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Objective:

The main purpose of this ad hoc meeting is to analyse in details the similarities and differences between SA5 Rel-5 specifications and the related CMCC specifications and to propose work item(s) for the SA5 Rel6 work plan considering CMCC’s requirements. See also the main #28bis report in S5-026302.
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Report of the SWG-C track

Additional comments on the agenda:

Following a proposal from AWS, we agreed that it would not be the best use of all experts present to edit work item descriptions on-line during this meeting, but instead focus on discussing and agreeing the main subjects and objectives of 3GPP Release 6 work items that should be proposed to the SA5 meeting #29. 

4.a.1 Common Framework: Description of CMCC Common Framework and some features (such as entry point, Notification Management and Communication Surveillance…)
Tdoc S5-026306 (Initial Entry Point)
Presented by Wang Zhili

Questions:

· The label to connect NMC to session in the diagram, is that an operation? Reply: it is just a label for the meaning (role) of the interface.

· Does compliance with OMG mean that one must use the OMG naming service? Reply: No, it is not required.

· If you create a session, is the IOR returned valid only for one EM? Reply: Yes.

Comments:

· The diagram can have some different interpretations and is a bit inconsistent with the IDL; that could be improved.

· This capability is indeed missing in the current 3GPP framework, and is also applicable to all technologies. Reply by CMCC: Yes, but it may have to be implemented in different ways in different technologies, e.g. some part of this is not needed in a CMIP SS since it is already covered by the CMIP protocol.

· This document covers two aspects: To identify an entry point for the NMS (NM in 3GPP terms), as well as to support the security management. These two aspects should be supported, but separated. Reply by CMCC: Agree.

· Security mgmt is still potentially impacting all specifications, so it may be difficult to specify it completely separate.

Conclusion: There seemed to be a clear openness among the meeting delegates to study this within a Rel6 work item. We will return to this question in the conclusions regarding the complete set of work items proposed for Rel6, at the #28bis closing plenary.

Tdoc S5-026307 (Notification Management Difference)
Presented by Wang Zhili

Questions/Comments:

· The statement that “Bulk transfer preparation error notification is not supported by 3GPP” is not true – it exists in Bulk CM IRP (state change notification in Bulk CM).

· Section 2.1 last paragraph mentions a CMCC capability.  This paragraph may lead to the reader misinterpreting that 3gpp does not have such capability (e.g. to change filter). Current SA5 specifications support the same capability.

· It was noted that the “attach_push_b” has a security risk, so if that would be used (e.g. to support suspend/resume), there is an issue with the security mgmt that we need to resolve.

· The OMG notifications have name-value pairs that are not so efficient for filtering; however the three first fields of the structured event header are useful for that. We should maximise the use of the notification header for filtering. 

· If we start a work item to study Notification handling, we should also consider the ITU alignment there (comment by John Wilber and Edwin Tse).

· In section 2.2, it’s stated 3GPP doesn’t have the Heartbeat function, but it was discussed at the last SA5 meeting (based on CMCC’s contribution), where it was mentioned that there is in fact another feature in SA5 (“TimeTick”) that is similar and could be said to cover the same functionality. This should be further studied.

Conclusion: This contribution should be further studied in some future Rel6 work item.

Tdoc S5-026308 (Communication Surveillance)
Presented by Wang Zhili

Questions/Comments:

· Why do you just want to monitor the notification channel, why not the other direction? Reply by CMCC (WZ): “OK, in a general case it may also be relevant with the other direction. We will study that.”

· The channel id is not visible to the manager in 3GPP currently, so it should be studied.

· The HB function was discussed again, and Wang Zhili was a bit doubtful whether the current SA5 solution (GetSubscriptionStatus + TimeTick) covers the same functionality. We however agreed that they are complementary, and need further study.

Conclusion: This contribution should be further studied in some future Rel6 work item.

