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1 E-Mail Discussion Summary
-------- Original Message -------- 

	Subject: 
	WG: Email discussion on Notification Log IRPInformationService,Em ail#09: conclusion

	Date: 
	Fri, 29 Oct 2004 10:40:14 +0200

	From: 
	Suerbaum Clemens<clemens.suerbaum@siemens.com>

	To: 
	'Yang Li' <afi@huawei.com>, Suerbaum Clemens <clemens.suerbaum@siemens.com>, 'J?rg Schmidt' <J.Schmidt@Motorola.com>, 'Edwin Tse (QA/EMC)' <edwin.tse@ericsson.com>, 'islip@lucent.com' <islip@lucent.com>, 'llrui@bupt.edu.cn' <llrui@bupt.edu.cn>, 'liyewen@chinamobile.com' <liyewen@chinamobile.com>, 'Dan Li' <lidan@nortelnetworks.com>, 'leem@nortelnetworks.com' <leem@nortelnetworks.com>, 'enxi.wang@nokia.com' <enxi.wang@nokia.com>, 'thomas.tovinger@ericsson.com' <thomas.tovinger@ericsson.com>, 'Michael.Truss@motorola.com' <Michael.Truss@Motorola.com>


Dear loggers,
 

I tried to find fair conclusions on the discussed issues. If you do not agree to the conclusions, please reply. 
For better readability I collect them here, not below in the history of the discussion. 
 

1. logManagerToken in IOC log should be O:
Agreed
 

2. logRecordSource in IOC logRecord should be deleted 
Agreement: optional
 

3. getLogRecords/exportLogRecords: 
Text agreed (see down below)
 

4. ExportLogRecord output: 
Open. 
Proposals
4a: Add another return value like 'operationSucceededButNoMatchingLogRecordFound'.
4b: Allow an empty file ("empty" means: only file header information present) to be notified.
4c: Output parameter fileLocation
5. Rename operation getLogSubscriptionStatus to getLog 
Agreement: Name stays as it is
 

6. Extend 5.5.1 by descriptions for logAttributeList of operation getLogSubscriptionStatus and
getLogRecordsResult of operation getLogRecords 
Agreed.
 

7. Qualifier for NLIRPNotifications2 should be O, not M 
Agreed. 
Text to be added, that subscribed information should not be lost.
 

8. Parameter mapping of notifyLogSubscription started needs to be aligned with attribute list of LogId 
"logLifeTime" is not there any more:
Agreed.
 

9. Output parameter of notifyOccupancyLevelCrossed logFullAction should be removed 
Agreement: optional
 

10. Output parameter list of notifyOccupancyLevelCrossed should use format of notifyNewAlarm:
Open. (majority for the proposal)
 

11 NLIRPNotification2 is missing in the document structure; there is no headline for it; it only exists in the class diagram
Done (already in draft TS)
 

12. (not used)
 

1’: A new input parameter ‘logFullAction’ for operation subscribeLog is proposed to be added.
Open.
 

2’: When log is full, an alarm not a notification should be sent out by IRPAgent
Not agreed.
 

13. Add attribute logRecordContent to IOC logRecord:
Agreed (no objection)
 

14. operation getLogRecords: remove last sentence in 6.3.4.1 (starting: "Note that this operation ..."):
Agreed
 

15. Use parameter name subscriptionId in all operations/notifications: 
Open. (no feedback yet)
 

 

Summary: Only few issues left. Finalization at Sanya is possible.
 

Remark: I will not be in the office next week, but you can reach me on my mobile (+49 172 8240943).
 

