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1 Introduction and Executive Summary

1.1 Session data

The RG session was held during 2nd half of Q1 and the 1st half of Q2, Thursday Sept 30, 2004.

The following Tdocs were input to the WTP6 session:
	Type
	Input Tdoc#

-> Output Tdoc#

(if changed)
	Af​fected TS(s)
	Rel
	Title
	Source
	Input Status
	Reviewed
	Output Status

	Report
	S5-048620r1
	-
	-
	Report of SA5 #39 WTP6 RG session


	Rappor​teur
	NEW
	YES
	APPROVED

	CR
	S5-048835
	32.401
	Rel-6
	CR 32.401 Requirements for Performance Threshold Management
	Nortel Networks
	NEW
	YES
	The CR should be updated for SA5#40. (The definition of “rate” needs to be addressed separately)

	Discussion paper
	S5-048836
	32.401
	Rel-6
	Comparison between the threshold definitions proposed and ITU-T spec
	Nortel Networks
	NEW
	YES
	NOTED.
No contradiction between the specifications identified

	Discussion paper
	S5-048860
	32.401
	Rel-6
	Comments on S5-048625r1 “Performance Threshold Management definitions”
	Ericsson
	NEW
	YES
	NOTED


1.2 Executive summary

1.2.1 Achievements of this meeting

· Further discussed CR for adding requirements related to Threshold Management requirements to 32.401 rel6. Updated CR planned for next meeting.

· Agreed on conclusion on comparison between threshold definitions made by ITU-T and corresponding definitions in 32.401 (no contradiction between the compared specifications identified).

-
1.2.2 Total achievements and progress of this WT/RG in the current release 

· Achievements:
A number of contributions on the Threshold management related definitions and requirements have been discussed.  




· Percentage of completion:
 50 % (30% previous)
· Problems:


none




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

The RG requests SWG-D/SA5 to approve the following document (and forward the CRs to the TSG SA plenary): None

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

The RG requests the following new draft TS to be forwarded to TSG-SA for information: -

3. Documents requested to be withdrawn: -
4. Any other action requested by SWG-D SA5:  -

2 Approval of the last meeting report

The WTP6 RG report from SA5#39 in S5-048620r1 was approved.

3 Action items

	Item
	Description
	Release
	Owner
	Status after meeting #39
	WT / RG responsible
	Target date

	36:1
	Investigate possible inconsistencies with X-series, Q-series standards within the performance threshold management areas.
	R6
	Nortel Networks
	CLOSED. Contribution in S5-048836
	WTP6
	SA5#39bis

(Discussion paper planned)

	39bis:1
	Provide contribution for clarification of crossed/reached in 32.401 aligned to corresponding definition in PM IRP IS
	R6
	Lucent Technologies
	NEW
	WTP6
	SA5#40


4 Review of input documents 

4.1 Tdoc S5-048835 CR 32.401 Requirements for Performance Threshold Management (Nortel Networks)
Presented by Christian Toche, Nortel Networks

Questions: Nokia: The example does not seem to cover the definition of the rate itself. Does the “rate” need to be defined? A: The “rate” is defined in the PM IRP IS, but the definition could be improved.

Comments: From last meeting: Lucent: on page 3, the last paragraph states behaviour of perf alarm in the same way as it is defined in the Alarm IRP. We should just have a short reference to the Alarm IRP, instead of repeating what has already been defined in the Alarm IRP. Lucent: The change is now OK.

From last meeting: Lucent: The threshold crossing / reaching definition should be consistent with what is defined in PM IRP IS. Lucent: would like to provide a separate contribution on this.

Nokia: Page 4, line 1. The current definition only covers cumulative counters (rate type), and not cumulative counters with absolute numbers. After check in TS 32.412 (section 6.5.1, Threshold Value) we could see that the current CR is aligned with the definition. 

From last meeting: Ericsson: It seems to be duplicated text that is already defined in 32.411/32.412. A: 32.401 should define general PM concepts, and the threshold mechanisms should be part of these basic concept definitions. A: we will discuss this together with the Ericsson commenting contribution.

From last meeting: Siemens: Related to the AP 36:1. The ITU-T X- and Q-series also include definitions related to Threshold Management. We plan to provide a discussion paper for the next meeting on this, and we should wait with approval of the CR until then. There is a contribution in S5-048836 from Nortel to this meeting addressing this.

Conclusion:  The CR should to updated for SA5#40. (The definition of “rate” needs to be addressed seaparately).

4.2 Tdoc S5-048836 Comparison between the threshold definitions proposed and ITU-T specifications  (Nortel Networks) 

Presented by Christian Toche, Nortel Networks

This contribution corresponds to an action item from meeting no. 36.

Questions: -

Comments:  -

Conclusion: No contradiction between the specifications identified.   
4.3 Tdoc S5-048860  Comments on S5-048625r1 “Performance Threshold Management definitions” (Ericsson)

Presented by Ulf Hübinette, Ericsson

Questions: 

Comments: (parts in italics are comments from the contribution S5-048860)

General: It seems it may duplicate much wordings in PM IRP IS. We prefer that the definitions are in one TS only. We support that the Threshold Management definitions are collected in the 32.401, but then we should remove the corresponding definitions/descriptions from the PM IRP IS, and have the IS make reference to the 32.401. The group agreed on this, Nortel plans to provide a CR for PM IRP IS.

We are questioning if cumulative counters are used for “rate of change” thresholding only. What about the thresholding based on absolute numbers? Is that not necessary to standardize?  Conclusion: It is aligned with PM IRP IS and we would need a separate contribution if this should be changed.

Text under Figure 2: “For each pair of high and low threshold levels, one of them shall generate an alarm notification, and the other shall generate an alarm clear notification. If the direction of the threshold crossing is increasing, a new alarm will not be generated before the measurement value has reached the high level threshold value. Furthermore, the alarm will not be cleared before the measurement value has reached the low level threshold value. For decreasing thresholds, the opposite is applied. The alarm notification shall always be generated before the alarm clear notification.The hysteresis mechanism can be used for both Gauges and Cumulative Counters thresholds.” 
 This description is using “reached” (but not “crossed”). It should be aligned with the corresponding text in the PM IRP IS (TS 32.402). Conclusion: it was agreed that this is a relevant comment.
Example figures: 
(a) Figure 1.  The beginnings of the “notification generated” arrows are wrongly placed.  Similar comments for other figures.  Conclusion: After clarification made by Nortel, it was thought that the figures are correct as is.
 
(b) Are T1, T2, T3 the granularity periods?  If yes, then it must state so and the transition between the T’s should not be shown (because they are irrelevant).  If no, then the figures are simply irrelevant because Agent is responsible for emitting notification at GP times (and not at other times).  Conclusion: It was agreed the T1, T2 and T3 need a clarification (it is explained in fig 1).

Nokia: In fig 1, the T4 seems to be incorrectly placed.
Conclusion:  Comments and conclusion will be taken into consideration by Nortel for an updated contribution to SA5#40. 
4.4 Input documents not discussed 

None.

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

-

6 Any other business

.

7 Participants 

For information about the attendees’ telephone numbers and/or email addresses, please refer to the SA5 docu​ment for registered participants (normally in S5-0x0x04).

	Attendee name
	Company

	Ulf Hübinette
	Ericsson

	Young sic Jeong
	ETRI

	Mohan Rao
	Lucent Technology

	Mikael Rutanen
	Nokia

	Christian Toche
	Nortel Networks

	Luo Yunzhong
	CATT
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