional division between Logical O&M and Implementation Specific O&M, so that the NBAP specification containing the Logical O&M could be functionally stabilised before the end of WG3 meeting #4. He encouraged delegates to propose alternatives wherever problems or disagreements existed, in order to ensure good progress would be made during the Ad Hoc.

The chairman briefly presented document TSGR3#4(99)556 which was a liaison from the GSM Association 3G Co-ordinator. (Note: This document was also presented in parallel at the WG3 plenary). This document discussed the formation of a virtual project team within the GSM Association to progress the work relating to open interface in UMTS. It also provided some guidelines and recommendations for the progress of work in this area. The chairman reminded the delegates of our responsibility to deliver open interfaces in UMTS, and encouraged them to contact the GSM Association 3G Co-ordinator with a view to participating in the work of the virtual project team.

Approval of the Agenda

The chairman presented a second draft of the proposed agenda (TSGR3#4(99)467) for the meeting. He also proposed that document 514 be removed from agenda item 5, and moved to agenda item 8. It was further proposed to treat documents 510-514 in sequence, at the beginning of agenda item 8. The agenda was accepted with these changes.

I3.05 and Related Submissions

TSGR3#4(99)431 – The chairman asked that the baseline document I3.05 be reviewed for any necessary clarification. The chairman acknowledged that a number of documents to be treated proposed changes to the structure of this document and the addition of new sections, and asked delegates to provide any comments relating to the existing sections. The document was briefly presented by the chairman – no comments were received.

TSGR3#4(99)442 – The document was presented by Thak Patel (Lucent). The document requested clarification on the O&M management perspective of Node B, and suggested a possible approach for this. Robert Petersen (Ericsson)  commented that he understood RAN-WG3 had already decided the approach, that being an independent management for the Implementation Specific O&M and an RNC interaction for the Logical O&M. The chairman questioned whether the scope of the proposal was for Implementation Specific O&M only or Implementation Specific O&M and Logical O&M. Thak clarified it was for both O&M interfaces. However, Thak clarified that he acknowledged the existence of core traffic functions that were not O&M, which should not be covered by this proposal. Michael Truss (Motorola) commented that there was confusion regarding the split between logical O&M and traffic functions. Geoff Preston (Vodafone) commented that he was unclear as to what the Lucent proposal covered.

Thak questioned the chairman regarding his companies requirements for this management perspective – did he desire a mediation function in the RNC for Logical O&M. The chairman responded stating he believed the Node B consisted of 2 different management aspects, the Logical Resources and the Node B implementation. With this view, the chairman felt that the RNC should be the proper owner of logical resources, and he did not see the RNC as performing a mediation function because the Logical O&M supports resources owned by the RNC.  Michael commented that he also supported this approach, but pointed out that a number of cell parameters may be Node B implementation specific and therefore cannot be owned by the RNC. Geoff acknowledged this was the case but stressed that these manner of parameters should not impact on the generic cell model held in the RNC.

The chairman suggested the Ad Hoc were in agreement in several key areas and summarised as below:

1. Implementation Specific O&M is directly managed between the Node B and the management system – agreed.

2. The RNC acts as an ongoing controller for generic cell parameters (following initial configuration) – agreed.

3. NO agreement existed relating to the initial configuration route of Logical O&M parameters – accepted.

Karl-Heinz Nenner (T-Mobil) proposed that a working assumption be taken that the parameters the RNC requires knowledge of should be owned by the RNC, and that the scope of these can be defined later. Thak pointed out that the danger of dividing the ownership of functions was that difficulties could be introduced in realising a multi-vendor environment. The chairman acknowledged this as a risk, and commented that this is why he believed the ownership division should be simple – Logical Resources in the RNC and Node B implementation in the management system.

After long discussion Geoff proposed that the functional divisions could continue without the need to agree a management perspective for Node B. It was proposed by the chairman that we suspend this discussion and continue accordingly – no objections were received.