Two kind requests to Jörg: 
1. Please provide an update of the IS implementing these conclusions. 
2. Please convert this email into a Rapporteur's contribution to Sanya.
Schöne Grüße, schönen Tag / Best regards / Saludos / Atenciosamente / Sincères salutations / Cordiali saluti / Selamlar / met hartelijke groeten / Parhain Terveisin / Yoroshiku / Pozdrowienia / 致 好 (Zhi Hao) / С уважением (S iwascheniem) / S Pozdravom / Z serdecznymi pozdrowieniami / Ba Salame Farawan / Bästa hälsningar / Üdvözlettel / χαιρετίσματα (chäretismata) / Parimad Tervitused/Salam Mesra
Clemens  
2 E-Mail Discussion Details
-----Ursprüngliche Nachricht-----
Von: Suerbaum Clemens 
Gesendet: Donnerstag, 28. Oktober 2004 10:30
An: 'Yang Li'; Suerbaum Clemens; 'J?rg Schmidt'; 'Edwin Tse (QA/EMC)'; 'islip@lucent.com'; 'llrui@bupt.edu.cn'; 'liyewen@chinamobile.com'; 'Dan Li'; 'leem@nortelnetworks.com'; 'enxi.wang@nokia.com'; 'thomas.tovinger@ericsson.com'; 'Michael.Truss@motorola.com'
Betreff: AW: Email discussion on Notification Log IRPInformationService,Email#08revised:
Dear loggers,
 

sorry, I made a mistake. I have to correct my last email. In the meantime I understood that there is no no need for the additional logId at subscribeLog. Please accept my apologies for causing confusion. 
 

Please use only this email as base for replies.
 

Here is the corrected comment:
 

14: The usage of the terms log/logSubcriptionId is not consistent throughout the IS. 
The following is proposed (I hope I list all occurences of log/logSubscriptionId):
· subscribeLog: input: logSubscriptionId 
· unsubscribeLog: input: logSubscriptionId
· exportLogRecords: input: logSubscriptionId
· getLogRecords: input logSubscriptionId
· getLogSubscriptionIds: input: logSubscriptionIds
· getLogSubscriptionStatus: input: logSubscriptionId
· notfiyLogSubscribed: input: stays logSubscriptionId
· notifyLogUnsubscribed: input: stays logSubscriptionId
· notifyOccupancyLevelCrossed: input. logId (currently logSubscriptionId)
· notifyLoggingResumed: input: logId (currently logSubscriptionId)
Summary: Use logSubscriptionId in all operations/notifications.
 

 

Additionally new: Our comment too 1':
We support to have input parameter logFullAction at operation logSubscirbe. [For completeness also below at item 1' [Sue#8]
 

 

I intend to conclude this email discussion during this week, therefore please comment soon.
Best regards
Clemens  
-----Ursprüngliche Nachricht-----
Von: Yang Li [mailto:afi@huawei.com] 
Gesendet: Montag, 25. Oktober 2004 11:40
An: 'Suerbaum Clemens'; 'J?rg Schmidt'; 'Edwin Tse (QA/EMC)'; islip@lucent.com; llrui@bupt.edu.cn; liyewen@chinamobile.com; 'Dan Li'; leem@nortelnetworks.com; enxi.wang@nokia.com; thomas.tovinger@ericsson.com; 'Michael.Truss@motorola.com'
Betreff: RE: Email discussion on Notification Log IRPInformationService,Email#07:
Dear colleagues,
Please refer to my comments below beginning with [Huawei #7].
Note that the first of additional discussion issues added by Huawei’s has no further comments since my last one.
 

Best regards,
Yangli
 

 

-----Original Message-----
From: Suerbaum Clemens [mailto:clemens.suerbaum@siemens.com] 
Sent: Monday, October 18, 2004 6:05 PM
To: 'Yang Li'; 'J?rg Schmidt'; Suerbaum Clemens; 'Edwin Tse (QA/EMC)'; islip@lucent.com; llrui@bupt.edu.cn; liyewen@chinamobile.com; 'veronica.ayers@huawei.com'; 'Dan Li'; leem@nortelnetworks.com; enxi.wang@nokia.com; thomas.tovinger@ericsson.com; 'Michael.Truss@motorola.com'
Subject: AW: Email discussion on Notification Log IRPInformationService,Email#06:
 

Dear loggers,
 

explanation of the numbering rule: 
Jörg's last one was #04
Yang's last one was #05
this is #06,
next one should use #07.
 

