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1.
Objective
There are two proposals on Link modelling for use in IMS NRM IRP work.  There is one proposal on Link modelling for use in all NRM IRP work.  Meeting objective is to clarify/discuss the three proposals and to make a selection for 3GPP standardization.
a. Input documents
S5-070924, 925, 926, 927, 928, 948, 954… and others  (10 contributions, see Adrian daily report)
 
2.
Record of discussion
Ericsson presented S5-070924 that highlighted the three proposals.  Using ‘A’ as IOC-A, ‘Z’ as IOC‑Z, ‘Link’ as IOC Link, the proposals are:

[Proposal 1]

A -> Link.  Z -> Link.  Link -> A.  Link -> Z.

This is a proposal from 3GPP2.

[Proposal 2]

Link -> A.  Link -> Z.   (A and Z do not point to Link.)

Current 3GPP specification support this.

[Proposal 3]

IOC-A name-contains Link.  Link -> Z.  
IOC-Z name-contains Link.  Link -> A.

This is a new proposal submitted to Xian meeting sourced Motorola/Nortel/CMCC.  Their proposal uses RP_xyz_EP instead of ’Link’.

The group conducted discussion on the three proposals.  Below is a summary of the discussion.
Re: Proposal 1:
Supporter (namely, 3GPP2) states the problem statement of current situation:
1. Reader (e.g. Basic CM IRPManager) of object A, without knowledge of other objects, cannot know the identities of objects related (or linked) to object A.  Therefore, this reader cannot ‘navigate’, from object A to related objects.
Non-supporter of Proposal 1 says:

1. The Itf-N is designed for computer process (IRPAgent) to computer process (IRPManager).  So, if IRPManager wants to know the identities of objects related to object A, it should/could launch a CM IRP request to browse the tree of Link objects and discover the required identities.  The non-supporter says the Itf-N is not designed for computer process (IRPAgent) to web browser GUI, for example.
2. The Bulk CM IRP defined XML download and upload files needs to have duplicated information (because the IOC-A instances have reference information which is duplicated by similar information in the related Link instance.) 

Re: Proposal 2:  

Supporter has no problem statement.  (Note that the current situation is described as Proposal 2 in this document.)  
Re: Proposal 3:

Supporter states problem statements of current situation (in S5-070618):

” Problem 1:

Due to the Link is contained by Subnetwork (Not NE), so the NE can not generate the performance measurements based on this IOC, due to the link is not belonging to this NE. And, but in all probability, the Link can not generate measurements by itself. So in this case, there is no method to achieve the performance measurements based on this modeling method.
Currently, the link modeling issue becomes the obstacle to define the measurements for per interface scope.

Problem 2: 

Cognizability of the downlink and uplink: Even though the Link can measure the performance by itself, there is no mechanism to define what is downlink or uplink.
“

Non-supporter of Proposal 3 says:

· The problem 1 does not exist.  Do not agree that “…NE can not generate the performance measurements based on this (Link) IOC…”.  In PM IRP, the measurement/counter should be (and currently are) defined/specified under the chapter on NE (and not under the chapter on Link).  The NE can/should/could produce the needed counter values.

· We recognize the situation when NE-A is connected/linked to NE-X and NE-Y, then NE-A needs to produce two counter values, one for the connection with NE-X and one value with NE-Y.  In such case, we recognise that the use of counter name alone cannot make distinction between the first and the second counter values.  We suggest to use subcounter name, in addition to counter name, to make that distinction.  
· With reference to Proposal 3, we recognise that a) it does not require the use of subcounter and b) it can make distinction that one value is related to traffic with NE-X and one with NE-Y.  However, proposal 3 is “a CM based solution that solves a problem of PM”.  A CM based solution has side-effects such as a) there are more object instances for CM IRPAgent to maintain b) there are more object instance data in XML file in context of Bulk CM IRP.  Implementations (products) that support only Basic CM IRPManager and/or Bulk CM IRPManager will need to support something more than what Basic/Bulk CM IRPManager needs.
· Understand the problem-2 re: “Cognizability of downlink and uplink”.  We don’t understand how proposal-3 can solve this problem.  (Unless the proposal-3 is to use 2 EP_xyz_RF instances, one to ‘capture’ downlink counter value and the other for uplink counter value.  If so, then instead of using one object as per Proposal-1 or Proposal 2, this Proposa-3 needs 4 objects.)  Would like to suggest an alternative for this problem.  

· Ask PM IRP to define two counters (instead of one) such as rcvCounter/xmtCounter or upCounter/downCounter and 
· Use subcounter concept as in bullet 2.      
Conclusion of Session:
Chair solicited opinions from group.

1. E/// and Huawei would support Proposal 1.

2. E/// would support Proposal 2.

3. Moto, CMCC, Nortel would support Proposal 3.

4. E/// and Siemens would reject proposal 3 but would agree to use Proposal 3 for End Points or Termination Points (semantics of EP and TP are those defined by ITU-T).

5. ZTE needs time to formulate its preference.
Chair wanted concerned members to have off-line discussion.  There are CRs waiting for resolution of this S5-070924,

Nortel comments not covered above:
“

1.As Randy and China Mobile confirmed, the original idea of the link objects were at a much higher level. The intention was not to include the low level specifics of the network element communication. EP or TP is something to address element management communication requirement (FM, CM, PM, etc). IMS nodes communication can be achieved by EP or TP as well. Our spec is not only for IMS, but for other domain as well.

2.A link is between two NEs, these two NEs may play different role for the link especially in IP-beared networks. The two sides of a link may be a client/server relation, so the navigation is needed. 

3.Operator strongly recommends to define common network model for NE and OMC to save OMC from post-mediation, in this case a LINK contained by subnetwork cannot be managed by NE.

4.For PM LINK cannot reflect the end point of the link, e.g., in cenario node A - LINK - node B the throughput for node A end point is 100 packets, for node B it is 50 packets due to linkage problem, but what number of packets can be obtained from LINK object? 100 or 50 or some other value? The result is unforseeable. Also, uplink or downlink information is difficult if applying LINK. Simply added counters cannot address this requirement.

5.For FM LINK itself cannot collect and report alarm, it is the business of NE, only EP or TP can collect alarm.

5.LINK is difficult to be correlated in crossing domain or operator network context.

6. For the CM itself, the Link/Reference point should be managed via the NE by managing the EP or TP, but not directly from EMS.

“
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