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GENERAL COMMENTS

IRP Proposals: Motorola feels the IRP proposals are a worthwhile approach, and is prepared to support the introduction initially of the Alarm IRP to 3GPP SA5 specifications (subject to clarification of any Ericsson IPR on the proposals).

Specific comments and questions on the Alarm IRP are included below.

General Terminology and Organisation: IRP document introductions mention 3 major components of each IRP, i.e. 

1. Management Information Service - MIS

2. Management Information Model - MIM  

3. Solution Sets.

Documents have been presented on 1 & 3, but not on 2, If 2 is not required (e.g. in the case of Alarm IRP) this should be made clear. The CORBA solution set for Alarm IRP references an Alarm IRP Information Model, Does this refer to the Alarm IRP MIS specification?, please clarify.

Solution Sets and Information Models: SA5 needs to now clarify its position regarding protocols for the OMC-NMC Interface, Motorola favours the recommendation of a single (CORBA) or minimal no. of technologies /protocols for this interface.

Agreement now could lead to efforts being concentrated on particular solution sets which could also enable richer interface models to be agreed & developed.

We favour CORBA for this interface because of the benefits it offers in terms of flexibility and interoperability. (Also, platform, language and vendor independence).

It is clear that vendors may not use CORBA internally to manage their systems, preferring instead SNMP or CMIP (or something else). However, choosing, agreeing and ratifying a standard interface does not stipulate that any particular technology be used internally. It merely standardises an agreed ‘interface’. One of the main strengths of CORBA generally (and over SNMP and CMIP) is it’s ability to ‘wrap’ other heterogeneous technologies and provide a homogeneous interface (often referred to as ‘CORBA Wrappers’). 

So, for example, a vendor may choose to use SNMP to manage their equipment. As long as they also provide a CORBA/SNMP wrapper to their interface, then they are compliant to the standard. 

This is clearly in the customers’ best interest. Also from a standards perspective trying to standardise five ways of doing the same thing “completely” is likely to be “difficult”.

Alarm IRP: We support the general ideas behind the Alarm Integration IRP. For the interface model, We would advocate a more “object orientated” approach, separating out the subscription type functionality from the interaction with an alarm. (e.g. as drawn below)

Note the presence of an alarm object.
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS – ALARM IRP

4.1.2.1 Alarm IRP Operations: We have noted the second bullet in section 5 that states “Via this IRP, there is no possibility for the Actor to clear alarms”. We believe this is important functionality that should be considered (i.e. a Manual Clear Operation may be necessary for certain alarms that are not automatically cleared by the network).
4.1.3.3.1 Alarm Id: Alarm Id seems to be used similarly to Notification Identifier from X.733 but with stricter requirements on uniqueness, why not call it Notification Identifier?

4.1.3.6 Alarm Record: Why not include other X.733 alarm attributes at least as optional?  We believe that State Change Definition and Threshold Information must as a minimum be included.

4.1.3.6 OriginalSystemDN:  Is reference [11] Notification IRP correct ?

4.1.3.3.2  Matching criteria: X.733 states that Notification Identifier can be used to relate multiple alarms to a specific fault, what is different about this new proposal?

Please clarify the statement “It is noted there shall not exist two alarm records with identical values for the attributes listed above” (Managed Object Instance, Event Type, Probable Cause). This seems to contradict X.733.

Also the statement “It implies several alarm notifications with the same AlarmId” seems to contradict the next sentence which says “there shall not exist two alarm records with the same value in alarmId attribute as well”

We assume the latter is correct and correlation is done via the CorrelatedNotifications list.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS – NAME CONVENTION FOR MO’s

Appendix B:  We do not have any issues with the naming proposals with the exception of appendix B, We do not agree with the naming Rule as we understand it is being proposed, If its important to be able to identify the naming attribute in the DN then the format should be changed to something like “class.attribute=value”, e.g. bss.rdn_instance=12, site.id=2.













































































































































































