My log comments see below (look for [Sue#06] )
Schöne Grüße, schönen Tag / Best regards / Saludos / Atenciosamente / Sincères salutations / Cordiali saluti / Selamlar / met hartelijke groeten / Parhain Terveisin / Yoroshiku / Pozdrowienia / 致 好 (Zhi Hao) / С уважением (S iwascheniem) / S Pozdravom / Z serdecznymi pozdrowieniami / Ba Salame Farawan / Bästa hälsningar / Üdvözlettel / χαιρετίσµατα (chäretismata) / Parimad Tervitused/Salam Mesra
Clemens  
-----Ursprüngliche Nachricht-----
Von: Yang Li [mailto:afi@huawei.com] 
Gesendet: Freitag, 15. Oktober 2004 09:05
An: 'J?rg Schmidt'; 'Suerbaum Clemens'; 'Edwin Tse (QA/EMC)'; islip@lucent.com; llrui@bupt.edu.cn; liyewen@chinamobile.com; 'veronica.ayers@huawei.com'; 'Dan Li'; leem@nortelnetworks.com; enxi.wang@nokia.com; thomas.tovinger@ericsson.com; 'Michael.Truss@motorola.com'
Betreff: RE: Email discussion on Notification Log IRP InformationService,Email#3:
Dear colleagues,
See my comments below beginning with “[Huawei 10/15/2004]”.
By default, all of my comments are based on S5-046847r2 MOT WT08 32332-105 which is the latest version of NL IS drat on formal 3GPP server.
This is my #2 time to send discussion email on NL IS.
 

Best regards,
Yangli
 

 

-----Original Message-----
From: J?rg Schmidt [mailto:J.Schmidt@Motorola.com] 
Sent: Friday, October 15, 2004 4:06 AM
To: Suerbaum Clemens; 'Edwin Tse (QA/EMC)'; 'islip@lucent.com'; 'llrui@bupt.edu.cn'; 'liyewen@chinamobile.com'; 'veronica.ayers@huawei.com'; 'afi@huawei.com'; 'Dan Li'; 'leem@nortelnetworks.com'; 'enxi.wang@nokia.com'; 'thomas.tovinger@ericsson.com'; 'Michael.Truss@motorola.com'
Subject: Re: Email discussion on Notification Log IRP InformationService,Email#3:
 

Colleagues,

Further Motorola comments inserted below. 

-- 

 

 

For questions/comments please respond to this e-mail.

 

Regards,

Jörg.


Suerbaum Clemens wrote:

Dear loggers, 
 

here is now the re-read, re-edited and enhanced version of this mail. (not many differences to the one erroneously sent, but there are some).
 

Housekeeping: Please number your email replies to this discussion (I used #3, because it was the third mail on this topic).
 

My replies to [MOT] et al see below.
 

New items: 
#13: LogRecord misses an attribute representing the logRecord content. Proposal for the name: LogRecordContent
[Huawei 10/15/2004] This is a very old issue. Huawei once proposed its name to be “information”. It was then explained that the missing of this attribute is due to editorial error. In Figure 5.1: Information Object Class UML Diagram of S5-046847r2 MOT WT08 32332-105, this is relationship between LogRecord and NotificationLogNotification, I wonder if MOT intends to use this relationship to represent the attribute. My point of view is that NotificationLogNotification defines only the “header” of a notification not including “body”. I agree to add this attribute no matter its name is “information” or “logRecordContent”.
 

 

#14: operation getLogRecords: remove last sentence in 6.3.4.1 (starting: "Note that this operation ..."). 
Reason: It is up to the operator how to use an operation.
[Huawei 10/15/2004] I can’t find such a sentence in S5-046847r2 MOT WT08 32332-105. No comment currently.
[Sue#06] section number of getLogRecords in S5-046847r2 was 6.4.4.1
[Huawei #7] This sentence can be removed after the 3rd item has been resolved among RG.
 

