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1
Opening of the meeting

The meeting was hosted by China Mobile in Beijing China Mobile Design Institute office. Christian Toche, SA5 Chairman, opened the meeting at 14:00 on Monday 2 July welcoming 3GPP delegates in Beijing and thanking China Mobile for kindly hosting of the meeting.

2
Approval of the agenda and registration of new documents

The agenda in S5-121450 was agreed without any changes.

The proposed time plan in S5-121451 was slightly modified during the meeting and revised in S5-121475 which was then further revised in S5-121482.
ADN was used during the meeting to register new and updated documents: http://webapp.etsi.org/meetingDocuments/ViewDocumentList.asp?MTG_Id=30513  
3
IPR declaration 

The attention of the delegates to the meeting of this Technical Specification Group was drawn to the fact that 3GPP Individual Members have the obligation under the IPR Policies of their respective Organizational Partners to inform their respective Organizational Partners of Essential IPRs they become aware of.

The delegates were asked to take note that they were thereby invited:

    -To investigate whether their organization or any other organization owns IPRs which were, or were likely to become Essential in respect of the work of 3GPP.

    -To notify their respective Organizational Partners of all potential IPRs, e.g., for ETSI, by means of the IPR Information Statement and the Licensing declaration forms (http://www.etsi.org/WebSite/document/Legal/IPRforms.doc)

4
Converged  management of fixed and mobile networks
4.0
General

4.0.1
S5-121464 Project NGCOR Phase 2
Presented by Istvan Aba (Deutsche Telekom).

Discussion: 
- Ericsson: About the green “ticks” on slide 2, how can they be marked as “done” when SA5 member companies have had questions on them, e.g. tooling, which are not resolved? 
- Deutsche Telekom: We have not had enough resources in NGMN to do that (and Phase 1 had to be closed), this was the decision by NGMN and the focus of this presentation is on Phase 2.

- Ericsson: I also note that for the Modelling and tooling, there is no word “Extension” as for “Converged Operations Requirements”.  
- Deutsche Telekom: That is just because the JWG is not finished yet.

- Nokia Siemens Networks: We appreciate that this presentation is made here, and I think it is better if we discuss comments on the Phase 1 result directly with NGMN. 

The group agreed that further comments on the above can be discussed in relation to the NGCOR LS (S5-121455).

- Huawei: Which boxes on slide 3 belong to which of the 4 sub-projects? 
- Deutsche Telekom: The four in the middle. The other boxes are parallel activities.

- Ericsson on slide 4: Why is network sharing related to the Converged Management? Reply: The CN in 3GPP is defined both for the mobile and fixed access, according to an SA2 specification.

 - Ericsson on slide 7: Isn’t HetNet only for mobile networks, so why is it relevant for converged networks? 
- Deutsche Telekom: The word heterogeneous here has nothing to do with “HetNet”, it just means various types of networks.

- Ericsson on slide 9: We welcome the idea to reduce the number of parameters over Itf-N. But what do the “thousands of parameters” mean? Shouldn’t they be on the NE side if the number of parameters over Itf-N is so reduced? 
- Deutsche Telekom: All parameters are still thought to be on the manager side, but the numbers going over Itf-N can be reduced if different “templates” are used, that’s the general idea.  
- Nokia Siemens Networks: We welcome this presentation as said, but I would request that this in the future is completely aligned with the Phase II project plan, which is not the case now. 
Conclusion: Noted.
4.1
NGCOR gap analysis
4.1.1
S5-121455 Liaison Statement from NGMN Alliance - NGCOR Requirements v1.3
Presented by Christian Toche (SA5 chairman).

Discussion: 

- Ericsson: On REQ-MT (80) “The SDOs/ organisations shall use – if possible – open source modelling tools. XMI shall be used as common interchange format”, we have asked for clarification a) to whom, and for what purpose, 3GPP needs to provide its XMI and b) from whom, and for what purpose, 3GPP would need to receive XMI. NGCOR have not provided opportunity to clarify this. 

- Ericsson: On REQ-MT (82) “Open interchange formats shall be agreed to export/import data between the tools in the chain.”, if the tool chain is within one SDO, then the REQ is irrelevant. If the tool chain is spread out among SDOs, then clarification on REQ-MT (80) is required.

