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1 - Opening & participant registration

Participants:  

· Christian Toche, Huawei (convener)

· Klaus Moschner, NGMN

· Bernd Zeuner, DT

· Istvan Aba, DT

· Christof Schnell, Vodafone

· Massimo Banzi, Telecom Italia

· Edwin Tse, Ericsson

· Thomas Tovinger, Ericsson

· Marc Flauw, HP

· Yuval Stein, Teoco

· Jörg Schmidt, NSN

· David Huo, ZTE

· Lukasz Mendyk, Comarch 
· Niu Weiguo, Huawei (via conf.bridge)

· Wang Zhili, BUPT/ITU-T (via conf.bridge)

2 - Agenda approval

Presented by Christian – agreed without changes.
3 - List of contributions http://webapp.etsi.org/meetingDocuments/ViewDocumentList.asp?MTG_Id=30829
[1] S5eCPM0005 Multi-SDO project Converged Management PM Interface definitions
[2] S5eCPM0006 Converged Management PM Interface definitions Project Structure & Working Methods 
[3] S5eCPM0007 3GPP Technical Report 32.831 Study on alignment of 3GPP Performance Management (PM) and TeleManagement Forum (TMF) Interface Program (TIP) Performance Management
[4] S5eCPM0008  Proposal for Meeting Calendar
[5] S5eCPM0014  Draft NGCOR Performance Management Requirements V1.5
4 - Progress report of NGCOR Phase 2 work on converged PM 
Presented by Massimo Banzi.

Questions/comments:

· Edwin: Do you plan to define all KPIs/KQIs and performance counters in this work?

· Massimo: No, I don’t think we will be able to define all possible KPIs/KQIs. We will focus on the key KPIs/KQIs, based on real Use cases / Scenarios. How many we will be able to define depends on the available time.

· Edwin: But where is the demarcation between the requirements coming from NGCOR and the solutions that the Multi-SDO project has to produce?

· Massimo: NGCOR should try to define high-level requirements, with some examples of KPIs and KQIs, which enables the SDOs to define the real KPIs, KQIs and counters. And they should be as technology-independent as possible (but I don’t think they can be completely technology-independent). We do not need to compare/align the counters and KPIs between the SDOs.
· Marc: The KQIs should be high-level and technology-independent, but of course we should try to reuse existing technology and standards also, so it will be a combination of top-down and bottom-up development.
· Yuval: Going forward, this may be a challenge as there are tens of thousands of counters and KPIs. I think the requirements should give a guideline where to start, maybe starting from the SLAs.

Conclusion: Noted (and see more detailed descriptions of the NGCOR Phase 2 converged PM requirements in document [5])
5 - Review of draft NGCOR Phase 2 converged PM requirements [5]
Presented by Massimo Banzi
Note: “Agreed” in this context means “agreed to be proposed for next revision of this document”, not “approved”.

· Questions/comments:

· Edwin: the heading of 4.1.3 should be “Identified Key Quality Indicators and their relation to KPIs”, right? Massimo: Correct.
· Edwin: Can the last “PI” column in 4.1.3 identify the specification where these PIs are defined? Massimo: Agreed, I can add a new column for that.
· Jörg: Shouldn’t 3GPP and other SDOs do that? 

· Thomas: Good question - is this an example table or a requirement?

· Massimo: This is not an exhaustive table, but for the KQIs that we give, we want to make it as complete as possible (as a requirement based on existing technology).

· Edwin: In 5.1, the description of REQ-PM-1 cannot be true that KPIs are technology/vendor independent. Massimo: Agree, we can change it to “as technology/vendor independent as possible”.
· Discussion on REQ-PM-2:  Edwin: The counters (PIs) cannot be required to be harmonized between different technologies. Thomas: Yes, but why is the word homogeneity only used in the title, and not in the Description and Rationale, they all seem inconsistent. Massimo: Right, it is the Description that should apply, which says “PIs shall be defined in  every technology in order to ensure the KPIs to be technology independent (according to R1)”
· David on REQ-PM-3: What is “technology domains”? Massimo: we can change it to “technologies”.
· Jörg on REQ-PM-3: The title seems inconsistent with the definition – “Shareability” and “correlation” mean different things. Massimo: Yes, the meaning is to generate high-level KQIs based on a number of KPIs from multiple domains, so we should improve the title. After some discussions, it was proposed to rename the title to “KQI derivation”.

· On REQ-PM-4: Edwin: Would like to say  “…vendor and operator independent”. Bernd: That is dangerous, because in other places where it is not mentioned explicitly, it could be interpreted as the opposite. Edwin: Yes, but if you have “vendor independent” here, you also need to say “operator independent”.  Bu I really prefer to remove “vendor” here. Massimo: Ok, we can consider that.
· Thomas: What is “Support” in this description? Is it the “Service Support Performance” or some more generic Support? Massimo: Yes, it should be the “Service Support Performance” as defined in E.800. Will be clarified.

· Yuval: on PM-10, I think that this is also dependent on the CM model and query/responses.

· Edwin on PM-10, the same comment about “…vendor and operator independent” applies. Istvan: Then I propose to say “in a standardized way” and remove everything after that. Christian: But if we say “standardized” here, it indicates that other reqs may not be for standardized solutions.
· Jörg: In 3GPP, we don’t “query NEs for PM reports”. Christian: This is only a high-level requirement. Thomas: Then we could say “collect PIs from NEs”.

· Final proposal agreed for REQ-PM-10 Title and Description: “Uniform collection mechanism: NMS shall be able to collect PIs from the network in a uniform (technology and network type independent) way”. 