Tdoc S5-026305 (Ericsson/ Discovery of IRP supporting specific IRPVersions)
Presented by Edwin Tse

Questions:

· What’s the relationship between this and the getNRMIrpVersion? Reply by Edwin: The getNRMIrpVersion is used by Manager to query the Agent of its supported “NRM IRP” versions and is totally unrelated to this contribution.  (Footnote: what is the relationship between this and the getIRPVersion?  They fulfil separate purposes.  The proposed mechanism allows Manager to discover the IOR of the Agent that provides the wanted (by Manager) network management service.  The getIrpVersion is used by Manager to query (so Manager can verify) the Agent of its supported IRP versions.  To invoke the getIrpVersion, the Manager needs the IOR of the Agent.  In R99, R4 and R5, how the Manager discovers that IOR is outside the scope of the 3GPP specification.  For R6, Ericsson with this contribution (S5-026305) has proposed 3GPP to standardize a mechanism to discover the IOR based on CMCC getHandler concept.)

Comments:

· DZ (Siemens): We need to understand better what is an IRPAgent and how it is related to the CORBA IORs, before we can agree how to standardise this. We also need to draw a conclusion about Siemens question list related to the current ongoing discussion of the CR on Agent cardinality.

Conclusion: This contribution should be further studied in some future Rel6 work item.

4.a.2      CM Framework: description of CMCC CM functions (bulk data transfer, file format, …), comparison with SA5 CM Information Service and proposal for a way forward

Tdoc S5-026309 (Configuration Management Framework Comparison)
Presented by Wang Zhili

Questions:

· Question by AWS: Has CMCC looked at the Active CM functionality when writing this contribution? Because, the Active CM (in Basic Cm IRP) in Rel5 intends to specify the same functionality as CMCC stated are missing in 3GPP. Reply: No, CMCC has not done that.

· Additional question by AWS: Pls. check, after looking at the Active CM, if there are additional requests for the Active CM functionality.

Comments:

- 

Conclusion: This contribution should be further studied in some future Rel6 work item.
Tdoc S5-026310 (File Format Difference)
Presented by Wang Zhili

Wang Zhili commented that the efficiency of ASN.1/BER is higher than XML.

Wang Zhili also asked the group what is the reason for SA5 to choose different file formats.

Questions/Comments:

· FB (Nortel Networks): XML provides room for extensibility (also dynamically online), for vendor specific data, which is very important and we need that. That would be more difficult with ASN.1. With the XML base solutions in SA5, vendor specific data would be connected in a standard way.
· Wang Zhili: ASN.1 also has the ANY type to support VS extensibility.
· FB: Does not agree that XML is less efficient than ASN.1. a) ASN.1 processing cost for encoding/decoding reduces the gain from the smaller data amounts, and b) XML data could also be compressed.
· OP (Siemens): In the very beginning of SA5 discussions, SA5 had concluded that the overhead of XML was not a big issue.
· ET (Ericsson): ASN.1 has previously been used in commercial products with known good processing characteristics …but we are not yet aware that XML have any such proven efficiency yet, so it is so far uncertain whether XML is less efficient than ASN.1 or vice versa. 
· JW: AWS also has some questions around this issue…there has probably been other reasons instead of the efficiency aspects behind the choice of XML.  We may need to investigate this further.
· JS (Motorola): Main reasons for PM to choose XML was the availability of off-the shelf XML tools.
· JM (Vodafone): Wants to draw people’s attention to a contribution to SA5 #29 which may be of interest, regarding tML: S5-020471.
Conclusion: We agreed that we don’t have time to reach a conclusion on this at this meeting, but that it is an important issue that needs further consideration (whether we can and should add ASN.1 as a new optional file format). Thus, this contribution should be further studied in some future Rel6 work item.
4.a.3        CM Network Resource Model: description of CMCC model, comparison with SA5 NRMs (Generic, Access Network) and proposal for a way forward

Tdoc S5-026311 (Questions for 3GPP’s UTRAN CM NRM)
Presented by Wang Zhili

Questions/Comments:

· We noted that this is indeed a relevant question, and it is also related to the discussion of the “Entry point” contribution (CMCC) and the ongoing discussion on SA5 regarding IRP agent cardinality. We need more time than we have at this meeting to investigate this question. Thus nobody so far had any ready answer to the question in the document.

