3GPP TSG-SA5 (Telecom Management)
S5-110003
Meeting SA5#75, 24-28 January 2011, Sorrento, Italy

Source:
SA5 chairman
Title:
SA5 results at TSG SA#50
Document for:
Information
Agenda Item:
4.2

This document provides the SA5 results at TSG SA#50 in Istanbul, Turkey, December 13-15, 2010, hosted by European Friends of 3GPP.
SA#50 documents are available at: http://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/TSG_SA/TSGS_50/Docs/  

Approved WIs at SA#50
	SP-100772
	New BB-level WID on Charging for Optimal Media Routeing 

	SP-100773
	Revised WID SP-100644 on QoS Control Based on Subscriber Spending Limits (QoS SSL)
The MCC Specifications manager commented that it is better to add a title for potential TSs and TRs. This was then approved.

	SP-100774
	Revised WID SP-100294 on IRP Solution Set Specification Organization Improvements

	SP-100775
	Revised WID SP-100376 Study on Alarm Correlation and Alarm Root Cause Analysis

	SP-100776
	Revised WID SP-090757 on SON Self-healing management

	SP-100777
	Revised WID SP-100388 on IRP Overview, Profiles & Usage Guide


Approved TSs at SA#50
	SP-100767
	TS 32.526  Telecommunication management; Self-Organizing Networks(SON); Policy Network Resource Model (NRM) Integration Reference Point(IRP); Solution Sets (SS) 

	SP-100768
	TS 32.551  Telecommunication management; Energy Saving Management (ESM); Concepts and requirements 


TSs and TRs for information at SA#50 (noted)
	SP-100764
	TS 32.103  IRP Overview, Profiles & Usage Guide 

	SP-100765
	TS 32.454  Telecommunication management; Key Performance Indicators (KPI) for the IP Multimedia Subsystem (IMS) 

	SP-100766
	TS 32.455  Telecommunication management; Key Performance Indicators (KPI) for the Evolved Packet Core (EPC) 

	SP-100769
	TS 32.791  Telecommunication management; Common Radio Access Network (RAN) Network Resource Model (NRM) Integration Reference Point (IRP); Requirements 

	SP-100770
	TR 32.830  Study on version handling 

	SP-100771
	TR 32.832  Study on Alarm Correlation and Alarm Root Cause Analysis


Approved CRs at SA#50
	SP-100744
	Rel-8 CRs on OAM Maintenance and small Enhancements (OAM8)

Revised in SP-100831

RIM commented that the presentation table had not been updated with new CR revisions and there were still problems with some CRs in the pack. 32.425 CR0028, 32.425 CR0029 and 32.425 CR0030, the clauses affected were incorrect and 32.642 CR0056R1 had not been written to the correct TS version. These 4 CRs were revised in TD SP‑100846 which was withdrawn and provided again in TD SP‑100878 due to an error in the interim report, specifying the wrong CRs to update. TD SP‑100878 was therefore approved. The remaining CRs in this CR Pack (TD SP‑100831) were approved.

	SP-100745
	Rel-9 CRs on OAM Maintenance and small Enhancements (OAM9)

RIM commented that many CRs need the clauses affected updated. The CR Pack was revised in TD SP‑100858 which was reviewed. All CRs except 32.736 CR0002R5 and 32.733 CR0005R5 were approved. 32.736 CR0002R5 and 32.733 CR0005R5 were corrected by the TSG GERAN Chairman in TD SP‑100859 which was reviewed and approved. Nokia Siemens Networks commented that the Source to WG field was blank on these CRs, which created a debate on whether this should be left intact when a CR is revised at TSG SA. After some discussion it was decided that this field should be left intact to give traceability of the original Source of the WG agreed CRs.

	SP-100746
	Rel-10 CRs on OAM Maintenance and small Enhancements  (OAM10)
Revised in SP-100828 

Revised and approved in SP-100833

	SP-100747
	Rel-9 CRs on 3G HNB and LTE HeNB OAM&P Type 1 Interface (HNB_eHNB-OAM_Type1) 

	SP-100748
	Rel-10 CRs on SON self-optimization management continuation (LTE_SON-OAM-SO)

	SP-100749
	Rel-9 CRs on SON self-optimization management (LTE_SON-OAM)

	SP-100750
	Rel-10 CRs on Local IP Access and Selected Internet IP Traffic Offload (LIPA_SIPTO)

	SP-100751
	Rel-10 CRs on OAM aspects of Energy Saving in Radio Networks (OAM-ES)

32.522 CR0004R2 and 32.762 CR0038 required the clauses affected expanded. 32.762 CR0044 and 32.762 CR0042R2 were approved. 32.522 CR0004R2 and 32.762 CR0038 were revised in TD SP‑100866 which was approved.