- Ericsson: On REQ-MT (83), a single tool shall be used to map/transform the protocol- specification into the protocol-specific specification, two comments: 

a) If an SDO wanted to use a tool to do map/transform for production of its specifications is not a matter of NGMN.
b) The wording of this REQ-MT (83) disallows SDO-1 and SDO-2 to use the same tool e.g. SDO-1 runs its copy of a tool and SDO-2 runs a copy of the same tool, for their specification productions. This REQ-MT (83) says between SDOs, there is only one SDO using the only tool for production of the all SDOs specifications. We do not agree with such requirement.

The group agreed that the LS from NGMN will be replied from August SA5 meeting and that the SA5 document on tools will be attached to the reply LS.

AP Ericsson to provide a draft LS reply to NGMN NGCOR for SA5#84.

Conclusion: Noted.
4.1.2
S5-121473 Proposed structure for NGCOR/3GPP gap analysis
Presented by Jörg Schmidt (Nokia Siemens Networks).

Discussion: The proposed format was discussed. It was proposed to add more information by copying requirements from NGCOR and also copying parts of 3GPP specifications addressing those requirements. A choice will have to be made at SA5#84 on how to document the result of the analysis and the detailed analysis itself. 
AP Nokia Siemens Networks and Huawei to update the NGCOR compliance TR with two possible options for SA5#84.

Conclusion: Noted. 
4.1.3
S5-121484 Draft output LS on the clarification of FM-REQ (7)
Presented by Jörg Schmidt (Nokia Siemens Networks).

Discussion: Online editing was done on the draft LS.  

Conclusion: Changes were captured in S5-121485 which was then agreed.
4.2
Project plan for Multi-SDO Converged Management PM Interface definitions
4.2.1
S5-121459 Requirements for PM for converged network
Presented by Liang Shuangchun (China Mobile).

Discussion: 

 - China Mobile: This is the draft requirements copied from NGCOR phase 2, we ask for comments and feedback.

- Huawei: KPI and KQI will be defined in this document?

- China Mobile: No detailed definition, just KPI and KQI requirement will be defined, no counter is defined in this document.

- Ericsson: What is the difference between KPI and KQI, and where is it defined?

- China Mobile: KQI and KPI are defined in TMF, KPI is related to network, KQI is related to service. We need to check whether ITU has also defined them.

- Huawei: In references clause: “32.831 V1.0.0”, the version is wrong, it should be V10.

- NSN: What is the meaning “when applicable” in clause 3?

- China Mobile: This is just coming from NGCOR template.

- Huawei: For use cases, the requirements are for EMS or Itf-N?

- China Mobile: It should be for Itf-N, the description will be made more clearly.

- Ericsson: Actor role should refer to Element Management System or Network Management System.

- China Mobile: It should be NMS, we will update the related use cases.
Conclusion: Noted, offline comments after the meeting are welcome. 
4.2.2
S5-121460 Draft gap analysis of PM between TMF and 3GPP
Presented by Liang Shuangchun (China Mobile).

Discussion: 

- China Mobile: This is only an example, the purpose of this document is for M-SDO discussion. We want to know whether it is useful or not?

- Ericsson: It is like FM comparison between 3GPP and TMF. It is very useful, but it depends on the source from TMF.

- Nokia Siemens Networks: In TMF, PM is defined in both MTOSI and TIP, I am not sure which one is better to be compared.

- ZTE: Support to be done for MSDO, but not for NGCOR.

Conclusion: Noted

4.2.3
S5-121487 Discussion on M-SDO Converged Management PM preparation
This document will be provided after the meeting by Christian Toche (Huawei) based on the discussions held in Beijing.
Conclusion: For email review.
4.3
Project plan for Multi-SDO Converged Management Model Alignment (Phase 2)
4.3.1
S5-121474 Discussion on M-SDO Converged Management Model Alignment (Phase 2) preparation
Presented by Jörg Schmidt (Nokia Siemens Networks).

Discussion: The document was reviewed and some on line editing was done which was captured in S5-121486. 
AP Nokia Siemens Networks to contact NGMN to check how document management will be done in M-SDO JWGs. 
Conclusion: Revised in S5-121486 which was then agreed. 
4.4
IRP framework enhancements to support Management of Converged Networks
4.4.1
S5-121454 New IS Template for Converged Management IS specifications

Presented by Edwin Tse (Ericsson).

