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	Executive summary:
	In three intensive days and evenings the CM group managed to review and draw conclusions for the vast majority of the outstanding contributions input to, and issues identified at, all meetings including this one. Only 4 outstanding technical issues, where we have not yet reached an agreement, are now left to clarify before or at the next meeting (#16). 

Two new CRs for R99 (for Notification IRP) were also reviewed and agreed (to be put forward to SA5 for approval).

Now the plan is to update the Basic CM IRP documents (32.106 parts 5, 6 and 7) according to all agreements and working assumptions done at meetings #14, #15 and #15bis, and have them ready by Friday the 17 November.




1 Welcome and registration of participants

	Attendee Name
	Company
	Telephone/Fax
	E-mail address

	Habib Nouira
	Alcatel
	33 130 775 109


	habib.nouira@alcatel.fr 

	John Wilber
	AT&T
	1 480 473 1150
	wilberj@mciworld.com 

	Francois Stadler (T1M1 member)
	Rogers AT&T 
	
	

	Håkan Andersson (joint FM/CM session)
	Ericsson
	46 910 731720

46 910 731099
	hakan.andersson@epl.ericsson.se 

	Edwin Tse
	Ericsson
	1 514  823  6301
	edwin.tse@lmc.ericsson.se 

	Thomas Tovinger
	Ericsson (Rapporteur)
	46 31747 3010

46 31747 3083
	thomas.tovinger@ericsson.com 

	Adrian Zoicas (partly)
	ETSI
	33 4 92 94 4221

33 4 92 38 5221
	adrian.zoicas@etsi.fr 

	Patrick Juré (joint FM/CM session)
	Lucent Technologies
	33 2 96 48 3829

33 2 96 48 3838
	pjure@lucent.com 

	Randall Scheer
	Lucent Technologies
	1 614 860 4530
	rjscheer@lucent.com 

	Jörg Schmidt (partly)
	Motorola
	7 480 732 6493
	schmdtj@cig.mot.com 

	David Sidor
	Nortel Networks
	1 919 992 3628

1 919 992 7892
	djsidor@nortelnetworks.com 

	Di Zhou
	Siemens AG 
	43 5 707 43583
	di.zhou@siemens.at 

	Gaetano Cicchitto
	Siemens ICN SpA 
	39 02 4388 6338

39 02 4388 6550
	gaetano.cicchitto@icn.siemens.it 

	Albert H. Yuhan (partly)
	VoiceStream Wireless
	1 973 290 2665

1 973 290 2575
	albert.yuhan@voicestream.com 


2 Approval of the agenda

3 Registration of documents

3.1 Input documents
Listed here are documents input to, and created at, this meeting.

2000 Document List

	
	Meeting #13, Washington DC, USA, 24-28 July 2000                         
	                                              
	
	                                            

	S5C000070
	3G TS 32.106 Part 5 Version 3.0.1c (Basic CM IRP Information Model)
	CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
	
	Partly agreed. Replaced by S5C000109.

	S5C000071
	Agenda for SA5 #13 CM session
	CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
	
	Agreed

	S5C000072
	Report for SA5 #13 CM session
	CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
	
	Replaced by S5C000088

	S5C000073
	Final check draft for version 3.1.0 of 32.106-1 (sent out by Adrian Zoicas 21 July)
	3GPP support
	
	Agreed w. comments

	S5C000074
	Final check draft for version 3.1.0 of  32.106-2 (sent out by Adrian Zoicas 21 July)
	3GPP support
	
	Agreed w. comments

	S5C000075
	Final check draft for version 3.1.0 of  32.106-3 (sent out by Adrian Zoicas 21 July)
	3GPP support
	
	Agreed

	S5C000076
	Final check draft for version 3.1.0 of  32.106-4 (sent out by Adrian Zoicas 21 July)
	3GPP support
	
	Agreed

	S5C000077
	Final check draft for version 3.1.0 of 32.106-8 (sent out by Adrian Zoicas 21 July)
	3GPP support
	
	Agreed w. comments

	S5C000078
	Contribution to 32.106-5 Basic CM IRP IS
	Siemens (Di ZHOU)
	R4/R5
	Partly agreed. Most parts moved to R4/R5 work.

