3GPP TSG-SA5 (Telecom Management) SA5#79
S5-112841
10-14 October 2011; Nanjing, P.R. China
revision of S5-11abcd
Source:

Thomas Tovinger, Ericsson  

Title:

UID_ 470050 Study on version handling OAM Rapporteur Report

Document for:

Approval

Agenda Item:

6.7.1
1 3GPP Work Plan status

Percentage of completion: 65% (previously 65%)

Estimated completion date: SA#54 – December 2011 
Other information (WID update, Rapporteur change, etc): None
2 Technical Progress status

Summary of progress: A new proposal with a solution to the most urgent use case has been discussed. No agreements yet, so the discussions will again continue with an email discussion and updated proposal to the next meeting.
Outstanding issues: Deployment scenarios / use cases to be described and agreed.
3 Minutes

The RG session was held on 2011-10-12, Quarter 4.

	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source 

	S5-112941
	Class name space and version
Presented by Thomas Tovinger
Questions/Comments:

Discussion:

- Jörg: NSN disagree. Because if we should make it work for other organizations like TMF and MEF, we also need to agree with them first (both the JWG and multi-SDO work).

- Thomas: But these value range examples are just examples, and the way this attribute is modeled is only working for our IRP models and protocols, purely within the 3GPP jurisdiction and solving an issue that we have in SA5. The MEF example is just made “as a courtesy” to show that it could work for other organizations as well to define something like this. But it does not impact any other organisation at all right now, and we don’t need to ask anybody else for approval. We could remove the MEF example if you want.
- Edwin: the string is not intended for use by solutions of other authority such as MEF or TM Forum. It is intended for use by 3GPP IRP solutions that its IRPManager and IRPAgent can communicate precisely the class definition authority of a specific IOC instance.
- Shuqiang: ZTE thinks this is OK, but we just want to propose using a name or something more general identification instead of the specification number in the value string.

- Jörg: I think we need some more offline discussions about this before we see if this affects our JWG work, if we should bring it in there as well. And we need to find a solution to the problem explained in the second bullet of 4.2. And the deployment scenarios or use cases are still not well enough described so we should work more on that.

- Edwin: Suggest that Ericsson (author of the paper) can define scenarios or use cases to the next meeting then.

- Shuqiang: I also think that the “ns” part of the attribute name and value may not be needed. Ericsson agreed that it can be discussed and were open to a change.
Conclusion: Email discussion about the issues above and related proposals to address those issues. The contribution to be updated to next meeting.
	Ericsson



4 Action items

	Item
	Description
	Release
	Owner
	Status 
	Target 

	VH1
	Conduct email discussion about the current VH issues and update S5-112941 after that.
	11
	TT
	Open
	SA5#80
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