Best regards
Clemens
-----Ursprüngliche Nachricht-----
Von: Jörg Schmidt [mailto:J.Schmidt@Motorola.com] 
Gesendet: Donnerstag, 14. Oktober 2004 03:31
An: Suerbaum Clemens; 'Edwin Tse (QA/EMC)'; 'islip@lucent.com'; 'llrui@bupt.edu.cn'; 'liyewen@chinamobile.com'; 'veronica.ayers@huawei.com'; 'afi@huawei.com'; 'Dan Li'; 'leem@nortelnetworks.com'; 'enxi.wang@nokia.com'; 'thomas.tovinger@ericsson.com'; 'Michael.Truss@motorola.com'
Betreff: Re: Email discussion on Notification Log IRP Information Service
Colleagues,

Motorola comments inserted below - disclaimer: agreement on change does not always imply agreement on reason for change :-).
And thanks to Clemens for activating this discussion.

-- 

 

 

For questions/comments please respond to this e-mail.

 

Regards,

Jörg.


Suerbaum Clemens wrote:

Dear loggers, 

as I committed in the WT08 session, I will herewith kick-off the email discussion on the IS of the NLIRP. 
The further NLIRP email discussion shall not take place on the SWG-C reflector, but only to those in the To: field of this mail. If you want to be added to/removed from the list, please indicate it to me.
 

I start with the explicit listing of the items which were part of the CMIP SS contribution S5-046961. But of course the floor is also open for your additional input. 
I hope we can conclude this discussion soon, maybe already during the next week. 
It would be very useful if Jörg could send us an updated version of the draft, reflecting the changes of SA5#39bis, so we have a stable base for the discussion.
After agreements having reached, I kindly as Jörg to update the IS according to the agreements and put it as soon as possible on the SA5 Doc server as official contribution to S5#40, so that work on aligning the SSs can start quite soon.
 

Here we go: 

1. logManagerToken in IOC log should be O, not M 
Reasoning: 
not needed in configurations, where only one manager is using the logIRP; 
it is optional in all operations having it as in- or output parameter; 
it is not mappable to ITU-T log 

[MOT]: accepted
[Huawei 10/15/2004] That logManagerToken is optional is acceptable to me.

 

 

2. logRecordSource in IOC logRecord should be deleted 
Reasoning: 
This has been proposed by several parties without objection in the previous email discussions, but was forgotten to be removed. 
[MOT]: disagree - nevertheless would suggest "O" for this attribute if agreeable 
[Sue] "O" is agreeable for me.
[Huawei 10/15/2004] logRecordSource is preferred to be deleted. No strong objection if it is optional.
 

 

3. getLogRecords/exportLogRecords: 
Proposal: Move both operations into new Mandatory NLIRPOperations_3 package 
Variant A: Both M(andatory), plus additional statement "It is sufficient to support either operation getLogRecords or operation exportLogRecords, but suport of one of both is mandatory."
Variant B: Both O(ptional). Statement: "One of these operations must be supported." 

[MOT]: personally disagree, but the last WT08 meeting already agreed to "O" for both operation (and I will not reopen this discussion) - on implementation: there is no need for a new package, "getLogRecords" will be added to "NLIRPOperations_1", and both set to "O"; nevertheless I request the proponents of this proposal to provide the specific text and the appropriate placement of the necessary statement(s) 
[Sue] Texts:  
"Either support of this operation or support of operation getLogRecords is mandatory". ; placement after headline of 6.3.3  exportLogRecords. 
"Either support of this operation or support of operation exportLogRecords is mandatory"; placement after headline of 6.3.4 getLogRecords.  
[MOT]: suggest some changes:
6.3.3 "Support for this operations is mandatory if getLogRecords is not supported."
6.3.4 "Support for this operations is mandatory if exportLogRecords is not supported."
Also: recommend to add another statement to be added below figure 6-1 "Note: NLIRPOperations_1 shall support either operation exportLogRecords or operation getLogRecords as mandatory." - or adding a UML note with the same text.
[Huawei 10/15/2004] I think the intent is clear that only one of them must be supported in a certain solution set. It is better to leave it to English expert to provide description text. 
[Sue#06] MOT's proposal is fine for me.
 