	SP-100752
	Rel-10 CRs on Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) for IMS and EPC (OAM-PM-KPI_IMS, OAM-PM-KPI_EPC)

	SP-100753
	Rel-10 CRs on Management of UE based network performance measurements (OAM-PM-UE)

	SP-100754
	Rel-9 CRs on MBMS support in EPS (MBMS_EPS)

	SP-100755
	Rel-10 CRs on Subscription Management (OAM10-SuM)

	SP-100791
	Rel-9 CRs on Subscription Management (OAM9-SuM)


	SP-100756
	Rel-7 CRs on Charging Management (CH7)

	SP-100757
	Rel-8 CRs on Charging Management (CH8)

	SP-100758
	Rel-9 CRs on Charging Management (CH9)

	SP-100759
	Rel-10 CRs on Charging Management (CH10)

	SP-100760
	Rel-10 CRs on Charging for IP Flow Mobility and seamless WLAN offload (IFOM)

	SP-100761
	Rel-10 CRs on Add solutions for Rc - reference point within the Online Charging System (OCS) (CH-Rc)

	SP-100762
	Rel-9 CRs on Multimedia Telephony (MMTel) Service and Supplementary Services - Online Charging and completion for Offline Charging (eMMTel-SS-CH)

	SP-100763
	Rel-10 CRs on IWLAN mobility charging (eIWLAN_Mob)


Work Plan
Release 10
Stage 1 completed Mar 2010
SA1 exceptions completed Jun 2010

Stage 2 completed Sep 2010 

Security for LTE Relay Nodes (SA3 exception until Mar 2011 granted at SA#50 Dec 2010) 
Stage 3 freezing target Mar 2011

RAN Stage 3 approval and functional freeze Mar 2011
ASN.1 freeze 
Jun 2011

Release 11
Stage 1 freezing target Sep 2011

Stage 2 freezing target Mar 2012 
Approved Stage 2 exceptions in 03/12 will automatically lead to a 3 month slip of the Stage 3 freezing date

Stage 3 freezing target Sep 2012
RAN ASN.1 (and equivalent CT formal interface specification freeze) should be 3 months after Stage 3 freezing  

Other documents
	SP 100743
	SA WG5 Status Report
This presentation was noted.

	SP‑100778 
	Status Report on NGMN Top OPE Recommendations
This presentation was noted.

	SP‑100839
	Service Providers' position on co-operation between 3GPP and TM Forum.

This presentation was noted.

	SP‑100779 
	Status Report on FMC Management
Way forward:

-
Need 3GPP to remind TM Forum about the SA WG5 responsibility for RAN/CORE/IMS networks OAM:

-
Only 3GPP publish 3GPP specs (re-use via reference, not copying).
This was agreed.
-
SA WG5 responsibility for OAM spans network and element management for all 3GPP defined domains, including related backhaul & FMC aspects (not just "wireless equipment").
This was agreed.
-
SA WG5 has solutions in place that allow adoption of new/other network technologies (due to its inherent applicability and network technology independence).
This was agreed.

Need to find a structure for FMC management involving all concerned SDOs and Fora:

-
Need to continue harmonization and alignment efforts to reduce integration costs.
This was agreed.
-
Promote peer-to-peer cooperation between concerned SDOs and Industry Fora with mutual trust and reciprocal benefits (no self-proclaimed leadership).
It should be discussed whether this should be peer-to-peer controlled or via a 'first among equals' relationship with the TMF. It was clarified that 'first among equals' referred to the use of existing TMF models and relationships. The ownership of the joint work is the issue, as SA WG5 do not agree that it should be owned by the TMF. The SA WG5 Chairman clarified that the Umbrella 'SID' can be owned by TMF but did not agree that the models beneath the umbrella should be, so 3GPP can have input to the overall work.

It was agreed that the umbrella objects should be owned by TMF and SA WG5 and the Joint group should provide industry alignment work to the TMF.