Discussion:

· Nokia Siemens Networks: For the qualifiers in the attribute table, the Model Repertoire and UIM have more properties, but not shown here (isOrdered, isInvariant etc.). Same for the values (True, False, etc.). 
· Ericsson: Correct, and we have to make a choice in SA5 for how much of those that we choose to show/define and where in this template. Everybody should consider this before we decide. The properties will translate to the number of table columns (one per property) and their headings of the class attribute table (W4.3.a.2) and the common attribute table (W4.4.1) plus the legal values in our IS template.

· Nokia Siemens Networks: There are 4 remaining properties which are not covered today – should we cover all of them and how should we model them? 
· A discussion followed about possible ways to model them. One important question was: How can we make all properties fit into one table? That will be difficult.

· Wang Zhili: I think we should select which columns to have, based on the requirements.

· Ericsson: We could look at the UIM; how it has been made there today.

· Ericsson: Yes, but we probably don’t not want to do it in the same way in SA5 because it could be difficult to understand and interpret. We can also look at the proposed new NRMs based on this new IS template (input to this meeting) and try to elaborate how it could look like if we add some of the missing properties.

· Wang Zhili: We can also try to combine more than one property in the same column. 
· Nokia Siemens Networks: Yes, and we have already done that for e.g. the Information type, legal values and default values.

· Wang Zhili: Another way could be to define some common properties in one table and deviating properties (from the common) in another table. 
· Ericsson: Yes, but we have to be careful with how to do that because it can become ambiguous.

· Ericsson: Before we continue, let us ask the question whether we want to include all of the not yet covered Model repertoire properties in the IS template. A short discussion concluded that we want to include all of them.

· Wang Zhili had three more comments: 

1. The Unique, Multiplicity and Type properties are all related so maybe they can be combined. 

2. The Type also includes Multiplicity.

3. The notification properties are not covered either, so this seems to be a fifth missing property to be addressed.

· The extra row indicating “Attribute related to role” is missing in the two example tables. Agreed to be added.

· The sub clause title “Definition and Legal Values” should be updated, as well as the column heading “Information Type/Legal Values”, to reflect the new contents. Second column should be named “Documentation”.

Conclusion: Noted. Update using the agreed changes above to be submitted to SA5#84.
4.4.2
S5-121456 JWG RMA changes 32622-a00 to 28xyz
Presented by Edwin Tse (Ericsson).

Discussion:

· Nokia Siemens Networks: When you say Import, don’t you have to inherit from the UIM? I don’t see that. 
· Ericsson: It is in the inheritance diagram.

· Nokia Siemens Networks: Why is Top in the containment diagram? We found out that it has always been there but is not really needed because it is enough to have it in the inheritance diagram, as it is abstract and does not contain anything. Agreed to remove Top from the containment diagram.

· Huawei: In the new containment diagram, why are some containment relations going “upwards”? 
· Ericsson: I can try to fix that, make it more top-down and left-right.

· Wang Zhili: The definition of Any seems ambiguous. After some discussions, it was realized that the optional Note (in the UML diagram for Any) should be defined in the Model Repertoire instead, for the <<ProxyClass>>. 
· Wang Zhili: I even propose to make it Mandatory. No objections to that. Action: Ericsson to make this change in the contribution and propose it to the JWG for the Model Repertoire.

· Nokia Siemens Networks: In the new containment diagram 6.2.1 I would like to revisit the decision to exclude the containment of VsDataContainer as well as the removal of “Any contains ManagedFunction”. 
· Ericsson explained the reasons behind the changes.  
· Nokia Siemens Networks: I need some more time to consider this.

· Huawei: Why is the recursive containment of SubNetwork to itself not included in the diagram? 
· Ericsson: Because it is defined in Domain_ which is inherited from the Umbrella model. This is something that has to be observed for other classes as well.

· Nokia Siemens Networks: Remove the CM notifications from the table in 4.5.1 because they are already defined in 4.5.2. Agreed.

· Nokia Siemens Networks: We want to keep the earlier principle to omit the sections that are not used in the class definition – it looks “ugly” to have many empty sections. 
· Ericsson: I have proposed this for consistency. It also becomes “ugly” after some years of updating a TS when the number of subclauses are very different in different IOCs. Agreement after some discussion: We keep all four subclauses as proposed by Ericsson, but we need to find a more clear style for how to express “None” when there is nothing to define, or define in the IS template what “None” means for each subclause. 
· Nokia Siemens Networks: Why is the old sentence in 4.3.5.4 for ref. to common notifications replaced by the new more detailed reference? Agreement: We go back to the original sentence, updated for correct reference to common notifications.
· Ericsson: Also remember to update the TS title according to our (pending) agreement.