TSGR3#4(99)440 – The document was presented by Dirk Kistowski (T-Mobil). The document discussed the need for Implementation Specific O&M in UMTS, and proposed a number of key functional areas where standardisation should be performed. Thak commented on a statement in the paper relating to the standardisation of performance statistics. It was pointed out that not all statistics can be standardised, and that vendors will always offer additional vendor specific statistics. This was acknowledged. The chairman asked for clarification on the statement that the parameters and statistics transmitted in the network should be limited – was the intention that this would be a limit imposed by the operator (not the standards)? This was confirmed. The chairman also pointed out that the current assumption for the routing of the Implementation Specific O&M through the RNC was that the RNC would terminate only at the ATM layer. As such, the interface towards the management system would also be ATM which contradicted a related statement in section 3. The chairman then asked whether the group should consider the possibility that RNC should terminate the Implementation Specific O&M interface at a higher layer (i.e. IP), thus giving the flexibility for the transport protocol between RNC and management system. Some discussion took place and the group agreed to suspend this discussion and return to it later. The chairman did not feel the paper proposed anything that was not in place already so the paper was noted.

TSGR3#4(99)465/TSGR3#4(99)471 – Document TSGR3#4(99)465 was presented by the chairman. The document proposed content for the I3.05 document – including a proposal for functional assignments between Logical O&M and Implementation Specific O&M. It was proposed that this document should be treated following a presentation of document TSGR3#4(99)471. This document was then presented by Michael Truss (Motorola). The document contained a number of comments against document TSGR3#4(99)465.

Michael commented that on the whole Motorola supported the functional descriptions provided in document TSGR3#4(99)465. However there were a number of areas requiring clarification as described in his submission. The comments in document TSGR3#4(99)471 were then treated:

Link termination and Management – Michael clarified that he understood that IMA had been selected as a link management technique, and as such this function would not be necessary. A discussion took place regarding the requirements in this functional area, and it was concluded that the Ad Hoc delegates did not feel sufficiently informed to make a decision on the suitability of IMA for this purpose. The chairman proposed that the Ad Hoc generate a liaison to the WG3 plenary asking for assistance on the following points:

1. Is IMA compulsory on the Iub interface?

2. Can IMA satisfy the requirements for Iub link management?

The chairman agreed to draft and submit a liaison to the main meeting.

Cell configuration – Michael clarified Motorola’s position regarding cell configuration, stating it was envisaged a number of Node B specific cell parameters might exist to realise additional functionality. The meeting accepted that this manner of parameters should be configured via Implementation Specific O&M – Michael agreed to provide some additional text for the functional description to clarify this. It was also agreed to include a new section and some text in section 8 to reflect support for these parameters over Implementation Specific O&M.

Performance monitoring – Michael stated that he believed the scope of measurements required in the real-time category would be limited, but he accepted the need to allow a mechanism for such measurements. Thak asked for clarification on the scope of these measurements. The chairman agreed that the scope of these real time measurements would probably be small, and gave DL power and UL interference as examples of such real time measurements. It was agreed to include these examples in order to clarify the scope of the categories of performance monitoring.

Timing and Synchronisation – Michael expressed a concern that the Iub needs to support the configuration data for Node B timing and synchronisation. The chairman clarified that the scope of the information supported over Logical O&M for this function related to alarm conditions and performance, not configuration. It was also stated that this should be preserved to provide visibility of this critical function in Node B.

Coding and channelisation – Michael stated that Motorola felt the issue was the capacity of Node B. The chairman pointed out that the capacity was a dynamic factor which would be affected by many air interface factors, and this is why this function should be assigned to Logical O&M. The chairman also clarified that only the RNC has access to the code tree, so the exchange of this function must be supported over the Logical O&M. Michael commented that he would need to discuss this further in Motorola before commenting.

Initialisation And Software management – Motorola proposed some new text to be included in section 8, reflecting the support of software management over the Implementations Specific O&M. This was accepted. Terhi Virtanen (Nokia) questioned the process envisaged for a software download, and the need for Logical O&M support of this process. The chairman clarified one possible process envisaged, and explained the Logical O&M interaction is required for the case where the software process impacts on traffic. Under these conditions the RNC must decide whether the impact on service is acceptable, and have to opportunity to defer or reject such operations. It was also agreed that the section in chapter 7 should be renamed ‘Software Initialisation’ and the new section in chapter 8 should be called ‘Software management’.

