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1
Decision/action requested
This is a discussion paper on the usage of VsDataContainer and subclass to capture vendor defined data.

2
References

None.

1.
Intent

The intent is to start discussion on the standard compliant usage of 3GPP-defined VsDataContainer (VSDC) and its alternative, the subclass technique, to capture vendor specific data.  

2
References

[1] ???

3.
Background

3.1
Word usage

The word ‘VSDCs’, in this document, mean a group VSDC objects (represented by the following VSDC class) related to one 3GPP-defined object (represented by the following 3GPP-defined-class-A).  
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In this document, we use the term New-IOC to mean:

· A vendor-defined IOC that is a subclass of the 3GPP-defined Top or a subclass of another New-IOC.  Vendor defines the name-containment relationship (in relation to its contained (child, subordinate) class).

We use the term Subclass-IOC to mean:

· A vendor-defined IOC that is a subclass of a 3GPP-defined IOC other than Top or a subclass of another Subclass-IOC.  3GPP, not Vendor, defines its name-containment relationships, i.e. relation to its child class or relation to its parent class.  Vendor does not define its name-containment relations since they are inherited from the 3GPP-defined base class.  More specifically, if a vendor defines its subclass-IOC-A to be inherited from 3GPP-class-A, its parent name-containment relationship inherited cannot be changed.  Furthermore, if the base class has a name-containment relationship, this relationship shall be inherited and cannot be changed.  (Note: 3GPP is loose on this issue and further note that GSM and Utran Relations  in 32.624/652 – each is defined in it’s respective IS, contained under it’s respective Cell, but is re-defined to be contained in the “other” cell in the “other” IS.)

4.
Discussion

The following table is not a reflection of the current standard that is inconsistent and incomplete.  It is our first attempt to scope the topic for discussion.

	
	VSDC
	New-IOC
	Subclass-IOC

	Can Bulk CM IRPManager use this? 
	Yes
	Yes (note 1)
	Yes (note 1)


	Can Basic CM IRPManager use this?
	No (note 2)

	Yes (note 5)
	Yes (note 6)

	Is it technically possible to emit notifyAVC that is decodable by (and therefore, meaningful to) IRPManager?  
	We don’t think so but need further investigation. 
	Yes
	Yes

	Should notifyAVC be emitted when object attribute(s) is changed?
	Specified by vendor (assumed that it is technically possible to emit notifyAVC, see above.)
	Specified by vendor
	If the parent class uses notifyAVC, then YES.  If the parent class does not use notifyAVC, then NO.

	Should notifyOC be emitted when object is created?
	Specified by vendor
	Specified by vendor
	3GPP defined (already).  See Notification Table of the 3GPP-defined base class.

	Should notifyOD be emitted when object is deleted?
	Specified by vendor
	Specified by vendor
	3GPP defined (already).  See Notification Table of the 3GPP-defined base class.

	Should notifyYyyAlarm be emitted for a VS object?
	YES, it shall be possible, but whether it is supported is specified by the vendor.
	YES, it shall be possible, but whether it is supported is specified by the vendor.
	3GPP defined (already).  See Notification Table of the 3GPP-defined base class.

	Should notifyYyyAlarm be emitted carrying VSDC DN, New-IOC DN or Subclass-IOC DN in OC/OI field (note 4)?

	Specified by vendor
(Note: a vendor can specify ‘No’ here.)
As the VS object shall be known by the IRPManager via a XML Schema, it shall be possible to use the VSDC DN (but it is up to the vendor to specify if objects of such class should emit alarm).
	Specified by vendor 

As the VS object ought to be known by the IRPManager via a XML Schema, it should be possible to use the New-IOC DN (but it is up to the vendor to specify if objects of such class should emit alarm).
	3GPP defined (already).  See Notification Table of the 3GPP-defined base class. 




Note 1: To support YES here, 3GPP current XSD specifications need changes to allow vendor to properly inherit/subclass 3GPP-defined IOC to capture VSE data.

Note 2: Should 3GPP maintain its current restriction that VSDC should only be used by BulkCMIRP?  The NO here reflects such restriction.  If 3GPP agree to remove such restriction, then the response is YES, provided that the IRPAgent uses VSDC to capture its VS-defined data.
Note 3: Void.
Note 4: Note this is FFS as stated in 3GPP 32.111-2 section 5.3.6.1.  

Note 5: To support Yes here, 3GPP needs:

· New 3GPP-defined IOC name convention for New-IOC.  Is it necessary?  Suggested response is YES.

· New 3GPP-defined rules that vendor must use to produce New-IOCs.  Is it necessary?  Suggested response is YES.

· New 3GPP-defined accessibility rules.  

(For example: suppose the Mgr knows only about the 3GPP-defined IOC and the Agt implements the New-IOC.  If Mgr getMO(all), should Agt provides objects of New-IOC? Suggested response is YES.  

Should Agt emit notification (e.g. notifyNewAlarm, notifyAVC), whose OC/OI carry New-IOC instance DN? Suggested response is YES, it shall be possible. However, it is the vendor that specifies if notifications should be emitted for objects of this class.
Note 6: To support Yes here, 3GPP needs:

· New 3GPP-defined IOC name convention for Subclass-IOC.  

(Should the use of the name convention allow reader to tell if a particular class is from vendor X and not from vendor Y or not from 3GPP?  Suggested response is YES
).

Should Subclass-IOC be called X_R8 where X is the 3GPP-defined IOC and X_R8 is the Subclass-IOC name for Rel-8?  Suggested response is NO.  Vendor cannot include version number in the new subclass-IOC class name.  Note that we will promote (to 3GPP) the use of Release version number information in the name of the new 3GPP-defined class that is a subclass of an older 3GPP-defined class.  E.g. SubNetwork_R8 is a 3GPP defined class defined in Release 8 and it inherits from SubNetwork.

· New 3GPP-defined rules that vendor must use to produce Subclass-IOCs. 

· New 3GPP-defined accessibility rules.  

(Example 1: If Mgr knows only 3GPP-defined IOCs and the Agt implements/uses the subclass-IOC.  If Mgr uses the 3GPP-defined class name to read, will Agt reject? Suggested response is NO and Agt should respond successfully with all subclass-IOC attributes.  

Example 2: If Mgr knows only 3GPP-defined IOCs and the Agt implements/uses the New-IOC.  If Mgr uses the 3GPP-defined class name to read for a specified scope/filter, will Agt reject? Suggested response is NO and Agt should respond successfully with information of all IOCs, including New-IOCs, that satisfied the scope/filter criteria.  

Example 3: If Mgr knows only 3GPP-defined IOC, should/could it receive notification (e.g. notifyNewAlarm, notifyOC), whose OC/OI carry Subclass-IOC/New-IOC/VSDC instance DN? Suggested response is YES.)   
� Comment: One can argue that it should be ‘Maybe’ instead of ‘YES’ since the YES scenario will increase complexity in other organization, such as COOP environment, re-use our technology – (Suppose, if I want to manage the relations between the cell network of Moto/Lu/Si/etc, I need explicit classes to handle them, as they will all expose their names in the export (unless we have a VSDC call CO~OP which we could all agree on).  Comment: One can/should extends the ‘meaning’ of vendor to include consortium of vendors and so one of the so-called vendor is not called E/// or Lucent or Moto but called COOP.)