Conclusion: Noted. Update using the agreed changes above to be submitted to SA5#84.

4.4.3
S5-121457 JWG RMA changes 32792-a00 to 28.xyz
Presented by Edwin Tse (Ericsson).

Discussion:
· Same comment as for S5-121456 about ref. to common notifications.

· Update the TS title.

· Ericsson: Forgot to update “TMAFunction” etc. to use upper case for “well known abbreviations” in several places. Agreed – to be done as much as possible.

· Ericsson: The “CM support qualifier” should use Arial font also for “CM”, not Courier New. Agreed to update everywhere.

· Nokia Siemens Networks: Why has the M been changed to CM in 4.3.1.3? 
· Ericsson: Because it was earlier M plus a condition described below, therefore it must be CM.

· Nokia Siemens Networks: I can’t find the role attribute theSectorEquipment of GSMCellPart in the UML diagram. 
· Ericsson: Good question, I have to check it (including why GSMCellPart is removed).

· Nokia Siemens Networks: In 4.4.1, the title “Definition and Legal Values” may need to be updated, as well as the column Legal Values, to reflect the new contents. 
· Ericsson: Yes, we should consider this and check with the IS template (which already has a new heading for the rightmost column which had been missed here).

Conclusion: Noted. Update using the agreed changes above to be submitted to SA5#84.
4.4.4
S5-121458 Proposal for new 28- and 32-series TS number structure and titles
Presented by Thomas Tovinger (Ericsson).

Discussion:

· What to do with 28.101-102? Not clear yet, to be considered. Maybe “Release withdrawn” and try to reuse the numbers and rename the titles later.

· Add comment for 28.606: “Ongoing request to renumber this to 28.603”.
· What to do with “Converged Management” in all TS titles? A long discussion about this… Agreement: We propose to “remove” (don’t put) “Converged Management” in any TS title. 
AP SA5 chairman to check if there a problem if the 32-series and corresponding 28-series NRM TSs have the same title.
· We continued discussing the number for the TR “3GPP-TMF Model Relationships & Use Cases” – 28.801 or 32.836? 

· If we use the 28.801, it gets “lonely”…

· If we use the 32-series, MCC have already allocated 6 new TRs there after the SA plenary (without asking the SA5 chair which is strange), so we need to use a new number.

· Why not in the 32.900-series which gets published and should be keep updated. SA5 chairman: Not sure if it makes a big difference. More practical to have it together with all other TRs. 

· Agreement: Use the first freely available TR-number in the 32.800-series.

· Re: The question on new SS templates in 32.153, we don’t need to decide about that now. 
· Ericsson: We need to update it in order to add a mapping table for XML. 
· Nokia Siemens Networks: We have to wait until we have agreed on the operations model.

· Continued review of attachment 2:

· Deutsche Telekom: Why do we need to move/duplicate 32.17x (SuM NRM)? 
· Nokia Siemens Networks: Because due to the new IS template it would become very messy with many Void subclauses etc.

· Huawei: We can check with MCC if we could make an exception to update the subclauses in the existing 32.17x.

· 32.300 agreed to be kept in “black font” – does not need to be duplicated.

· Question on PM documents: We don’t think they need to be “touched” for converged management now. But we should plan for a block of PM documents in the 28-series in the future.

· Conclusion will be drawn after discussion of S5-121471.

Conclusion: After discussion of S5-121471, everything is covered by the agreed S5-121477 (update of S5-121471), so S5-121458 can be noted.
4.4.5
S5-121461 JWG RMA overall Impact to NRM IRPs
Presented by Edwin Tse (Ericsson).

Discussion: No comments. 
Conclusion: Noted.
4.4.6
S5-121462 JWG RMA changes 32642-a00 to 28xyz
Presented by Edwin Tse (Ericsson).

Discussion:

· Same comment as for S5-121456 about ref. to common notifications.

· Update the title.

· The column heading in the common attribute table should be according to the template.