Some additional comments were then made against document TSGR3#4(99)465. Karl-Heinz commented that in section 6.3 the description of the need for a configuration database should not be restricted to hardware alone, since the ability to perform a similar function for software is also important. This was agreed and it was accepted to change the text as follows:

The function should further manage a database capable of storing the software and hardware configuration information to serial number/version resolution (i.e. replaceable unit level).

Thak commented that the text ‘to RNC/management system’ should be added to the end of section 6.6. – this was accepted. Karl-Heinz commented that the requirements for controlled access to Node B described in section 6.14 were confusing, and it was agreed to remove the text ‘- though access via the RNC/management system should be controlled at the relevant source’ to make this more specific.

The chairman proposed that the remaining I3.05 contributions should be considered before the document TSGR3#4(99)465 is considered for acceptance.

TSGR3#4(99)433 – The document was presented by Stephan Recker (Mannesmann). The document proposed the elevation of the document to 3GPP internal specification (25.93x), and some structure changes and section additions for UTRAN O&M procedures. Thak asked about the reason why the document status should be raised. The chairman pointed out that the benefit was to other WG’s in 3GPP, and particularly SA-WG5. As a 3GPP specification it would be available to other groups in a more stable form. Some discussion took place and it was decided that at this stage there was no clear requirement to support this proposal. Some clarification was requested regarding the proposal to modify the structure and add a new section. After clarification it was decided that this could be approved.

TSGR3#4(99)435 – The document was presented by Stephan Recker (Mannesmann). The document proposed the inclusion of a set of descriptions relating to important UTRAN O&M procedures – to be inserted into the newly created section agreed in document TSGR3#4(99)433. Stephan clarified that the proposal to use a file transfer mechanism for the configuration applied only to the Implementation Specific O&M, this concept on Logical O&M was for further study. It was agreed to add a note to reflect this. Michael questioned the relevance of the submission to the overall aims of I3.05. Stephan clarified that the aim was for the UTRAN O&M procedures to identify the important functions that require standardisation. Thak commented that under the cellular network configuration procedure the reference to the case of a ‘smaller modification’ was very unclear. The chairman proposed the followed change which was accepted.

Delete: In case of a smaller modification this notification message will contain all necessary information for the modification.

Replace with: However, both discreet message and file transfer methods should be supported for cellular network configuration, enabling the selected mechanism to be chosen dependent on the number of parameters to be configured.

The document was accepted with these changes.

TSGR3#4(99)436 – The document was presented by Stephan Recker (Mannesmann). The document proposed a UTRAN procedure for the installation of a Node B. Zhongrong Liu (T-Mobil) commented that the procedure does not show the exchange of the cell information from the management system to the RNC. Stephan clarified that this would of course be necessary and it was agreed to modify the procedure to reflect this. Elliot Stewart (Motorola) commented that following the Node B configuration a resource notification message is sent from Node B to the RNC, however at this point no resources have been defined. Stephan clarified that this was a very simple message to reflect the Node B was ready for the RNC to configure the cell. The chairman proposed the renaming of this to Node B Healthy – this was accepted. Robert asked whether all the messages shown were intended top be part of the NBAP – Stephan stated this was not the case, the procedure aimed to identify the required NBAP messages and therefore did not propose any. Zhongrong asked about the reason for the independence of the RACH/FACH setup stages at the end of the procedure. The chairman suggested that this was supposed to represent the ‘activation’ of the cell, and it would be better to consider these as part of the cell configuration from RNC and include a ‘BCH transmission begin’ stage at the end. This was accepted. Elliot commented that the cell configuration should actually consist of Radio Resource related configuration and Implementation Specific configuration, Stephan agreed that this was the case. Michael proposed that the statement relating to the RNC being capable of triggering Node B initialisation is for further study should be removed. This was objected to and it was agreed to keep the statement. The document was accepted with these changes.

