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6.8.4
1 Progress status

Percentage of completion: 55% (previously 20%)
Summary of progress: Requirements and the current IRP support was agreed. Use of configuration data was agreed. Several recommendations were agreed.
Outstanding issues: None.
2 Minutes

The RG session was held on 2010-11-17, Second part of quarter 3.

	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source 

	S5-103099
	TD expand scope of WID Study on Alarm Correlation and Alarm Root Cause Analysis
The instruction on the top of the page shall be removed.
Conclusion: Agreed to be revised.
	Ericsson

	S5-103173
	pCR TR 32832 AC_RCA

CMCC: Figure 2 is not consistent with the text in subclause 5.3 “with NE-b, alarms in NE-a would not be propagated to NE-x.” - Where is NE-a, NE-b? Ericsson: Agree - it should probably be NodeA, NodeX and NodeY, but not sure since this text is not directly referring to Fig.  2. Needs some clarification – will check with the author.
CMCC: The use of <<SupportIOCs>> in 7.3 is not so good as it cannot support measurements. And how can it work for alarms? Ericsson: The question should be noted and taken in to the analysis. For alarms, it can work if the <<SupportIOCs>> have DN defined, but how it works has to be described and depends on the solution we choose. It is the only an idea to investigate it so far.
NSN: What’s the justification to delete “5.4 Use of PM data”? We think it is premature to delete it – prefer to keep it open for now. Agreement: We will leave it open.
NSN: We need to investigate whether we use <<SupportIOC>> or other mechanism. Agreed.
NSN: 8 bullet c is not really related to SOA.

NSN: 8 bullet d: There are some solutions done, even if they are not perfect. So this bullet should not be included in the draft TR yet. We should find better words for this before introducing it.
NSN: Why are we adding Appendix a and b, when we already have Annex? Ericsson: All should be Annexes.

NSN: Annex A should be kept informative. Agreed (after some discussions where Ericsson stated that everything in a TR is informative anyway).
NSN: The response to TMF is not yet ready. The TMF requirement/solution is not agreed. Adding is worse than changing for BC considerations. This part needs more discussion.
NSN: Alarm Escalation (in Annex A) should be further discussed. It could e.g. be some additional attribute in AlarmInformation. Agreement: This can be discussed further, but we can keep the current text for now.
NSN: Is the direction right, with regards to NGMN, as the requirements come from there? This is a question to operators in NGMN. Some of the solutions require much work, so it would be good to know if it is in the right direction. we should find the way to verity them before we try to support that. There are some assumptions, we should find a way to verify that officially. Agreed.
CMCC: 7.3.4 Should a function above Itf-N be defined in this report? Ericsson: Our understanding is that the function can be placed on many levels, including NM. CMCC: So this is the first time that we specify something in the NM.

TeliaSonera: The FMC abbreviation is wrong. Agreed.
Ericsson: There are some more editorial errors which will be shown in updated pCR this week..

NSN: When should this TR be sent to SA for information? Ericsson: According to the WID it should be sent to next SA. We should check with the rapporteur (not present in the meeting) what he wants to do.
Conclusion: Agreed to be revised to closing session.
	Ericsson

	S5-103132
	Proposal of alarm correlation
Ericsson: Is this only for new alarms? CMCC: It is for alarms from Itf-N.
Ericsson: First AC1 is aligned with the pCR. The rapporteur (not present in the meeting) has a proposal for some text to be added. 

Ericsson: Do you also want to generate new alarms for AC2? CMCC: Yes. Ericsson: Do we want SA5 to standardise that? TeliaSonera: We do generate new alarms.

Ericsson: Can you propose what should go into the TR? CMCC: To next meeting. NSN: Could an email discussion be used?

TeliaSonera: Is the intention to reduce the amount of alarms (we show all)? 
Ericsson: For the technician that works with fixing alarms, the number of alarms should be reduced, but if it is reduced too much from the NE the AC may not work properly. The intention of this pCR is to identify the correlated alarms. What to do with the “secondary alarms”, if they should be suppressed or marked “secondary” or sth else, is a separate issue.
Ericsson: As AC2 differs from the rapporteur’s proposal, it would be good to have an email discussion.
Conclusion: Noted. Email discussion should be held before next meeting.
	China Mobile
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