· Wang Zhili: Why is the diagram 6.4.1 using <<ProxyClass>> for the class ProxyCellList? A comparison with S5-121457 revealed that ProxyCellList should probably be an <<IOC>> instead of <<ProxyClass>>, because it is only one class in 32.792, with three association (role) attributes. Ericsson will check and correct this in 32.692 and 32.642 (or the corresponding new specifications). Even the name ProxyCellList is misleading and should be considered. 

· Nokia Siemens Networks: We have some concerns on this – it is not how I thought this model was designed… Ericsson explained the history behind this, due to a tool limitation.

· Ericsson: This contribution is based on the Rel-10 version, but it should be the latest Rel-11 version, no? 
· Ericsson: It doesn’t matter because it has to be redone later anyway based on the latest version when we create the real specification for approval in SA5 (this is just an example contribution and this work started when the Rel-11 version was not available).

Conclusion: Noted. Update using the agreed changes above to be submitted to SA5#84.
4.4.7
S5-121463 JWG RMA changes 32712-a00 to 28xyz
Presented by Edwin Tse (Ericsson).

Discussion:

· Wang Zhili noted that the extra row indicating “Attribute related to role” is missing in the two example tables of the IS template. Agreed to be added.

· We then continued to elaborate on-line about a proposal for how to add the missing attribute properties (compared to the Model Repertoire):

· In the class attribute table, add two more columns for isInvariant and isNotifiable.

· In the common table’s rightmost column (Information Type/Legal Values), add the remaining properties: Datatype, Multiplicity, isOrdered, isUnique, defaultValue, allowedValues.

· Possibly place the Datatype in a separate column of the common table.

· Rename Read qualifier to isReadable, ditto for Write.

· In the common table, rename second column to Documentation (to keep it the same as in the Repertoire)

· For the values (True, False) we agreed that it is enough to use one value e.g. “M” for the Support/Read/Write qualifier.

Conclusion: Noted. Update using the agreed changes above to be submitted to SA5#84.
4.4.8
S5-121466 Proposed clarifications and actions on ITU-T SG2 comments on JWG Model Repertoire
Presented by Jörg Schmidt (Nokia Siemens Networks).

Discussion:

- The agreements were captured in revised version S5-121479.

- Item 1: Proposed action agreed. In addition, Zhili also wanted to look at the new IS template proposed.

- Item 2: Proposed action agreed.

- Item 3: Proposed action agreed.

- Item 4: Proposed action agreed.

- Item 5: Proposed action agreed.

- Item 6 bullet 1: Proposed action agreed. And SG2 will consider how to relate M.3020 to the new Model Repertoire in the future, in Phase 1 or 2.

- Item 6 bullet 2: Proposed action agreed.

- Item 6 bullet 3: The last sentence of the clarification needs correction which is noted in S5-121479. Wang Zhili also asked if we want to make the proposed changes to add missing data types in phase 1. Reply from the group: We can try but it may be difficult to do it in time before it is closed. If not possible, it will be proposed to phase 2. 
AP Ericsson to propose bitstring and null to the JWG as part of phase 1.

- Item 7 bullet 1: Proposed action agreed.

- Item 7 bullet 2: Wang Zhili asked if we could not remove the SS qualifier if it is not used anymore. Nokia Siemens Networks commented that it may be used in the future again for new SS technologies. We agreed to add a Note on restricted usage of the SS qualifier in Phase 1. 
Conclusion: Revised in S5-121479, which was then agreed.
4.4.9
S5-121467 Discussion and proposal on TS number(s) for Profile TSs
Presented by Thomas Tovinger (Ericsson).

Discussion:

· Nokia Siemens Networks: We would prefer an Informative Annex to an existing TS, especially since it would resolve the problem if there is any conflict between the profile and the TS that it makes a selection of. Secondly, the profile information is not expected to be very large, maybe 1-2 pages, so it is “overkill” to create a new TS for that. Thirdly, we don’t foresee more than one profile.

· Huawei: We also need to decide if the profile information is normative or informative.

· Ericsson: The question of which document applies if there is a conflict can be resolved by a statement in the profile that the “original document” takes precedence over the profile. And we are not yet ready with the contents of the new FM Solution profile, so maybe it is better to wait with the decision until we know more about that.

