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1 Introduction and Executive Summary

1.1 Session data

The RG WT03 session was held on April 07 2003 during Q3 & Q4 in that afternoon.

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

	Report
	S5‑ 036213r1 
	-
	-
	Report of SA5#33 WT03 session
	Convenor: CMCC 
	-
	New
	Yes
	RG Approved

	Discussion paper
	S5- 036450 32.xx1 
	32.XX1
	R6
	Entry Point Req
	CMCC
	S5-xxx
	New
	Yes
	Agreed for rework 

	Discussion paper
	S5-036269 
	32.xx2
	R6
	Entry Point IS
	CMCC
	-
	Resubmitted
	No
	To be resubmitted

	Discussion paper
	S5-036051
	32.xxx
	R6
	M Entry Point Contribution-tp1
	Motorola
	-
	Resubmitted
	Yes
	Agreed for rework


1.2 Executive summary

1.2.1 Achievements of this meeting

This meeting, rapporteur group focus on discussion EP requirement based on CMCC contributions, which document number is S5-036450.  

Rapporteur group agreed that the EP knowledge about IRP References has no relationship to its Distinguished Name, and, all the IRP References provided by one vendor’s product should be found in at least in one of the EPIRPs implemented by that vendor.

Rapporteur group hasn’t got agreement about the EP federation requirement. The main argument is that the interface supporting federation between EPs doesn’t exist in the study scope of itf-N interface. CMCC proposed that if it is true, this principle is also applied to the interface2 proposed by motorola’s contribution S5-36051.  

Raporteur group hasn’t got agreement about the notification by EP registration and deregistration of IRPAgents proposed by CMCC and Motorola. 

Raporteur group got agreement that the best work method is to divide the EP study into two steps. The interface between IRPManager and EP including the EP Req, IS and SS should be addressed first. After having sent those EP contributions to SA5 or SA for approval, the raporteur group can write CR to relative specifications to introduce new other EP requirements e.g. EP federation or interface between EP and IRPAgents and others. 

CMCC will rework to contributions relative to EP Req, IS and SS to next meeting based on the comments of this meeting.     
1.2.2 Total achievements and progress of this WT in this release (Rel-xx)

· Achievements:


<Got good understanding of EP requirements and the working method how to address different companies proposal>
· Percentage of completion:
30%

· 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):

None.

2. For information to SWG-C and/or SA5 and/or SA:
None. 

3. Documents requested to be withdrawn: 

None.
4. Any other action requested by SWG-C/ SA5:
None.

2 Approval of the last meeting report
The latest last meeting report number is changed into S5‑ 036213r1. After having modified online, this report was approved.
3 Action items
None. 

4 Review of input documents 

4.1 Tdoc/item S5-036451
Although S5- 036451 from Motorola is not detail reviewed again, the main proposals of this contribution have been well discussed in this meeting and phoenix meeting. Motorola is encouraged to write a new contribution based on CMCC’s EP requirement to proposal Moto’s suggestion.

4.2 Tdoc/item S5-036450

In S5-036450, CMCC proposes EP requirement based on the comments from phoenix meeting. The EP knowledge is enlarged and the EP federation requirement has been introduced. Comments from rapporteur group are as follows.

· [Moto]: Tdoc Number x.x.a is questionable.
· [Tecordia]: SA5 should focus on the itf-N between IRPManager and IRPAgent. The federation requirement introduces interface between Eps, whether it should be standardized is a question. We should decide which * itf need to be standardized. The interface between Eps is same as the interface between IRPAgents. No need to standardize interface between IRPAgents. 

· [CMCC] Interface supporting EP federation indeed may not be the itf-N scope. If this is true, the interface2 proposed by Moto’ contribution which tries to address the connection between the EP and the IRPAgent has the same problem. Both of them may not be standardized in SA5.

· [CMCC] As an operator, CMCC is not happy two interface coexisting, one is the interface1 between the IRPManager and EP which has got agreement, the other is the interface2 between the EP and the IRPAgent.  If itf-2 is existed, the vendor may not implement the EP for the having implemented itf-2, which can be used to register to other vendors EP. CMCC would like get rid of the dependency between vendors competing each other.

· [Nortel&tecordia]: Suggest standardizing figure 1 only in R6. other * interfaces can be discussed later via CR.

