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1. Opening
(Monday Q1)

After a brief introduction by the SA5 Chairman, Christian Toche, the SA5 IRP Methodology Work Task Rapporteur, Robert Petersen, opened the meeting on Monday 4 September 2006, 08:45.

a. Introduction of attendees
See participant list in Annex A.

b. Background and objectives

Knut: ITU-T identified the need to revise the SG4 methodology in M.3020 for developing protocol neutral specifications. 3GPP has produced a template on IS (ITU-T Analysis) and this was missing in ITU-T. To publish a revised M.3020, consent was planned in May 2006 but was deferred, notably due to 3GPP delegates’ request in the Beijing meeting in May 2006. Consent is planned at next SG4 meeting but Interim October 2006 meeting might not happen. In that case, next meeting will be in February 2007. Currently, draft M.3020 is not fully aligned with 32.151. ITU-T also works on Common Management services and the question is how to define common text between ITU-T and 3GPP for Methodology and Common Services. 
Robert: SA5 thinks that long term cooperation is needed to ensure the outcome of the harmonization process is maintained. 

Edwin: It is quite mechanical to compare the documents from a technical point of view. It is more important to agree on a procedure to reach harmonization and maintain the harmonized result. This procedure aspect should be addressed first in this meeting. 

Nobuo: In ITU, there is a clear procedure to approve a document. 

Edwin: In 3GPP, we also have a procedure. The problem is to keep 3GPP and ITU procedures consistent. The agenda should be more focused on that point. 

Knut: Agree we should continue to work together after harmonization and setup a procedure for interaction. 

Jörg: We should put working methods in place, like we have for example between 3GPP and 3GPP2 with a delta document. 

c. Questions and clarifications
See above 

d. Input documents
S5-060753
Agenda
S5-060756 
Introduction of template for IRP requirement specifications
S5-060757 
LS SG4 COM3 LS 73 Rev1 (identical to S5-060867)
S5-060758 
M.3020 source analysis 
S5-060759 
TD 216 Draft M.3020
S5-060760 
TD 219 Common Management Services status 

e. Agenda approval
Revised agenda was approved in S5-060753r1

2. Status on SG4 work on methodology
(Monday Q1)

See above 1.b. 

3. Status on SA5 work on methodology
(Monday Q1)

Robert: 32.15x series has been cleaned up but some work is still going on. All text related to IRP concept definitions was moved from 32.101/32.102 to 32.151. 

Robert: In Rel-7, work is ongoing in SA5 on IRP Requirement template and SS template. 

Robert: We also have ongoing discussions in SA5 on the use of XML, e.g. how to manage extensions with XML. We have active coordination with 3GPP2 on those XML issues. 

4. Review of requirements for methodology
(Monday Q2)

Knut presented clause 6 of draft M.3020. It was mentioned that SA5 does not have formalized such requirements. Extensive discussions occurred on the understanding of “Optional” across the three phases: Requirements, Analysis/IS and Design/SS. A drafting session was held on this clause to define common text and the outcome can be found in the attached revised M.3020. 

Open issue: Clarify in which 3GPP specification the allowable protocol services for the design phase should be defined. 

5. Review of draft M.3020 – main body - and relevant 32.150 series specifications
(Monday Q3/Q4)

Knut presented the draft M.3020 (available in S5-060759). 

Clause 3: Extensive discussions occurred on the Definitions clause. The definition of the term “Information Object Class” was updated on-line. Revised definition can be found in the attached M.3020. 
Open issue: The terms “Information type” and “Matching information” should be explicitly defined in 3GPP specs (32.151). 

Open issue: To be checked if “Management Interface” is a concept used by 3GPP. If yes, check alignment with the definition in M.3020. The good use of “Reference Point” also needs to be checked. Also to be clarified the relationship between Manager and Agent: one to one, one to many, many to many.
Action item SG4: Define the term “Protocol-specific specification” in M.3020. 

Clause 4: No issue.

Clause 5: 3GPP has defined distinct parts: styles, templates, rules, notations. ITU-T mixed those parts in M.3020, which makes it difficult to reuse by other bodies. 

Clause 6: Already discussed at agenda item 4. 

Clause 7: The term “iterative process” is used several times and might be confusing. It should be replaced by a better wording. 
Clause 9: An open discussion on Traceability occurred. It was agreed that a bottom-up approach should be followed. 
6. Review of common text for draft M.3020 and 32.150 specs – Requirements
(Tuesday Q1/Q2)

Thomas: We have no template for Requirements but a contribution is currently discussed in SA5 (S5-060756).

Jörg: Requirements are tricky. Sometimes, people may agree on a functionality in IS but do not agree on the corresponding requirement.