 

4. ExportLogRecord output parameters: 
Proposal: IS should state that the fileLocation is announced using notifyFileReady defined in FT IRP 

[MOT]: accepted - text adjusted as follows 

Using this operation, an IRPManager can initiate export of all or part of a log into a file. This file than is being transferred to the IRPManager using the File Transfer IRP (note also the the FT IRP is providing the file location to the IRP Manger). 
 [Sue] Text is okay, but has a double "the"
[MOT]: correct – corrected
[Huawei 10/15/2004] in #39bis meeting, modification of post-condition of operation ExportLogRecord, proposed in S5-046925 E Comments to S5-046847r2 MOT WT08 32332-105 v4, was agreed, i.e. In the case where operation ExportLogRecord is performed completely and correctly but no result file is generated due to log empty or no log record satisfying the specified filter, ‘OperationSucceeded’ is returned . In other case where operation ExportLogRecord generates result file containing log records wanted, ‘OperationSucceeded’ is also returned. Should IRPManager expect to retrieve file or not on getting ‘OperationSucceeded’ returned? In S5-046967 Huawei comments on NotificationLog IRP, Huawei proposes to add ‘fileLocation’ output parameter to operation exportLogRecord. This output parameter will tell IRPManager explicitly if IRPManager should expect to receive notification ‘notifyFileReady’ and result file or not. This output parameter is empty in the first case stated above. I don’t think 
[Sue#06] Your last sentence looks like something is be missing. Nevertheless: We should not re-open past discussions. If it should really be a problem for the manager that a operationSuceeded can indicate both a file is ready or not, then there are two simple ways out:
4a: Add another return value like 'operationSucceededButNoMatchingLogRecordFound'.
4b: Allow an empty file ("empty" means: only file header information present) to be notified.
My preference goes to 4b, because it handles successful completions or the operation equally.
[Huawei #7] I agree ‘past discussion’ should not be re-discussed if the past conclusion is perfect. As you know, the thickness of the returned ‘OperationSucceeded’ is a problem. Currently there are 3 potential solutions to this problem. The 4a solution will have to change the conclusion of discussion on S5-046925 E Comments to S5-046847r2 MOT WT08 32332-105 v4 (see above). The 4b solution will make the meaning of ‘notifyFileReady’ confusing because the transferred file contains no content that IRPManager receiver is interested in, i.e. the transferred file is useless to receiver. 
 

5. Rename operation getLogSubscriptionStatus to getLog 
Reason: It delivers all attributes of the log, not just a status. 

[MOT]: disagree- noting that (1) "getLog" as name isn't sufficient either and (2) using status in a broader sense should be allowed, especially as we considered alignment with Notification IRP approach (and it is "not just a status" there as well) - and note that as editor would like to get out of the "Changing Names In/After Every Meeting Business " :-))))  
[Sue] I will come back on this log or logSubscription item in another mail.  
[Huawei 10/15/2004] I have no strong opinion on the name of this operation. 
 

6. Extend 5.5.1 
The following descriptions are missing: 
logAttributeList of operation getLogSubscriptionStatus 
getLogRecordsResult of operation getLogRecords 

[MOT]: disagree - for my understanding, table 5.5.1 provides definition of Chapter 5 IOC attributes, not parameter definitions for Chapter 6 operations/notification (which are to be handled within the relevant input/output parameter tables) 
[Sue] Fine, but currently both descriptions make references to 5.5.1. where nothing about them can be found. And 6.4.2.3 references 6.4.1.2 which is empty. 
Proposal for change: 
Comment field for logAttributeList in Comment field of 6.4.2.3: 
"List of all supported attributes of IOC Log (see 5.3.2.2)"
Comment field for getLogRecordsResult in Comment field of 6.3.4.3: 
"List of logRecords; each entry of the list holds all supported attributes of IOC LogRecord (see 5.3.3.2)"
[MOT]: accepted
[Huawei 10/15/2004] it is ok.
 