· [Motorola]: agree to prioritize itf-n as the first phase, and will continue effort on itf-2 later with consideration of CMCC proposed federation concept, which is also proposed to be defined as phase 2. Once agreed on standardizing itf-n (fig.1), motorola would be happy to provide solution for federation. 
· [HUAWEI] No guarantee for other requirements will be approved in rapporteur group discussion after having finished definition of interface between IRPManager and EP.

[Telecodia, after meeting]

 Regarding the topic of federation in the EP IRP.  Telcordia's position is that no attempt should be made to standardize federation, since such standardization would open up the possibility for EP IRPagents to

communucate with each other entirely below the Itf-N.  Telcordia believes this to be a detrimental effect from both Telcordia and Operator perspectives.  Furthermore, Telcordia does not support Motorola's proposal regarding "interface 2" between EP IRP and other IRPs, for similar reasons.  Telcordia also believes that standardization of communication between EP agents and legacy IRPagents (R4, R99, etc) is not possible or desirable; such communication must be proprietary, or dealt with at the NMS level.  Telcordia believes that all of the CMCC objectives and requirements will be met through the basic EP IRP interface mechanism bewteen an IRPagent and an IRPmanager.  Any further high-level federation

can be accomplished by incorporating an EP IRPagent in a mid-level NMS, to be accessed by an IRPmanager in a high-level NMS--with the external knowledge that the mid-level NMS will provide EP information about lower-layer EMSs.
Rapporteur group agreed that the EP WT study activites should be divided into two steps. First step should be focused on itf definition between IRPManger and EP including EP Req, IS and SS. After having sent them to SA5/SA for information or approval, other requirement can be discussed via CR, e.g. EP federation requirement and interface between EP and IRPAgent.  However, whether agreement can be achieved or now is depending on the discussion in rapporteur group is SWGC/SA5. 

· [CMCC]: CMCC supports the notification requirement for the IRPAgent registration and deregistration to EP. For example, when an IRPAgent is created, a createMo notification may be created and sent to IRPManager, for this feature is optional. If this optional feature is not implemented, the IRPManger cannot know the real situation in managed network. IRPManager has to decide the frequency to access the EP to find the new registered IRPAgent references. This will make heavy workload of IRPManager and EP. Even the notification of the creatMO was sent by IRPAgent, it doesn’t mean that new created has been successfully registered in EP. At that time, when IRPManager access to the EP, it is possible that the IRPManager can’t obtain the relative registered information from EP. Based on the arguments, CMCC think that the notification will help the IRPManager to know what happened in EP, and then improve the dynamic consistency with the IRPManager and the managed system.

· [E///]:  Need further discussion for this requirement. 

· [CMCC] E/// confused the requirement and the SS discussion. 

Notification for registration and de-registration requirement is not achieved agreement during the session. CMCC will consider this contribution and resubmit it again to next meeting.
4.3 Input documents not discussed 

 S5-036454 (E OMG Naming Service and EP IRP) from E/// is not reviewed due to lack of time. E/// need resubmit to next meeting.
5 Joint session(s) held with other RGs (if necessary)

None.

6 Any other business
None.

7 Participants 
	Attendee Name
	Company
	E-mail address

	Thomas Tovinger
	Ericsson
	Thomas.tovinger@ericsson.com

	Olaf Pollakowski
	Siemens
	olaf.pollakowski@icn.siemens.de 

	Dave Raymer
	Motorola
	David.Raymer@Motorola.com

	Trevor Pirt
	Motorola
	trevor.pirt@motorola.com

	Edwin Tse
	Ericsson
	edwin.tse@ericsson.ca

	Tapinder Pal
	T-Mobile
	tapinder.pal@t-mobile.de

	LI Yewen 
	CMCC(Rapporteur)
	Liyewen@chinamobile.com

	Clemens Suerbaum
	Siemens
	Clemens.suerbaum@icn.siemens.de

	Krishma Kant
	Telecordia
	kkant@research.telcordia.com

	Jerry Nan
	Ericsson(China) (Co-Rapporteur)
	Jerry.Nan@etc.ericsson.se

	Yorg Schmidt
	Motorola
	T.Schmidt@motorola.com

	YANG Li
	HUAWEI
	afi@huawei.com

	WU Heng
	CATT
	wuheng@sdtm.online.sh.cn

	Frédéric Bonneau
	Nortel Networks
	bonneau@nortelnetworks.com
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