· TT also added that we need more time and contributions to compare all the rest of all NRMs (as the current CMCC specifications are for 2G, and SA5 for 3G). Wang Zhili agreed.

Conclusion: We need to consider these questions more before we can draw a final conclusion.

Tdoc S5-026312 (Questions for 3GPP’s UTRAN CM NRM)
Presented by Wang Zhili

Questions/Comments:

· DZ (Siemens): question to CMCC: What requirements does CMCC have on the NRMs? WZ: Mostly the same as SA5.

· HN (Alcatel): a) The Cell is logically considered as part of the RNC although it is physically implemented in the NodeB. b) There may be situations where the Cells are not yet created, i.e. have zero cardinality.

· JW: AWS also wants to see this model further examined.

· TT: SA5 has earlier agreed that it was not intended to model the transport network aspects in this version; it’s outside the scope. In the iubLink and other link MOCs, we only model the logical connectivity between the different nodes.

· An observation: In Rel5 CN NRM we are looking at other links between CN and radio nodes, which may be worth looking at before concluding this issue.

· JM (Vodafone): In section 3.1, JM expressed his concern that the iub be open, and that we should follow up if there are any questions around that. 

Conclusion: We need to consider these questions more before we can draw a final conclusion.

5.a.1      Continue and conclude CM discussion including identification of work items

See section 5.a.4 below.

5.a.2      FM Framework: description of CMCC FM functions, comparison with SA5 FM Information Service and conclusions of FM discussion including identification of work items

Tdoc S5-026313 (Fault Management Model Comparison)
Presented by Wang Zhili

Questions/Comments:

· ET: getAlarmlist: In the Alarm IRP CMIP SS, it already follows the CMCC approach (asynchronous mode). In the CORBA SS it is today mentioned that in the future, we might consider the “asynchronous mode”. Additional comment related to the “Acknowledgement”: One advantage of using the CMCC (async) method is that the Agent needs not implement the alarm list.  Each time the Agent receives a getAlarmList (or equivalence such as sync alarms), the agent can query the MOs involved for their alarm status and emit the appropriate notifications (carrying current alarm status) towards the Manager.  However, this implementation would not work if acknowledgement information were part of the returned information for getAlarmList.  Such acknowledgement info is not contained in each MO but in alarm list of Agent, and it is part of current SA5 requirements and specifications.

· HN: Why is not the “setComment” useful (“not needed” in S5-026313)? WZ: It has so far been considered by CMCC to be required only on the NMS level, but not EMS level. Comment by JS: It may be useful in a multiple manager scenario. WZ; Yes, correct, and we should consider such an enhancement in a future version. 

Conclusion: We need to consider this contribution more before we can draw a final conclusion.

5.a.3      SM (Security Management) Framework: description of CMCC SM functions
Tdoc S5-026314 (CMCC’s Security Management Model)
Presented by Wang Zhili

Questions/Comments:

· ET: CMCC has mentioned that we may want to consider an enhanced model for SM – could CMCC indicate what that would be? WZ: If the user/psw information transferred could be illegally encrypted by hackers, the enhancement would be not to transfer that information over the network. ET: Good, we should further explore this possibility, because it may make it easier to include SM in current SA5 specifications.

· Application level security level is very important. TT: It is already part of the 32.101, so we already have that requirement.

· In CMIP the SM may have other needs than CORBA.

· Fault mgmt may have specific SM requirements.
Conclusion: This contribution should be further studied in some future Rel6 work item.
5.a.4  Discussion of CMCC contribution about proposal for a way forward.
S5-026316 (Proposal for a way forward)

Presented by Li Yewen

Li Yewen again emphasized the importance of the experience that CMCC already has obtained by using the specifications in commercial products.