Conclusion: Noted
4.4.10
S5-121468 Proposal for draft update of WID “IRP framework enhancements to support Management of Converged Networks”
Presented by Thomas Tovinger (Ericsson).
Discussion:

- 32.105 should be 32.107 as proposed in S5-121458.

- Rapporteur resp. split can be removed (no need as PCG has not decided on this yet).

- Ref. [3] and last line of clause 4 can be removed as this has no impact.

- We need an exception for this WID in September.

- The revision marks need to be “cleaned up”, i.e. no “change on change”, and revision marks against the SA approved version (in Tdoc 1018 from Sarajevo).

- The yellowed text in the objective needs to be reworded and most of it perhaps even removed.

- All agreed new or changed TS numbers (based on other contribution agreements) need to be reflected here.

- We should introduce the FMH report as a new TR against this WID as well.

- Correct error in subclause 2.0: this WID is a WT, not a Feature. Update all relevant subclauses in 2.x, (SA5 chairman will update the table in 2.3). Add the Unique Id.

Conclusion: Noted. Update using the agreed changes above to be submitted to SA5#84. 
4.4.11
S5-121469 CR 32.690 Add missing requirements to Inventory Management
Presented by Huang Shuqiang (ZTE).

Discussion:

· Ericsson: Should we say “3GPP Networks” or something else? E.g. 32.101 uses “3G networks” and PLMN. Reply: It has been used in some other 3GPP specs. We agreed to ask MCC for guidance. Maybe we should even use “Converged networks”.

· Huawei: Some comments on the cover page… the format seems a bit corrupted, and some typos… and why is this related to the “IRP enhancements” work item? Reply: This was earlier suggested in the Top OPE requirements discussions.

· Nokia Siemens Networks: we have also had some discussions in the JWG about Inventory, but due to time limitations and NGCOR dependency, it has been agreed to move it to phase 2.

· Huawei: Do you also plan to update the Stage 2 spec.? Reply: Not intended right now. We just tried to add a similar statement as bullet 14, for SW mgmt.

· It was proposed to rephrase bullet 16 to be more clear: “The format and values of the software versions…”.

· Ericsson: Added bullet 17 seems to have a reasonable requirement as background but is confusing in the wording; it is mixing up consistent models (which is reasonable) with correct real-time usage of licensed functionality, so what is the target of this requirement? Huawei added to this: We don’t have a licensing management functionality yet defined; only some licensing information in the Inventory model. Reply: This is not what we meant…. we can remove the end of the sentence after “i.e.”. 
· Huawei: Still not fully clear…what is licensing info in measurements? It was agreed that this needs some further clarification.

Conclusion: Noted. Update using the agreed changes above to be submitted to SA5#84.
4.4.12
S5-121470 Status 3GPP-TMF Model Alignment Comments Resolution
Presented by Jörg Schmidt (Nokia Siemens Networks).

Discussion:

· No time to discuss the issues (except the names issue and Top inheritance discussed in other contributions at this meeting). 

Conclusion: Noted 

4.4.13
S5-121471 Draft work sharing plan on applying JWG output in 3GPP
Presented by Jörg Schmidt (Nokia Siemens Networks).

Discussion:

· We noted some editorial mistakes which were corrected.

· We agreed in principle that this plan seems agreeable as a “further developed version” of the Ericsson contribution S5-121458, creating a more clean structure and allowing for more space between blocks for new IRPs of the same type, even if it thereby has less reuse of existing 32-series TS numbers (last 3 digits) for the NRM IRPs, the latter which would make it easier to find and remember the number of a particular NRM IRP in the 28-series.

· Revised version with some minor corrections will be in S5-121477.

Conclusion. Noted – see continued discussion and conclusion for S5-121477 below.

4.4.14
S5-121472 Options & Recommendation for transitioning from 32-series to 28-series NRM IRPs
Presented by Jörg Schmidt (Nokia Siemens Networks).

Discussion:

· It was noted that everything stated for Rel-12 should be for Rel-11, and everything stated for Rel-13 should be for Rel-12.

· The background was well recognized.

· We discussed the different alternatives and recommended option 2. There were several opinions expressed in particular:

· It may be very difficult to explain to SA why we want two parallel versions of the same TS in the same release.

· Everybody should discuss at home with their product managers which alternative they prefer.

· We need an “early warning” to the industry that we are planning to withdraw existing specs.