7. Qualifier for NLIRPNotifications2 should be O, not M 
Reason: 
The contained notifications are not needed for all configurations or in case of proper handling of the log administration.
[MOT]: currently no position - was under the assumption that "notifyOccupancyLevelCrossed" should be supported by all IRP Agents, independent from logFullAction (but also noting that "notifyOccupancyLevelCrossed" in wrap mode may not be of too much use) - nevertheless: if there is no objection than I will make the change
[Huawei 10/15/2004]  I do not understand why ‘notifyOccupancyLevelCrossed’ is not needed in some case. Further clarification is expected.
[Sue#06] 32.331 §4.1:  "To notify OSs about the loss or imminent loss of Notification Log records, the system is able to emit ..." From this follows: If logs are dimensioned with reasonable and sufficient size and collected regularly according to this size, e.g. daily, then such a situation of a loss or imminent loss will not happen, so the notfiyOccupancyLevelCrossed is not needed. (If -under these circumstances- there will be a flood of notifications filling up your log, then you have a bigger problem, anyway. The filled log will not be your most important problem to solve then.)
[Huawei #7] It is ok if the condition of the “optional” is described in a clearer way that the log is guaranteed not to lose any subscribed information. 
 

 

8. Parameter mapping of notifyLogSubscription started needs to be aligned with attribute list of LogId 
"logLifeTime" is not there any more 

[MOT]: correct - corrected
[Huawei 10/15/2004]  It is ok.
 

9. Output parameter of notifyOccupancyLevelCrossed logFullAction should be removed 
Reason: 
This attribute can be retrieved by mandatory operation getLog. There is no need to duplicate this here. 

[MOT]: disagree - please note statement in relevant definition section, providing reason 
[Sue] "for context purposes" is - in my humble opinion - not a convincing reason. Proposal for compromise: Qualifier C (condition: not in CMIP solution sets) or O
[MOT]: on reason: not sure if I follow, but providing an operator with the info that either old records are overwritten or logging has halted altogether enables him to determine whether immediate or relaxed actions are necessary, based on his "context" (making a determination based on what type of info is logged and how relevant it is).
on C/O: will await further feedback - if none is received I would than tend towards O if this is a blocking topic (as C should be avoided as much as possible, only used if there is an SS related technical constrain/shortcoming)
[Huawei 10/15/2004]  When IRPManager gets this notification, its further action depends on ‘logFullAction’ parameter. It may not a good idea for IRPManager to perform operation getLog each time it receives this notification.  
[Sue#06] No need to perform a getLog each time. The value of logFullAction cannot change anyway. The motto for the manager should be: Read once, know it forever. And it should have to do one getLog anyway. So the information is always there, how to react in the specific context.
[Huawei #7] It will be more convenient for IRPManager to deal with this notification if ‘logFullAction’ parameter is contained especially when IRPManager has to manage multiple logs in multiple IRPAgents from different vendors whose logs may have different logFullAction (i.e. vendor A’s log may have different logFullAction from that of vendor B’s log).  Nevertheless, ‘optional’ is acceptable to me.
 

