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Introduction

This is a report of the 3G Configuration Management (32.106) Rapporteur Group Session from the meeting of SA5 #9 in Sophia Antipolis, hosted by ETSI.

Participants 

The following delegates participated in the meeting, fully or partially:

Gaetano Chicchitto, Siemens

Edwin Tse, Ericsson

Kimmo Kakko, Sonera

Tapinder Pal, T-Mobil

Alfonso Della Fera, TIM

Geoff Caryer, BT

Yutaka Takeuchi, NTT DoCoMo

Ulf Hubinette, Ericsson 

John Mudge, Vodafone Airtouch
J-F. Maudoux, France Telecom CNET

Rebwar Fatah, Fujitsu

Thomas Tovinger, Ericsson (Rapporteur)

Approval of agenda

The agenda was approved without comments.
1 Registration of documents

1.1 Input documents

Meeting
Tdoc
Title
Source
Status after meeting #9

6
S5-99179
Generic alignment procedure between NM-OS and NE-OS [FM and CM]
Siemens
Discussed

6
S5-99184
Use of "equipment-summary" object classes at the interface between NM-OS and NE-OSs [CM and FM]
Siemens / Italtel
Discussed

6
S5-99187
Draft proposal for Configuration Management work item document
Ericsson
Discussed. Superseded by S5-99216

6
S5-99188
New document proposed for definition of Notification IRP
Ericsson
Discussed. Superseded by S5-99303

6
S5-99189
New document proposed for definition of "Name Conventions for MOs" related to the IRP framework
Ericsson
Discussed

7
S5-99211
3G TS 32.106 v0.2.0 "3G Configuration management"
Ericsson
Revised - see S5-99216

7
S5-99216
3G TS 32.106 v1.0.0 Configuration Management
S5 secretary
Discussed. Superseded by S5-00009.

7
S5-99266
Report from CM rapporteur group at SA5 #7
Ericsson
Noted

8
S5-99293
Input to 32.106 - N-Interface
Siemens (LH)
Approved with updates

8
S5-99303
Input for 32.106 - Revised Notification IRP Information Model
Ericsson
Approved with updates

8
S5-99334
Report from CM rapporteur group at SA5 #8
Ericsson
Noted

9
S5-000009
3G TS 32.106 v1.1.0
3GPP support
Agreed

9
S5-000036
PM object model requirements
PM Rapporteur
Noted

1.2 Output Documents to SA5 plenary

Version 1.2.0 of 32.106 – see section 3.2 of this report.

2 Action items from last meeting

Item
Task
To
Status after meeting #9

8.1
Can/shall we document everything for the IRP Information Service in UML?
All
Closed

8.2
Investigate the need and possibility to support setting of multiple attributes with same value (at Itf-N)
All
Closed

8.3
Investigate the need and possibility to support setting of default values (at Itf-N)
All
Closed

8.4
Investigate the need and possibility to support more complex "action" commands  (at Itf-N)
All
Closed

8.5
Investigate the need and possibility to support command files (at Itf-N)
All
Closed

8.6
Review the 32.106 v1.1.0, the Notification IRP (S5-99303) and Name convention for MOs (S5-99189) to meeting 9.
All
Closed

2.1 AI 8.1 Can/shall we document everything for the IRP Information Service in UML?

TT gave Ericsson’s opinion (which BT also emphasized): Without everybody using the same tool, we have to use MS Word documents to document diagrams and specifications. The documentation is also more easily made readable if MS Word is used. This will be true for the Resource Model as well. Everybody agreed.

2.2 AI 8.2 Investigate the need and possibility to support setting of multiple attributes with same value (at Itf-N)

Conclusion: We don’t see the need for it in Rel. 99, but we are prepared to discuss it again if the FM or PM group inputs such requirements. For Rel. 2000 it will certainly be interesting to consider again, however.

2.3 AI 8.3 Investigate the need and possibility to support setting of default values (at Itf-N)

Conclusion: We don’t see the need for it in Rel. 99, but we are prepared to discuss it again if the FM or PM group inputs such requirements. For Rel. 2000 it will certainly be interesting to consider again, however.

2.4 AI 8.4 Investigate the need and possibility to support more complex "action" commands  (at Itf-N)

Conclusion: We don’t see the need for it in Rel. 99, but we are prepared to discuss it again if the FM or PM group inputs such requirements. For Rel. 2000 it will certainly be interesting to consider again, however. This type of function needs to be more specifically defined, connected to the Resource Model, if it shall make any sense to standardize it. This means that the second bullet of section 7.3 in 32.106 will be removed in the next version.