· We should never create any Rel-12 versions of NRMs with CRs (in Berlin or later) if we plan to discontinue them in Rel-12.

· We should be aware of the work to update all references to existing 32-series NRM IRPs to the new 28-series, is it possible to do it before the end of the year with option 1? 

Conclusion: Revised version in S5-121478 capturing the found issues with the release numbers etc.

4.4.15
S5-121478 Options & Recommendation for transitioning from 32-series to 28-series NRM IRPs (revised)
Clean up of  S5-121472.
AP everybody to consider the options in S5-121478 for decision to be taken at SA5#84
Conclusion: Noted.
4.4.16
S5-121477 Draft work sharing plan on applying JWG output in 3GPP (Revised)
Presented by Jörg Schmidt (Nokia Siemens Networks).

Discussion:

- Ericsson: Have some concerns about using FMC in the title of the four JWG output documents. Need some more time to consider this, before Berlin. Agreed that we keep it open.

- Some updates of the work split proposal were agreed.

- New title for 32.157 (New IS template): We need a proposal for this, to be considered before and in Berlin. No concrete proposal was agreed, even is some were discussed.

- All the TS titles were updated during the week in Annex A of S5-121477 (before it was uploaded). 
Conclusion: Agreed 
4.4.17
S5-121476 Stereotype related to names for FMC Model Repertoire
Presented by Edwin Tse (Ericsson).

Discussion:

· We requested some clarifications in 5.3.3.1, which lead to a rewording online, saved in a new revised version.

· Some minor errors were also noted and corrected.

· Wang Zhili: In 5.3.1, could it be possible to name Class1 in Fig. 15 by using both the <<names>> and “namedBy>> to two different targets? Reply: Yes. But using two <<names>> or two <<namedBy>> would not be allowed. It was agreed to add a description of his rule (how to use multiple names within multiple naming contexts), and drafted a proposal online.

Conclusion: To be revised in S5-121480.
4.4.18
S5-121480 Stereotype related to names for FMC Model Repertoire (revised)
Presented by Edwin Tse (Ericsson).

Discussion:

· Some minor corrections were noted.
Conclusion: Accepted to be input to the JWG RMA comments resolution discussions. The source was agreed to be changed to “SA5 ad-hoc meeting”.

4.5
Fault Management Solution Profile for NGCOR 

4.5.1
S5-121453 FM Solution Profile for NGCOR Fault Management Requirements
Presented by Edwin Tse (Ericsson).

Discussion:

· Huawei: What are the changes compared to previous version? Reply: Not shown because it is made as a new contribution (since it was not “approved” at the last review). This is OK as long as we have not decided whether this shall be a new TS or not. It should follow the normal draft TS/TR process if we decide to create a new TS, and that should be decided ASAP.

· Mark had some editorial questions and clarification questions in clause 5, which were accepted and clarified by Ericsson.

· Huawei on Section 2: The referenced documents should have the complete titles. We also checked the format of the reference statements, and the SA5 chairman took an action to check with MCC if hyperlink/URL address is required for external references.

· Ericsson: Clause 1 should be Scope, not Purpose and Scope.
· Ericsson: Maybe we should not have subclauses in Scope. Agreed to write the text without subclauses.

· Ericsson: Editorial: Format of 3.2.
· Ericsson: Do you still intend to complete clause 6 which is TBD now? 
· Ericsson: I want to discuss this with the group if we really need it (earlier requested by Orange). I don’t think it is necessary, because it should contain the same information as the previous chapter, just in reversed form. 

· Deutsche Telekom: I think it is useful. 

· Ericsson: It is just a mechanical process to produce a second table with the “reversed direction”. 

· Huawei: You could also describe it in a “matrix” form, with one column per requirement. This would combine everything into one table.

· Conclusion about the above question on clause 6: Ericsson will try to present the “reverse mapping” in the next version, and consider the proposed alternatives.

· China Mobile: The Annex A, I understand that the descriptions are a summary of NGCOR requirements, not all requirements. 
· Ericsson: It was my intention to capture all of them, but I will check it once again.

· Nokia Siemens Networks: Do we need more text in this document in order to describe the profile?

· Huawei: Good question – in this document I cannot find “what is the profile”, I just see a kind of compliance statement. 