The SA WG5 Chairman was asked whether the joint study group would be able to agree on items or whether some guidance is needed from TSG SA. The SA WG5 Chairman asked to provide some time to the joint study group to discuss the issues, as the issue of tools has not yet been discussed. The TMF requested the machine-readable UML model to be made available as this is the only way the TMF model can be efficiently used. The SA WG5 Chairman reiterated that it is not acceptable to produce two solutions. 

This was discussed off-line. It was concluded that the loose federation approach was not considered the best approach by a number of operators and SA WG5 were asked to make an analysis, using TD SP‑100839 as a baseline (to which operators may bring further comments), as a list of requirements to determine and report to TSG SA how the approach meets the operator's requirements and also indicate whether there are any other areas of collaboration between SA WG5 and TMF which need to be addressed to obtain an integrated model. A Liaison from TSG SA to TMF, SA WG5 and the Joint Study Group, was drafted in TD SP‑100849. This contribution was then noted.

	SP‑100842 
	TM Forums request to 3GPP
This presentation was noted.

	SP‑100849
	LS on Cooperation of TMF and 3GPP.  To: SA WG5, Joint-Working group SA5-TMF, TM Forum. Attachment: SP-100839.

TeliaSonera suggested softening the status of the attachment. It was clarified that this is only a summary of the operator's requirements and is used as an example. Nokia Siemens Networks asked to clarify that the operators are only those authors of the attachment rather than all operators. TeliaSonera commented that the attachment was a late document and should be further considered by companies and could be used as a starting point. The meeting dates needed correction. Other editorial clarifications were suggested and the LS was revised in TD SP‑100869 and again in TD SP‑100873, which was approved.

	SP‑100848
	SA WG5 vs TMF differences 

This was introduced by the TSG SA Chairman. What Does Federated Model Mean? Both SA WG5 and TMF support the concept of a federated model, but there are differences.

The TM Forum representative commented that the TM Forum does not wish to duplicate SA WG5 work, but in order to reference the SA WG5 work it needs to be available as machine readable UML and clarified that the TMF use off-the shelf tools. The TSG SA Chairman added that the difference was that SA WG5 did not indicate the use of any particular tool. Nokia Siemens Networks commented that the production of machine-readable versions could lead to a second variant of the interface, which is undesirable for standardisation. Ericsson asked how this was expected to be handled in this meeting and what is hoped to be the output of this discussion. The TSG SA Chairman replied that some issues, such as the need for machine-readable UML cannot be decided in the harmonisation project. The SA WG5 Chairman reported that the decision to use UML etc. are technical issues and should be discussed in the Joint Study Group, but have not been addressed there. TSG SA could try to identify issues which should be addressed by the joint group. Vodafone commented that in order to use the TMF federated model the model needs to be in machine-readable UML and this is what Vodafone would like. The SA WG5 Chairman explained that this had been discussed and in order to use the federated model, machine-readable UML is not a pre-requisite. It was clarified that the federated models of TMF and the joint group are not exactly the same models. This contribution was noted.


SP‑100848 SA WG5 vs TMF differences (SA chairman)
	Characteristic
	SA5 View
	TMF View
	Harmonization Project Status

	3GPP develops, owns, publishes its components of the federated model
	Yes
	Yes (with TMF input)
	Not Addressed

	SA5 components included by reference
	Yes
	Yes
	Not Addressed

	Ownership of Umbrella objects
	TMF and SDOs jointly develop, own, publish umbrella objects
	TMF develops, owns, and publishes umbrella objects (w SDO input)
	Progress on defining applicable umbrella objs.

	Coordination of Federation  
	Inheritance from Umbrella objects.  Peer-to-peer coordination among SDOs
	Inheritance from Umbrella objects. TMF coordinates the whole model (w input from SDOs)
	Currently pursuing the peer-to-peer coordination model.

	Single repository for the complete federated model
	No single repository exists
	TMF maintains repository
	Not Addressed

	Machine readable UML available
	Not considered necessary
	For all objects
	Not Addressed

	Interface Evolution
	Use IRPs, Common I/F possible, but not goal of the models
	Legacy I/Fs initially, common I/F in the future
	Trying to harmonize information, but not interfaces

	Tools
	No common tool needed
	TMF's own tool preferred
	Not addressed


