	3GPP TSG S5 (Telecom Management)
Meeting #27, Cork, Ireland

April 2 - 5, 2002
	Tdoc S5C026072


	Title:
	Response to Siemens Contribution on requirements of the IRP Methodology

	
	

	Source:
	Dave Raymer, David.Raymer@motorola.com
Jörg Schmidt, schmdtj@cig.mot.com
Edwin Tse, Edwin.Tse@ericsson.ca

	
	

	Agenda item:
	SWG-C / WT15

	
	

	Document for:
	Discussion / Decision

	
	

	
	

	Category:
	B

	
	

	Work Item ID:
	OAM-NIM

	
	

	Doc Summary:
	A joint response from Motorola and Ericsson to the Siemens contribution on IRP methodology requirements.

	
	

	Specs involved:
	To be determined




Intent

This document provides a joint response from Motorola and Ericsson to a contribution provided by Siemens (Di Zhou/ S5C020114) in regards to requirements for the IRP methodology.

Introduction to Contribution

In order to ensure the clarity of this contribution, the following approach has been taken:

· For each requirement contained within the original Siemens’ contribution

· The requirement is quoted

· A response to the requirement is provided, with all response text noted in 

Contribution

Siemens Requirement 1:

CM group follows the principles in both R99 and R4 to keep the identical structure of the object models in both CMIP SSs and Corba SSs, namely all solution set independent MOCs and attributes can be mapped one-to-one between the two solution sets and between the NRM and any solution set. This principle shall be enforced by the new methodology. 

Response:  It is the belief of Motorola and Ericsson that the methodology is intended to support the creation of IS documents, i.e., the specification of technology neutral IOCs and interfaces, and not the creation of solution set documents that may contain MOCs and other technology specific artifacts.. 

Siemens Requirement 2:

Some important relations shall be implemented in the same way in both CMIP and Corba SSs, e.g. managing-manageBy in generic NRM is implemented by introducing new attributes in the two related MOCs. The new methodology shall provide mechanisms to enforce such solution set independent implementation at the NRM level. 

Response:  Motorola and Ericsson request that Siemens clarify the viewpoint/position expressed in requirement 2 (i.e., the technical drivers for requirement 2)

Siemens Requirement 3: 

If a MOC can be instantiated or not is solution set independent. This principle shall be enforced by the new methodology at the NRM level. 

Response:  In alignment to the position expressed above in regards to Siemens proposed requirement 1, Motorola and Ericsson believe that the MOC is a solution set concept, and that the mapping of IOCs to MOCs may be different from solution set to solution.  For example 3 IOCs within an IS may map to a single CORBA interface, whereas a CMIP solution set might provide 3 managed object definitions for said 3 IOCs.

Siemens Requirement 4: 

If an attribute is read-only or read-write is solution set independent. This principle shall be enforced by the new methodology at the NRM level. 

Response:  Motorola and Ericsson agree in principle to the spirit of proposed requirement 4 and suggest the following as an alternative.  

The methodology shall require that all IOC attributes be readable (mandatory read-access).  The methodology shall allow the IS author to specify, on a per attribute basis, whether or not an attribute is writeable (e.g., optional write-access).
This requirement would be implement by the addition of a write-access column to the attribute description table(s) within the IS template.

Siemens Requirement 5: 

The data types and default values of some attributes are solution set independent. This principle shall be enforced by the new methodology at the NRM level. 

Response:  Motorola and Ericsson agree that the default value semantics for an attribute are an IS level issue.  However, Motorola and Ericsson feel that the data type of an attribute is always an issue for the SS.  Further discussion and/or consideration is needed to work out how the separation of default value semantics and data type for a given attribute.

Siemens Requirement 6: 

Most notifications attached to a MOC are solution set independent. This principle shall be enforced by the new methodology at the NRM level. 

Response:  Motorola and Ericsson believe that all notification semantics are an IS level issue, that is, should be defined along with the IOCs and interfaces within the information service, and not within the solution set documents (other than the obvious technology domain mapping.)  Motorola and Ericsson request that Siemens elaborate on its position relative to this requirement.

Siemens Requirement 7: 

It shall be specified very clearly at the IS/NRM level, which IOCs (these IOCs will be mapped to MOCs) can be accessed by using getMoAttributes and which not. (NRM contains all the IOCs that can be accessed by getMOAttributes. The IOCs like AlarmIRP or TestIRP belong to NRM but are not defined in a NRM document. If you check the current 32.111-2 you may find a lot of IOCs related with each other. There is no way to tell which IOC can be accessed by getMOAttributes and which not. In this sense 32.111-2 is very misleading. You may believe that you may use getMOAttributes to access AlarmList contained by AlarmIRP. These problems must be solved in R5.) 

Response:   The getMOAttributes operation, is defined within the scope of the Basic CM IRP, and as such, is valid for use in regards to IOCs defined within the various NRMs IRPs supported by the Basic CM IRP Agent..   Motorola and Ericsson do not see an implication that an entity within a model being stereotyped as an IOC implies that the getMOAttributes operation will potentially return an instance of anything other than IOC and/or its attributes (as the AlarmIRPAgent is a separate and isolated entity from the Basic CM IRP Agent). 

Siemens Requirement 8: 

The naming structure is basically solution set independent and shall be clearly specified at the IS/NRM level. (For instance, It is generally agreed that the MOCs like TestIRP, StateIRP, AlarmIRP shall be named by IrpAgent. But you cannot get this information from 32.111-2. )

Response: Motorola and Ericsson request that Siemens clarify the intent of requirement 8.  As worded, the requirement aspect is not clear.  However, Motorola and Ericsson agree that name-containment relationships are common place in management systems and have proposed in a separate contribution the addition of a stereotype that should (proposed should) be used to indicate name-containment constraints on whole-part relationships within an IS model.
Siemens Requirement 9: 

It shall be specified clearly at the IS/NRM level which relations and IOCs must be implemented in SSs and which are just for understanding. 

Response:  Motorola and Ericsson believe that the semantics of all associations within an IS model must be supported when a SS is created through mapping an IS to a particular technology domain.  Motorola and Ericsson do not feel that it is necessary or appropriate for the methodology or an IS to mandate how an IS to SS mapping is accomplished, or what the specific outcome of that mapping should be.
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