· Ericsson: It is described in the Introduction and Scope. 
· Huawei: Yes, but that it needs to be described in the main body of the document as well, to show what makes up is the profile. 
· Ericsson: Ok, I will work on that, to describe what is the profile.

· Nokia Siemens Networks: It could even mean that we need to update some existing IRPs to fulfill some NGCOR requirement. 
· Ericsson: That has nothing to do with the profile. 
· Nokia Siemens Networks: OK, agree but it is still work that we may have to do.

· Huawei: We also need to decide if the profile is normative or informative. 
· Nokia Siemens Networks: The way Ericsson has proposed it, as a new TS, it would become normative. 
· Ericsson: Yes, but let us consider that once again after this discussion.

Conclusion: Noted. To be updated to next meeting considering the comments above. 

4.5.2
S5-121465 Stage 1 mapping between NGCOR FM requirements and 3GPP Fault Management Solution
Presented by Zou Lan (Huawei).

Discussion:
· Ericsson: The title and section 3 Rationale are inconsistent and a bit confusing whether the objective of this contribution is to provide a mapping between NGCOR-3GPP FM requirements or between NGCOR requirements and 3GPP FM solution. Agreed that it should be clarified.

· Huawei: There is a risk of confusion between this Work Item and the WI on NGCOR compliance. I don’t think we should put this kind of compliance information in this Profile, it should be in the NGCOR compliance TR.

· Huawei: I also find this formatting difficult to read, with narrow columns and many almost empty pages.

· Ericsson: Imagine that 3GPP is fully compliant to these requirements. Then we have no problem. But if 3GPP is not compliant to some NGCOR requirement, what should we do? We can still not draw the conclusion that the 3GPP solutions are not compliant to NGCOR. This is the limitation of this kind of comparison. 
· Huawei: If we identify such a case, we should identify and describe what we should do to become compliant.

· Nokia Siemens Networks: I don’t think this document should go into this SP. 
· Huawei: I think that most of it can go into the NGCOR gap analysis, but maybe some of it can go into this SP.

· Ericsson: How do we act when we have noted that we need some clarification of the NGCOR requirements? 
· Nokia Siemens Networks: I think we should collect questions like that in the TR and perhaps also sent in an LS to NGMN, before we publish the TR.

· Ericsson on requirement 1: I claim that 3GPP is compliant to this; it is just another solution.

· Huawei stated that it seems that we cannot compare requirements, then, but also the Stage 2 solutions. 
· Nokia Siemens Networks: We need to compare both requirements and solutions.


A more detailed discussion occurred in the context of NGCOR Gap Analysis (AI 4.1):
- Req-9:

Ericsson: NGCOR does not differentiate the requirement and solutions. There may have many solutions to satisfy a reliable communication for alarm. 

Deutsche Telekom: The first two bullets don’t cover all use cases. 

Ericsson: Agree. Need to think how to do with the GAP analysis. 

Nokia Siemens Networks: NGCOR will not change their docs. Pragmatic approach is to document how we interpret and how we do with our solutions. 

Huawei: Need to keep the comparison on stage 1 and stage 2 both.

Ericsson: we should not do solutions comparison if NGCOR requirements contain solutions.

Huawei: Compare our solution with NGCOR requirements.

Huawei: Provide 3GPP alternative solutions with our interpretation of NGCOR requirements.

Huawei: No need to rewrite the NGCOR requirements with 3GPP interpretation.

Deutsche Telekom: where is alarm reliable transport ?

Nokia Siemens Networks: 3GPP may have more funcs like “acknowledge”.


- Req-10:

Nokia Siemens Networks: 3GPP has provided CS IRP which does not only work for alarms.

Huawei: don’t copy the text in 3GPP spec to avoid the duplication.

- Req-11: 
Agree.

- Req-12: 

Nokia Siemens Networks: what does “except” mean?

Huawei: I mean 3GPP provides more functions than the requirement asked. Will need reword.

- Req-13:

Nokia Siemens Networks: There is another function called “AlarmListRebuilt” which can also satisfy the requirements.

Conclusion: Noted. To be resubmitted to SA5#84 based on the structure of the gap analysis TR.
5
Any other business
No other business was identified.
6
Closing of the meeting
Christian Toche, SA5 Chairman, thanked China Mobile for the excellent organization of the meeting in Beijing and thanked all the delegates for active participation in the meeting. He then closed the meeting at 13:00 on Friday 6 July.
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