· PM-11 was also discussed and proposed to be rephrased (remove “jobs”). Edwin: This is really overlapping with PM-10, so we should merge PM-10 and PM-11. Massimo: We will consider this.
· Jörg on PM-12: I didn’t think that NGCOR deal with direct NE interface requirements. Istvan & Bernd: There are some aspects of that specified, but the main focus of NGCOR is and should be on the network interface (Itf-N). This was discussed and the Description proposed to be rephrased to: 

· It shall be possible to transfer performance data from the network in two ways: 

· From EMS to NMS
· From NMS to NMS

· Yuval on PM-13: Can we succeed to reach an agreement on a single standard file format? I think this may be very difficult. Christian and Bernd: We should at least have this as a long-term goal. Yuval: But then I think we need to rephrase this requirement. Thomas: If it is only a long-term goal, we should state that in the requirement. Bernd: No, we shouldn’t weaken this requirement already from start. 
· Edwin: What does “sharing format” in the title mean? Christian: I think that can be replaced by “exchange format”. This was at least agreed (to be proposed). Massimo will consider the comments given on PM-13 for the next version.

· PM-14 and PM-15 were also discussed (together). These requirements should first of all be understood as for “a common template for the KPIs etc”. Bernd and Massimo: But we also want to have a “meta-model”, like an “Umbrella model for PM” with some generic technology-independent KQIs in the way we discussed for requirement PM-4 this morning, from which “concrete” KPIs shall be derived. And if these KQIs shall be technology-independent, this may also put some constraints on the KPIs. 
· Proposal for new PM-14 title: “Unified Model for Indicators definition…”.
· Conclusion for PM-14 and PM-15: These requirements need to be clarified.

· PM-18: Clarify what is “near real-time” – it should be sufficient if the relevant KQIs are satisfied. Each KQI should include its timing requirements.

· Thomas: What is your definition of “PM system” here? Massimo: All components involved in the KQI reporting, i.e. all NEs, EMSs and NMSs.

· PM-19: Can refer to the generic inventory requirements.

Conclusion: Noted, and comments/proposals above will be considered for the next revision of the document. Everybody is encouraged to send more comments by email to Massimo.
6 - Discussion on the objectives of this JWG (short term and middle term) [1] [2]
Presented by Christian Toche

Questions/Comments:

· Marc: For 32.831, the gap analysis made there was based on the TMF TIP_PM_BA  version 0.2 which was a very early internal and incomplete draft version, and today’s existing published version is 1.5 so there are significant differences between v0.2 and v1.5. Christian: This is very important to be aware of for the continued work, we should note that.

· The plan for new specifications and completion dates was discussed, and it was realized that we will probably need to revisit the whole time plan based on where we are today. The order of deliverables should be updated to reflect the completion dates.
· Massimo: What about staffing for the project? Christian: This is really, like in 3GPP, based on the resources and contributions provided by the participating companies. So for example, we are now asking for volunteers to be editors for all the output documents.
· Yuval: I can volunteer to be editor for the PM Templates document.

· Istvan: The “PM Requirements” document title should be “PM Interface Requirements”. Agreed.

· Christian: Then I also propose to change the “PM1” title to “PM Concepts, Principles and High-level Requirements”. Agreed.

Conclusion: [2] S5eCPM0006 to be revised with Yuval as editor for the PM Templates document (Action: Christian), and the dates in [1] S5eCPM0005 have to be discussed later.
7 - Inventory of existing PM solutions [3]
Christian: As we don’t have this available today, I ask everyone to come with a presentation of existing solutions to next meeting. See also agenda item 8 below.

8 - Gap analysis of existing PM solutions [3]
· Christian: Do we want to do a Gap analysis? Maybe we don’t need it, referring to the previous conf.call discussions? What kind of gap? Should we instead of “3GPP-TMF solutions gap” make a gap analysis of existing solutions towards NGCOR requirements?

· After a long discussion, the following was proposed/agreed:
· We make a “distributed gap analysis” on existing solutions/specifications in 3GPP, TMF etc. per subject (templates, requirements, file format etc.), referring to the NGCOR requirements, and then collect the results at  the end in the “PM0” document. 
· We don’t see the need to update the TR 32.831 based on the latest TIP_PM_BA version. However, if some company wants to do it as input to this group, it is welcome.
9 - Future meetings [4]
Input for discussions: Excel schedule proposal based on the SA5 calendar, emailed by Christian.

· Christian: What is the frequency of calls that we need?

· Agreement: Normally bi-weekly conf. calls (which are cancelled if there are no contributions)

· Alternate conf. calls Thursdays with the Model Alignment JWG

· Next calls: 

· 20 December,  15.00 CET

· further calls TBD together with the Model Alignment group

· F2F meeting plan:

· Christian: We should in the first place try to collocate with other SDO meetings (SA5, TMF) and also try to alternate between regions (but maximum one meeting per year in Asia). Secondly, if separate meetings are needed, NGMN in Frankfurt or ETSI in Sophia Antipolis may be possible. Then we also need to consider major national holidays.

· Possible options: 

· Collocate with NGCOR partner meeting in China, January 30-31

· Collocate with SA5#58 in Qingdao, 22-24 April

· Collocate with NGCOR partner meeting in Italy/Germany, 6-8 May

· Collocate with SA5#89 in Sophia Antipolis, 3-5 June

· Collocate with SA5#91 in China, 21-23 Oct. 
10 – AOB
-

11 - Summary of action points
1. All: Provide more comments on document [5] by email

2. Christian: [2] S5eCPM0006 to be revised to S5eCPM0015, with Yuval as editor for the PM Templates document and new titles etc.
3. All: Provide a presentation of existing PM templates/solutions to next meeting.
12 - Closing

The meeting was closed at 18.30 CET.