TSGR3#4(99)508 – The document was presented by Pierre Lescuyer (Nortel). Robert asked for clarification on the Node B congestion management function described. Pierre clarified that the function performs congestion management of internal Node B functions and buses, not traffic congestion management. The chairman asked about the statement in section 3.1 stating this is Logical O&M – pointing out that this type of function would be Implementation Specific. Pierre clarified this only aims to indicate support on the Logical O&M for impact notification on the Logical Resources resulting from congestion problems. Karl-Heinz stated he was still unclear on what was meant by this, the chairman clarified the function would only provide notification over Logical O&M of resource impact. Michael commented that he believed the paper was addressing management level functions and suggesting these should be implemented in the UTRAN – on this basis he could not support the paper. Pierre answered that he believed the division between Logical O&M and Implementation Specific O&M was a crucial part of the proposal. A long discussion took place in an effort to clarify the proposals in the paper. Notably the chairman asked for clarification of the diagram in section 3. The chairman also commented that the proposal did not include functions to address the areas of synchronisation & timing and link management. Motorola, T-Mobil, Ericsson and Vodafone all commented that they were unhappy with the level of the paper and did not believe it offered anything beyond document TSGR3#4(99)465.

The chairman commented that he believed that in many areas this paper and document TSGR3#4(99)465 were aligned, but that at this point it did not appear that delegates could agree on any of the proposals in the paper. The paper was not accepted.

CONCLUSION – The chairman proposed that 2 principle submissions were considered for I3.05 – document TSGR3#4(99)465 and TSGR3#4(99)508. Since no agreement could be reached on the latter, the chairman proposed that each section proposed in TSGR3#4(99)465 should be considered in turn. The document was agreed (with all earlier agreed changes included) as follows:

· Introduction – no objections.

· Scope – no objections.

· Section 4 – Thak proposed that the Logical O&M should be renamed to Resource Management. A discussion was held relating to the implications of this. Notably, concerns were raised on the definition of Logical O&M and the suitability of the name to this. The chairman proposed that the existing name be kept, and that in the definitions (section 3.1) a reference be made to the definition provided in the UTRAN Overall Description (25.401) in section 10.1.2. This definition was reviewed and the proposal accepted.

· Section 5 – Thak proposed that the diagram should be labelled with the Logical O&M as oppose to the Iub interface. It was agreed to change the label Iub interface to ‘Logical O&M (Iub Interface)’ in both the diagram and text below it.

· Section 6 – Thak proposed that the functions consisting of both Logical O&M and Implementation Specific O&M should be presented as sub-chapters and not a single block of text. Geoff objected to this stating he believed these were single functions and better described as such. It was agreed to leave the text as proposed. Thak commented on the suitable of the names chosen for the 2 categories of section 6.6. Thak proposed Resource Alarms would be more suitable than Resource Events. Geoff commented that this is a more generic description and better suited the intended purpose. Thak commented that he would accept this naming for now but may provide a contribution proposing a change.

· Section 7 – Comments were made regarding the suitability of the name Performance Monitoring – Real Time. A discussion took place regarding possible alternatives but it was agreed to accept the proposed name for now.

· Section 8 – Accepted.

Since the published meeting close time had passed, the chairman asked the delegates whether they wanted to continue or close the meeting and agree to refer the outstanding documents back to the main WG3 meeting. It was agreed to close the meeting.

Chairman’s Conclusions

· Proposed inputs to I3.05 were agreed and discussed. (Post Meeting Note: The chairman has produced document TSGR3#4(99)568 in accordance with the agreements reached in the O&M Ad Hoc, for approval by RAN-WG3) Significantly, the O&M Ad Hoc has identified the Logical O&M functions to be included in NBAP as follows:

1. Cell configuration

2. Common channel management

3. Dedicated channel management

4. Coding and channelisation

5. Resource event notification

6. Software initialisation

7. Link management and termination

8. Performance monitoring real time.

· The concept of a link management function, and the suitability of IMA for this, could not be agreed This is referred back to RAN-WG3. (Post Meeting Note: The chairman has produced document TSGR3#4(99)567 to liase toRAN-WG3 the request for this issue to be addressed)
· A proposal to rename Logical O&M to Resource Management could not be agreed. This may be addressed through future contributions.

· A decision on the management philosophy of the Node B for cell resources could not be reached. This is referred back to RAN-WG3. (Post Meeting Note: RAN-WG3 have agreed a working assumption for cell configuration and management philosophy – see document TSGR3#4(99)572)
· The Ad Hoc could not identify a requirement to raise I3.05 to 3GPP internal specification status. This decision may be re-assessed in the future.
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