Knut presented the Annex A of M.3020.

It was agreed that ITU-T should adopt the numbering scheme of 3GPP as done in the IS template.

It was agreed that the requirements should be listed in one or more tables as described in the example in A.1.2.1.

It was noted that the introductory clauses are not described in the ITU-T templates (e.g. scope, references, and definitions). 

The clause “Scope” is already defined in the 3GPP TS template. It was agreed that the clause name of A.1.1 should be changed to “Concepts and background”. It should be allowed to have sub-clauses in this clause A.1.1. 

It was required by SA5 members that an updated version of M.3020 is made available for review at SA5#50 meeting 30 Oct - 3 Nov 2006. 

Action item SA5: At the end of clause A.1.2.1.3, some text has been imported from 32.803 and slightly updated. It will be checked whether those changes can be reintroduced in 32.803. 

Action item SG4: An optional row “Telecom Resources” will be added in Table 1 “Use Case template”. 

Open issue: The recent addition in the field “Post Conditions” in the Use Case Template about optional behaviours following the use case will need more thinking. This addition was considered as not needed by SA5 members.

In case there is an exception or an internal error, the event(s) defined in the “Ends when” might not be reached. How to determine a use case is terminated when there is an exception? What is exactly an internal error in the field “Post Conditions”? It was proposed to remove “without internal error”. A drafting session was held and the outcome can be found in the attached revised M.3020.

Open issue: It was questioned where the wordings used in the left side column of the Use Case template are coming from. They should not be changed until the impacts are better understood. 

Open issue: Definitions of “Begins when”, “Step 1” in the Use Case template require more discussion. 

Open issue: It has to be defined how to specify Mandatory and Optional in the Requirement template.

Thomas presented S5-060756 “Introduction of template for IRP requirement specifications”. Ericsson will consider the comments on M.3020 made at this meeting and will make an attempt to use them as input to update this contribution for next meeting.
7. Review of common text for draft M.3020 and 32.150 specs – Analysis
(Tuesday Q3/Q4, Wednesday Q1/Q2)

Knut presented clause 7.3.2 of draft M.3020. No conflicting text was identified. 

Knut presented Annex B of draft M.3020. The need for the Use Case described in B.2 was questioned. This Use Case is supposed to be located at the beginning of the IS/Analysis and should introduce the terms the IS will use. This Use Case also traces back to the Requirements and/or the Requirement Use Cases. 

Open issue: Jörg stated that the Use Cases should not appear in IS/Analysis. Use Cases are required to support Requirements and should not be replicated or refined in IS/Analysis. State diagrams, sequence diagrams can be used to refine things. ITU-T will consider those comments and decide whether they should update their document.

Action Item SA5: Correct the text about Mandatory/Optional in 32.151, clause Y.1. More generally, this clause Y.1 needs to be checked and reworked. 

Open issue: The order of clauses for Interface definition (B.3) and Information object classes (B.4) is opposite of SA5 convention. SA5 considers that data definition should be presented before interface definition. To be further discussed. 

Action Item SA5: Correct the text in 32.151, clause Y.2. Replace “template” with “specification” in the first line. 

Open issue: Clause B.3.2 was removed from the latest draft M.3020. SA5 recommends SG4 to keep this clause and align with the latest version of 32.151. More generally, the consistency with latest TS 32.151 will have to be checked across the entire document. 

Action Item SA5: Introduce Security considerations in 32.151 IS template.

Action Item SA5: Give a recommendation on the note in clause B.3.b. 

Action Item SG4: Find a better place in the document for the clause B.3.b.a.1.1.

Open issue: It is proposed by SG4 to remove all the examples and to create several specific examples of full IS/Analysis in Annex (e.g. one 3GPP example). A counter-proposal was made to keep the examples in the normative text but make them generic. To be further considered by both organizations. 

Action Item SA5: Clause B.3.b.a.3, the sentence “This table …” disappeared from the corresponding clause in 32.151 and should be reintroduced. 

Action Item SA5: Add Requirement ID in 32.151 (add a column for Operation tables and Notification tables).

Open issue: At the end of clause B.4.1, some text is proposed to be added by ITU-T. There are ongoing discussions in SA5 on those aspects and SG4 will be invited to participate.

Action Item SA5: In clause B.4.2.1, an update was done online. See attached revised M.3020. 32.151 should be updated accordingly.

In clause B.4.3.a.2, it was agreed that the reference for the definition of the qualifiers is Rel-7 32.150.

Action item SG4: In clause B.4.3.a.2, an Access qualifier has been used and this is not consistent with SA5 Read qualifier and Write qualifier. SG4 should clarify the rationale for this choice. 

