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1 Introduction and Executive Summary

1.1 Session data

The RG WTC1/C2 session was held on  Monday 1 Sept. 2003, Q2 & half of Q3.

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‑
	-
	-
	Report of SA5#xx WTxx session
	Convenor: xxx 
	-
	New
	Yes
	RG Approved

	Discussion paper
	S5-
	32.
	R4
	xxx…
	xxx
	S5-xxx
	New
	Yes
	Agreed in principle

	CR
	S5-
	32.xxx
	R5
	xxx…
	xxx
	-
	Resubmitted
	Yes
	Agreed for rework

	CR
	S5-

-> S5-
	32.xxx
	R5
	xxx…
	xxx
	-
	Resubmitted
	Yes
	RG Approved


1.2 Executive summary

1.2.1 Achievements of this meeting

Input to this session was 14 contributions, of which 5 were reviewed. The result was:

· 2 contr. provisionally agreed,

· 2 contr. agreed for rework, and

· 1 contr. to be resubmitted and discussed at next meeting again (and everybody should consider it before the meeting).

1.2.2 Total achievements and progress of this WT in this release (Rel-6)

· Achievements:


NA
· Percentage of completion:
NA
· 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 Documents requested to be withdrawn: 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

S5-036710: Approved without comments.

3 Action items

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

	32b.4
	Coordinate CRs for Rel4 corresp. to the CRs in action item 32b.3.
	Rel4
	Frederic
	Open - ongoing
	WTC1/C2
	Meeting #35

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


4 Review of input documents 

4.1 Tdoc/item S5-037020 (Ericsson; Draft TS 32.1xx V010 IRP IS Template)
Presented by Thomas

Questions: 

- 

Comments:

- 
Conclusion: 

· Provisionally agreed, but this should be approved together with the other two new TSs for the IRP intro & definitions/rules (and approved by SWGA as well).

· See also conclusions by SWGA after their review of the same Tdoc (refer to the SWGA report). Post-meeting note: In SWGA, it was provisionally agreed with some minor updates, and the TS number for the new series was agreed to be 32.150-152.

4.2 Tdoc/item S5-036956 (Siemens; Draft TS 32.152 V010 IRP IS UML Modelling Repertoire)

Presented by Olaf

Questions: 

- 

Comments:

· The TS number has to be changed to some new number (agreed with SWGA and MCC).

· There needs to be a corresp. CR to remove this from 32.102. Already sent by Siemens to SWGA.

Conclusion: Provisionally agreed, but this should be approved together with the other two documents for the IRP intro & definitions/rules
4.3 Tdoc/item S5-036782r1 (Ericsson ; 32.622 V510 UML diagram and other corrections)
Presented by Thomas

Questions: 

- 

Comments:

· The containment relations in the UML diagram must be updated to reflect the recently agreed principle for the UML Repertoire. Thomas and Edwin took an action point to update it to next meeting.

· The VsDataContainer may be affected by ongoing discussions at this meeting. Thomas took an action point to monitor this for a possible update to next meeting.
· The name containment of IRPAgent should be clarified regarding choice of its parents. It was discovered that it is clarified in the def. of IRAgent as part of a R4 restriction. The prel. proposal by Thomas was to remove this R4 restriction, and top add a new NOTE8 below the UML diagram to refer to that. 

· In diagram 6.1, ManagedFunction is shown as contained by ME. That is wrong, and not present in the previous version of the diagram. Thomas agreed that this is an error that should be corrected. The group agreed that it should be shown separately as in the existing diagram.

· A corr. Rel4 CR should be created (but keeping the R4 restrictions and the old IOC/MOC subdivision in sep. chapters). Agreed.

· The visibility qualifiers are changed in Rel6, so that should be kept in mind (but does not affect these R4/R5 CRs).

· System Context should probably be removed as it doesn’t apply to NRMs (see agreement from CR related to that in Cork).

· Some attr. names start with Capital letter. Should be lower case.

Conclusion:

- The contribution will be updated to next meeting considering comments above, and a corr. R4 mirror CR as explained above will be created.
4.4 Tdoc/item S5-036793 (Ericsson ; Definition of M and O)
Presented by Jerry

Questions: 

- Are there any guidelines on how to define/describe interfaces? Reply: No.

Comments:

· Do we have to make it as complicated as this to describe a “simple fact”?
· Can we try to make the use of notes consistent?
· The double level of optionality (grouping of M/O items) on IS level, is it easy to map to CORBA? Because it is not easy to map to CMIP. Reply: Just as easy/difficult as before, no change. This is already agreed earlier, based on another CR.

Conclusion: This contribution and the questions/comments above are to be considered again to next meeting. We felt that the time was a bit too short to approve it already now.
4.5 Tdoc/item S5-036935
Presented by Jörg

Questions: 

- 

Comments:

· Edwin: In fig. 2, the new “Alarm” IOC is questionable and not acceptable to E/// since it would mean a lot of changes of the text in Alarm IRP IS.

· Edwin: We should consider the concept of M/O for the interface which is under discussion.

· Fig. 4 needs to reflect the current PM IRP model developed by SWGD. Reply: Yes, and it has already been updated in S5-038512r1 fig. 4.

· Dr. Li: For the examples of the principle, we should remove PM IRP and FT IRP from this document because they have not yet been agreed regarding M and O. Reply: We are not agreeing on the PM IRP and FT IRP models here, just the principles for showing dependencies. Conclusion: The M/O part of this is not subject of agreement/decision related to this contribution, so it is OK to keep it for now, in a discussion paper like this.

· Edwin: Would like to consider the use of default symbols in all UML diagrams, for practical purposes, to make the diagrams “less busy”.

· Lanlan: Why is the relationship to NotificationIRP not consistently defined in the different diagrams? Example: Relation NotificationIRP – AlarmIRP in fig. 2, and relation NotificationIRP – PMNotifications. Reply: Motorola thinks it is possible to use both types, i.e. a general or more specific relationship.

· Edwin: Fig. 4 in S5-038512r1A shows a good and agreed way of modelling IRP dependency in two different ways. We should base all CRs on the concepts in that diagram.

Conclusion:

- The group thought the idea behind the proposal is good, but the above comments have to be considered and resolved before acceptance. OK to move forward with individual CRs considering the above comments, and especially the last bullet must be considered.
4.6 Input documents not discussed 

S5-036968, S5-036969r1, S5-036984, S5-036985, S5-036996, S5-037000, S5-037001, S5-037010, S5-037011
5 Joint session(s) held with other RGs (if necessary)

-

6 Any other business

7 Participants

<Note the delegates present (name/company), including who was the Rapporteur>
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