For completeness from the discussion in 39bis: 
10. Output parameter list of notifyOccupancyLevelCrossed should use format of notifyNewAlarm 

[MOT]: disagree - I don't see gain/value, rather confusion, as Alarm IRP is not (and should not be) a pre-requisite for the the NL IRP 
[SUE] #10 was the compromise agreement from the session in Sophia: Re-use this format (copy-paste, not reference), don't call it an alarm, but nevertheless add a statement that alarmIRP is not necessarily needed.  
[MOT]:
MOT is not under the impression that this is a "compromise agreement", our recollection is that this has been discussed in the context of the restated Huawei item 2 (see below) as a possible compromise, but not reaching the level of an agreement.
In addition on "alarmIRP is not necessarily needed": context diagram does not list Alarm IRP, 6.1 isn't defining an agent internal relationship with Alarm IRP - where is there an indication that Alarm IRP is a prerequisite for NL IRP?
[Huawei 10/15/2004]  This notification implies information loss if log has been full or a potential threat to loss subscribed information. Operator is expected act on such an information loss. In my point of view, this notification should be of alarm format at lest if I have to agree that it may not issued by AlarmIRP so as to avoid modify stable 32.331.
[Sue#06] 32.331 §4.1:  "To notify OSs about the loss or imminent loss of Notification Log records, the system is able to emit capacity threshold alarms that alert the subscribed OSs that a capacity threshold has been crossed in a particular Notification Log." This should allow to use at least the format of an alarm. The intention is anyway not to say "Alarm IRP is a prerequisite for NL", but "if desired, then AlarmIRP can be used optionally for NL IPR to send capacityThresholdAlarms".
[Huawei #7] That this notification should be of alarm format at least is also my opinion. Agree with Clemens’ comment.
And one editorial thing: 
11 NLIRPNotification2 is missing in the document structure; there is no headline for it; it only exists in the class diagram
[MOT]: was already corrected during Montreal meeting (S5-046847r2)
 

 

Below adding Huawei additional topics (to keep responses in 
one thread)
 1’: A new input parameter ‘logFullAction’ for operation subscribeLog is proposed to be added.
Reason: ‘wrap’ and ‘halt’ imply either oldest or latest notification information will be lost when log is full. It should be possible to leave IRPManager a chance to choose which one is preferred.
[MOT]: disagree - please refer to definitions in 5.1.1 as well as comments made in earlier e-mail discussions in the context of IRP Agent NL IRP purposes (which does not include replacement of an IRP Managers Log)  
[Sue] same comment as [MOT] 
[Huawei 10/15/2004] I did not find the answer in attribute definition table of S5-046847r2 MOT WT08 32332-105. To clarify it further, this parameter will only be used to create new NL, attribute logFullAction of IOC Log is not modifiable. Besides, in section 4.4 of 32.331, it is said “The OS must be able to set the behaviour of a Notification Log that becomes full”, this statement proves the necessity of this input parameter for operation subscribeLog.
 

[Sue#8] We support to introduce this input parameter logFullAction.
 

 

2’: When log is full, an alarm not a notification should be sent out by IRPAgent. 
Reason: That log is full implies some notification information which has been expected to be logged in NL will be lost, log full alarm will indicate manager to do something to prevent information loss, one of the potential repair action may be ‘backup log’ and ‘delete some specified records’.
[MOT]: disagree - see comment above as well as comments made during earlier e-mail discussions (e.g. ) 
[Sue] see comment above to #10 
[MOT]: ditto  :-)
[Huawei 10/15/2004] see Huawei’s comment above to #10
 

I look forward to your comments and proposals. 

Schöne Grüße, schönen Tag / Best regards / Saludos / Atenciosamente / Sincères salutations / Cordiali saluti / Selamlar / met hartelijke groeten / Parhain Terveisin / Yoroshiku / Pozdrowienia / 致 好 (Zhi Hao) / С уважением (S iwascheniem) / S Pozdravom / Z serdecznymi pozdrowieniami / Ba Salame Farawan / Bästa hälsningar / Üdvözlettel / χαιρετίσματα (chäretismata) / Parimad Tervitused
Clemens 
............................................................................................
SIEMENS AG      Information and Communication Mobile
ICM N PG NT ST R 1      Networks, Product Generation, Network Technologies, Standardisation, Radio
Clemens Suerbaum        E-Mail: clemens.suerbaum@siemens.com
St. Martinstr. 76               Tel.: +49 89 636 75198, Mobile: +49 172 8240943
81541 München           Fax:  +49 89 636 75166
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