Open issue: SG4 to clarify what is confusing in clause B.4.3.a.6 to allow SA5 to update 32.151 if needed.

Olaf: We should be careful not define a very nice methodology in theory but nobody will really use it because it is too complicated in practice. Concrete examples should be prepared and “dry run” should be done. 

As a general comment, it was stated that if there is a requirement for an Interface that is valid for all things underneath, it should not be repeated everywhere. 

Action item SA5: A new title has been defined by SG4 in clause B.4.6. 32.151 will be aligned. 

Action item SA5: Clause Z “Scenario” in 32.151 should be moved to another clause, e.g. Y.c.  

Knut presented the Annex D of draft M.3020. Some on line editing was done and the modifications can be found in the attached M.3020. 

The examples in Annex D were modified compared with 32.152 to become more generic. The same modifications will be considered in 32.152. 

The table defining Stereotypes has been split in Annex D. This change was agreed. 

There should perhaps be a User’s Guide in an Annex - for consideration by everybody.

Action item SG4: Align the beginning of clauses D.3.x with the beginning of the modified clause D.3.5 (“It represents …”). 

Open issue: In clause D.3.7.1, <<agent-internal-usage>> was removed. SA5 thinks it should be kept. To be further considered by ITU-T. 

Open issue: The changes proposed in D.4.4 need more discussion. There is a proposal to use only a naming attribute defined in Top and not let the other classes define their own naming attributes. This will be further discussed. 

Open issue: It was discussed whether we should have visibility qualifiers for classes. This will need more discussion. 

Open issues for further discussion: naming conventions, clear separation of Interface IRPs from NRM IRPs. 
8. Harmonization procedures for Methodology

How to remain harmonized on Methodology: 
- Delta document
- References (no duplication)
- Regular snapshot (e.g. every year)
- Joint work

SA5 recommends a delta approach. 

SG4 recommends the joint work approach. This option was used as a starting point for discussions.

The following assumptions were agreed and will be used as a basis for future common work: 
- 1 - It is possible to reach a situation with identical specifications (including same wording, notations, etc);
- 2 - It is possible to keep the specifications aligned with an appropriate process (to be defined, taking into account the different cycles of the two organizations); 
- 3 - There will be two sets of specifications and the presentation may differ (e.g. number of documents, clause numbers, formatting);
- 4 - Normative parts shall be strictly identical with respect to contents;
- 5 - Differences shall be in informative parts;
- 6 - Differences are believed to be limited to samples and examples; 
- 7 - A statement should be added in each specification to clarify the relationship with other SDOs’ specifications;
- 8 - Responsibility for Requirements is with ITU-T, IS/Analysis with 3GPP, SS/Design to be defined, general/IRP Methodology/Naming Conventions to be defined.

9. Common management services

Not addressed due to lack of time

10. Revised plan of joint work 

Not addressed due to lack of time

11. Review of X.object-neutral in relation to 32.661, 32.662, 32.601, 32.602

Not addressed due to lack of time

12. Review of X.notif-neutral in relation to 32.301, 32.302

Not addressed due to lack of time

13. Review of X.log-neutral in relation to 32.331, 32.332

Not addressed due to lack of time

14. Review of X.alarm-neutral in relation to 32.111-1, 32.111-2

Not addressed due to lack of time
15. Information about SS and ITU-T equivalent specifications

Not addressed due to lack of time


16. Harmonization procedures for common services

SA5’s recommendation is not to copy but to use the inclusion by reference, work with SA5 to include necessary changes and, as a last resort, use the delta approach (see 3GPP/3GPP2 methods). The differences with the Methodology harmonization procedures were explained. 

This item was only briefly discussed due to lack of time.

17. Conclusion of SS and ITU-T equivalent specifications

SA5 reminded that the IRP Methodology allow to have several SS for one IS, one per technology. However, it was highlighted that having two SSs defined for one technology (e.g. CORBA) is not allowed.

This item was only briefly discussed due to lack of time.

18. Agreement on next steps and review of plan for joint work 

a. How to achieve consistency
Exchange change requests between the two organizations
Maintain a list of documents concerned by harmonization
Etc …

b. How to avoid future divergence 
A process has to be defined
Follow-up on ITU-T side will be done in Question 9/4 
Follow-up on 3GPP side will be done in the IRP Methodology RG
Etc …

A phone conference will be organized Tuesday 10 October 3:30pm CET (to be confirmed). Knut kindly accepted to make the arrangements. 

19. Working methods for joint further work

This should be discussed at the next conference call. 

20. Closing
The host, Siemens, was thanked for the excellent arrangements. Particular thanks were given to Bela Klotz for the active support during the meeting. 
The meeting was closed on Wednesday 6 September 2006, 15:59. 
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