2.5 AI 8.5 Investigate the need and possibility to support command files (at Itf-N)

Conclusion: We don’t see the need for it in Rel. 99, but we are prepared to discuss it again if the FM or PM group inputs such requirements. For Rel. 2000 it will certainly be interesting to consider again, however. This type of function needs to be more specifically defined, connected to the Resource Model, if it shall make any sense to standardize it.

We see this as the same type of requirement as the “Action” discussed in 2.4 above, i.e. no need for two different requirements.

This means that the third bullet of section 7.3 in 32.106 will be removed in the next version.

2.6 AI 8.6 Review the 32.106 v1.1.0, the Notification IRP (S5-99303) and Name convention for MOs (S5-99189) to meeting 9

Done.

3 Discussion of the current TS version (32.106 v1.1.0, Tdoc 00009)

3.1 Technical discussion

Following comments were received:

1. What does Passive and Active CM mean (section 7.2-7.3)? Is this terminology defined in any other standards? It was explained and suggested that better names are found (“passive CM” really is not passive – it just means retrieval based interface). We don’t know of any other standard defining these terms. However, so far no better names could be found so it remains until something is proposed at a later stage. Action: None.

2. In section 7, 2nd paragraph, the last but one sentence is suggested to be rephrased to: “To fulfil this requirement, some generic functional object classes (which model the network resources in a generic way) are needed…”

3. Updates according to section 2.4 and 2.5 above.

3.2 Conclusion/recommended action to SA5

The updates according to this meeting’s discussions, recorded in section 3.1 above, are reflected in a new version 1.2.0 of 32.106. This is forwarded to SA5 for approval.

4 Discussion of other input documents to SA5 CM

4.1 Tdoc S5-99303 (Notification IRP)

4.1.1 Technical discussion

1. The background section 1.1 will be updated to refer to the 32.102 document.

2. The terminology shall be updated to reflect the terms used in 32.101.

3. Section 1.4: Terms CORBA, IDL, SNMP, CMIP shall be removed.

4. Section 1.4: Sort alphabetically.

5. Section 2.1: What is the difference between Context B and C? Ericsson will consider if it can be more clarified until next meeting.

6. 4.1.2: Can the subscriptionId be used also for the suspend/resume/changeFilter, instead of SystemReference? It was confusing to some delegates why there are two different parameters for a similar purpose in the different operations. Ericsson will investigate and clarify this to the next meeting. The result of this discussion may also affect the formulation of 3rd paragraph in 4.1.3.1.

7. An observation was that there may be items here which are not relevant in the CMIP solution set. However Ericsson believes that all mandatory items (e.g. attributes) in the Information Services/Models should be meaningful and possible to support also in a CMIP SS. This has to be verified for each item, though.

8. 4.1.2.1.8: SubscriptionId should be added as an input parameter.

9. 4.1.3.1 first sentence: Change “reference” to “ActorReference/Destination”.

10. Question if we can remove last paragr. of 4.1.3.1 as it was considered a bit confusing. Agreed, as it has no technical implications to remove it.

11. The need for the Suspend and Resume operations was questioned, as the suspension of events may cause loss of information. However it was regarded by some operators as useful in some situations, and it is also optional to use. Thus it was agreed to keep these operations.

4.1.2 Conclusion/recommended action to SA5

Recommendation to the SA5 plenary: This document is recommended to be approved as part of the baseline document (as an Annex), after updates and clarifications according to the notes in 4.1.1 above.

ACTION ITEM 9.1 (TT): Update Notification IRP: Information Service specification according to section 4.1.1 above.

ACTION ITEM 9.2 (TT): Clarify questions on Notification IRP: Information Service specification as described in section 4.1.1 above.

4.2 Tdoc S5-99189 (Proposal on Name convention for MOs)
Not treated due to lack of time.

4.3 Tdoc S5-00036 (PM object model requirements)

It was only briefly discussed due to lack of time. Everybody is encouraged to review it to the next meeting, when it will be discussed again.

5 Next steps and planning of ad-hoc meetings (if necessary)

It was considered most efficient to start the CM rapporteur group session at 9.00 on Monday of the next ordinary SA5 meeting, and before that meeting to exchange contributions and comments over email only. Thus no extra ad-hoc meeting is planned.

Especially everybody was encouraged to create and review contributions for the network resource model.

ACTION ITEM 9.3 (All): Create and review contributions for the network resource model to meeting #10.

6 Any other business

6.1 Adherence to the work item description.

It was requested by T-Mobil that we study the work item description for the CM group and whether we have any problems with the adherence to that. There was no time to analyze this in this meeting; thus everybody was requested to consider it to the next meeting. The document to consider is: Approved work item description from the TSG SA June plenary (TSGS#4(99)273) (slightly changed compared to the document originally proposed by SA5 (S5-99114).
ACTION ITEM 9.4 (All): Consider the adherence to the approved SA5 CM work item description (TSGS#4(99)273) to meeting #10.
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