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1 Introduction and Executive Summary

1.1 Session data

This joint WTC1-C2 session was held on Monday, 7 April 2003 during Q2 & Q3 (1/2).

The following Tdocs were input to this session:
	Type
	Input Tdoc#

-> Output Tdoc#

(if changed)
	TS(s)
	Rel
	Title
	Source
	Replaces
	Input Status
	Reviewed
	Output Status

	Discussion paper
	S5-036452

-> S5-036452r1
	32.xxx
	R6
	Intention and/or Interpretation of Qualifier M and O
	Ericsson
	-
	New
	Yes
	Agreed in principle

	CR
	S5-036469
	32.102
	R6
	Qualifier on Interfaces
	Telcordia
	-
	New
	Yes
	Agreed in principle

	Discussion paper
	S5-036461
	32.xxx
	R6
	Generic operation to abort Operations
	Siemens
	-
	New
	Yes
	Discussed, to be resubmitted or updated

	CR
	S5-036474
	32.102
	R6
	32.102 Rel6 Add New “Network Qualifier” column to IS Template for IOC attributes
	Ericsson
	S5-036299
	Updated after previous review.
	Yes
	Discussed, to be resubmitted or updated

	Discussion paper
	S5-036455
	32.102
	R6
	Introduction of “conditionally mandatory” qualifier
	Ericsson
	-
	New
	Yes
	To be resubmitted


1.2 Executive summary

1.2.1 Achievements of this meeting

Input to this session was 5 contributions, of which 4 were reviewed. Two of these were agreed in principle (CRs to be finalised at next meeting) and two were discussed, to be resubmitted or updated.
1.2.2 Total achievements and progress of this WT 
· Achievements:


See above.

· Percentage of completion:
 ~50% of known contributions 

· Problems:


none

1.2.3 Action requested by (and information to be forwarded to) SWG-C / SA5 

1. The RG requests SWG-C/ SA5 to approve the following documents (and forward the CRs to the TSG SA plenary):

-
2. For information to SWG-C and/or SA5 and/or SA:

-

3. Documents requested to be withdrawn: 

-
4. Any other action requested by SWG-C/ SA5:

-

2 Approval of the last meeting report

S5-036210 r1: Approved.

3 Action items

	Item
	Description
	Release
	Owner
	Status after meeting #23
	WT RG respon-sible
	Target date

	32b.1
	Create an updated and combined version of S5-036032, 035 and 112. (Post-meeting note by the Rapporteur: Decide for which releases this should apply)
	Rel4/5/6 (?)
	Edwin, Olaf, Dave R.
	Open
	WTC1/C2
	Meeting #34

	32b.4
	Coordinate CRs for Rel4 correspd. to the CRs in action item 32b.3.
	Rel4
	Frederic
	Open
	WTC1/C2
	Meeting #34

	33.1
	Resubmit CRs submitted to this meeting and not reviewed to next #33bis meeting, specifically those related to actions 32.2, 32.3, 32.b.2, 32b.3 closed at this meeting.
	Rel4/5
	all
	Closed
	WTC1/C2
	Meeting #33bis


Review of action items:

32b.1: Not done yet. Dave volunteered to drive the completion of this Action item, planned to next meeting.

32b.4: Ongoing. There is a contribution input to this meeting, but the AI is not completed yet.

4 Review of input documents 

4.1 Tdoc/item S5-036452 (Interpretation of M and O)

Presented by Edwin

Questions: 
-

Comments:
· It was noted by E/// that this cannot create a formal rule; we can only reach an agreement of a recommendation (of how the process works to decide M or O).

· CMCC asked how to define which operators we are talking about and how they are represented here. TT replied that we mainly have to consider operators directly represented in SA5.

· Siemens asked whether or not we also need to consider the functionality of each feature before we make a decision. Agreed that this also is behind every decision.

· Motorola: The flexibility of the standard (using Optional features) is the important factor behind the decision process; not whether or not a feature is required by an operator or vendor.

· Siemens: Agrees with the contribution, but we should not allow too many optional features. It should also be clarified that it is not for sure that “if all or most operators want a feature, it shall be made Mandatory” – there may be other considerations to be made by vendors as well, e.g. the cost or complexity for implementation. 
· Motorola: If we expect that no (or few) vendors will implement a feature, it should not be Mandatory, otherwise it will break the usefulness of the standard.

· CMCC proposed to send this contribution to SWGA and SWGD as well, as this concerns everybody using IRPs.

Conclusion: Edwin will update the contribution (in S5-036452r1, already done during the meeting), based on comments above, and send it to all SWGA/C/D.

4.2 Tdoc/item S5-036469 (Qualifier on Interfaces)

Presented by Krishna

Questions:
-

Comments:

· We should look at the contribution in S5-036455 before we draw any final conclusion, as it is related. Agreed.

· Frederic and Dave were not happy with the statement “If the qualification is not present, the said operation or notification shall be “public””. Better would be with “no default” so as to force every specifier to give a value for this qualification. Agreed.
· This is for Rel6. If approved, we need to update all R6 IRPs (IS and SS) specifications to qualify the interfaces.

Conclusion: Provisionally agreed with comments above (meaning that the contribution has to be updated to the next meeting), until we have looked at S5-036455.
4.3 Tdoc/item S5-036461 (Generic operation to abort Operations)

Presented by Olaf

Questions: 
-

Comments:

· Krishna: This would require us to “type” operations, since the abort could have complex effects on state diagrams.

· Frederic: Some operations require specific parameters, which makes it difficult to create a generic operation.

· Dave: Interesting idea that is worth studying. It may be difficult from a generic perspective,  but it may be possibly to define an SW pattern that solves it.

· Tapinder: What to do with existing abort/cancel operations? (The BC issue).

· Jörg: We also have to consider if an operation is synchronous or async.

· Olaf: This paper intends mainly to trigger the discussion and to see if we want this, not to provide a ready solution.

· Trevor: The behaviour for different cases can be different, which makes it difficult to find a generic solution.

· Edwin: What is the intent of this (use cases etc.) – is it to ease the implementation, to create a more object oriented solution for the NM’s benefit, or what?

· Olaf: “If the group finds it difficult to find a generic operation, Siemens doesn’t want to fight for it. We just want to know the group’s opinion if we should go ahead with this.”

Conclusion: Siemens and everybody will consider the comments above, and based on this, Siemens may or may not update or resubmit the contribution to the next meeting.

4.4 Tdoc/item S5-036474 (“Network qualifier”)

Presented by Thomas

Questions: 

· Tapinder: “What value does this give, this is still not clear”. It could cause us a lot of work to update existing NRMs.

Comments:

· Trevor: Premature to put this in the template before we have clearly understood and agreed on the meaning of the qualifiers, and to which attributes it shall be applied. It is still a bit unclear

· Krishna: Agree that it’s still a bit unclear as to what “Network affecting” means.

· Thomas asked Motorola, or whoever has concerns with the proposal, to provide some examples of the problems and possible solutions to the next meeting (via email discussion or a formal contribution), as we had very limited time to discuss the contribution. 

· Dave: UserLabel is an example that Motorola developers have identified as a borderline case.

· Jörg: It would be better to continue the discussion in C1, to see more examples of the implications on NRM attributes.

Conclusion: Thomas will consider the comments above, and possible input off-line, and if necessary/possible update the contribution. Otherwise it will be resubmitted (perhaps next time to WTC1).

4.5 Input documents not discussed 

S5-036455 – should be resubmitted. Email comments before next meeting are encouraged.

5 Joint session(s) held with other RGs (if necessary)

-

6 Any other business

-

7 Participants
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