Questions:

-

Comments  (statements marked with * are written statements given to TT after the meeting, to further clarify the respective company’s position regarding the way forward):
· JW (not yet confirmed with AWS, but prel. conclusion): The suggestion to have two sets of specifications is difficult. It is almost the same as “no standard at all”. JW doesn’t see that it helps the problem, and the efforts to maintain two sets would be horrendous, as it is difficult to maintain the one set we already have. If we could at least agree to bring the IS specifications together, it may be an option, although not preferable, to have two sets of CORBA SSs in parallel. But as an operator, AWS sees a lot of benefits that the CMCC specs bring, and AWS would like to see a strong common standard.

· JS: Motorola agrees with what JW says. We should have one united standard, also common SSs eventually, even if there possibly may be a need for parallel SSs for some time. It may also be possible to use the standardised way (in SA5) of handling vendor specific extensions, for CMCC specific extensions. 

· WZ: This could be worth considering, and we need to study this further.

· YX (Huawei Technologies): Huawei welcome the CMCC proposals, which are very useful. We should continue trying to achieve the alignment. Current 3GPP specifications are not very clear. How to solve that? CMCC’s specifications are easy to implement quickly, so Huawei therefore believes that parallel specifications is a good solution.

· JS: Motorola believes that the current SA5 specifications are clear, and they have already been implemented in real products. JW: Maybe Huawei means that “there are unspecified parts”, not that what is specified there is unclear. YX: Yes, that’s right.

· ET (Ericsson) whether SA5 specs are unclear can be debated. It is just that some parts are outside the scope of the standard, and that can be implemented by vendors and operators as they wish.

· ET (Ericsson): There are many parts of CMCC’s proposals that Ericsson believes 3GPP should accept. We should align not only the IS level but also the CORBA SSs (solution sets), unless there are big difficulties with some of them.

· EM (Nokia): Agrees with previous speakers. There are a lot of good ideas and solutions in CMCC specs, which should be considered as part of SA5 specs. Nokia also wants to see common specs on the SS level.
· WZ: a) CMCC believes that their framework is more mature, and the mgmt framework can be separate from the resource model. There should not be any differences in the opinions for the NRMs (since they shall reflect the already defined network architecture), so we should focus on the framework alignment. b) CMCC specs are closer to ETSI GSM 12-series, which can enable better migration for vendors who have implemented G2 following that.

· OP (Siemens): What about CMIP solution sets, what does CMCC believe about that? WZ: CMCC has focused on CORBA so far, but we could consider CMIP as well in the future. E.g., for the PM parts, CMCC has reused some ITU-T definitions that are not in SA5 today (and also extended them for efficiency considerations).

(*) Alcatel position regarding the handling of CMCC contributions to 3GPP SA5 standards: We understand that CMCC has invested in the definition of a specification for the management interface of 2G systems and wants to extend it for the management of 3G systems. In so doing, CMCC is bringing a number of valuable contributions to the definition of the 3GPP specification, including for some already approved parts. Alcatel position is that, on the short term, the 3GPP management standard should not be split in 2 branches, thus keeping standardization and implementation efforts to a reasonable level. On the mid term, the introduction of CMCC contributions in the 3GPP standard should be discussed on a case by case basis, where improvement of the existing specifications can be expected.

Conclusion: There was not time enough in the SWG-C session to reach a full consensus on the way forward, nor to define proposals for Rel-6 work items. TT therefore proposed (without objection) that we continue the discussion in the afternoon, in the closing plenary. See further section 6.1 below.

6.1 SWG-C Report (SWG-C Chair)

The SWG-C chair reported from the SWG-C sessions on Thursday afternoon and Friday morning to the closing plenary. The conclusions are that there is a majority of the members who are positive to bringing in the advantages of the CMCC 2G specifications to 3GPP, but there is not yet a clear consensus on how that can be done. Especially, for a long-term solution, a majority of the members wanted to see a common set of specifications.

Regarding the proposals for Rel-6 work items, the SWG-C session did not have time to produce that but wishes to see that this be proposed, either by the closing #28bis plenary, or by individual companies to SA5#29 and #30.

7.1 Proposal for a way forward
See section 5.a.4 above and the overall #28bis meeting report (S5-026302).
7.2 Review of inputs to SA5 #29

See overall #28bis meeting report (S5-026302).

7.3      Any other business
-