	S5C000079
	Comments on manager reference type (Notif. IRP CORBA SS)
	Ericsson (Edwin TSE)
	
	Agreed

	S5C000080
	Comments on inconsistent label values (All CORBA Solution Set documents)
	Ericsson (Edwin TSE)
	
	Withdrawn

	S5C000081
	Comments on use of “#pragma prefix” directive in IDL specifications (All CORBA Solution Set documents)
	Ericsson (Edwin TSE)
	
	Agreed with modification

	S5C000082
	Object model for Basic CM IRP NRM
	T-Mobil (Tapinder PAL)
	
	Partly reviewed. Replaced by S5C000090.

	S5C000083
	Bulk CM Data Upload and Download over Itf-N (R2000)
	T-Mobil (Tapinder PAL)
	
	

	S5C000084
	Suggested Updates To TS 32.106-2 Notification IRP: Information Service
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	Partly agreed w. comments

	S5C000085
	Suggested Updates To TS 32.106-3 Notification IRP CORBA Solution Set
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	Partly agreed. The rest

replaced by S5C000113

	S5C000086
	Suggested Updates To TS 32.106-5 Configuration Management IRP: Information Model
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	Replaced by S5C000114

	S5C000087
	Suggested Updates To TS 32.106-6 Configuration Management IRP CORBA Solution Set
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	Partly agreed. The rest replaced by S5C000115

	S5C000088
	Report for SA5 #13 CM session (updated)
	CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
	
	Agreed

	S5A000014
	TR01 V0.0.2 Management level procedures and interactions with UTRAN
	Mannesmann (Martijn HIJDRA)
	
	

	                    
	Meeting #13bis, Sophia Antipolis, France, 7-8 Sept. 2000                         
	                                              
	
	                                            

	S5C000089
	Identified errors in 32.106-3 (Notification IRP CORBA SS IDL)
	Ericsson (Ulf HUBINETTE, Edwin TSE)
	
	Replaced by S5C000152

	S5C000090
	Object model for Basic CM
	T-Mobil (Tapinder PAL)
	
	Replaces S5C000082.

Partly agreed with outstanding issues, see report #14 (S5C000125).

	S5C000091
	3GPP SA5 Compliant CORBA Management Information Model Extensions
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	Partly reviewed. Replaced by S5C000141.

	S5C000092
	Proposed Unification Of CORBA Iterators
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	Replaced by S5C000142

	S5C000093
	Agenda for SA5 #13bis CM session
	CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
	
	Replaced by S5C000104

	S5C000094
	Report from SA5 #13bis CM session
	CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
	
	Agreed

	S5C000095

=

S5-000358
	Liaison to ETSI for forwarding to 3GPP on the use of CORBA in the TMN (From ITU Experts Meeting of Q14,15,19/4, Torrance, CA, USA, 14 – 18 August, 2000)
	BT (Geoffrey CARYER), AT&T (Dave MATTHEWS)

	
	Noted and Replied to

	S5C000096
	CR proposal: “Corrections to TS 32.106-2: Notification IRP : Information Service (Event type)”
	Lucent Technologies (Patrick JURÉ)
	R4/R5
	

	S5C000097
	CR proposal: “Corrections to TS 32.106-2: Notification IRP : Information Service (Extended event type)”
	Lucent Technologies (Patrick JURÉ)
	R4/R5
	

	S5C000098
	CR proposal: “Corrections to TS 32.106-2: Notification IRP : Information Service (Notification category)”
	Lucent Technologies (Patrick JURÉ)
	
	Partly reviewed  (*)

	S5C000099
	Information data model proposal for TS 32.106-2 Notification IRP : IS
	Lucent Technologies (Patrick JURÉ)
	R4/R5
	Moved to the FM group

	S5C000103
	Proposal for operations specifications in TS 32.106-2 Notification IRP : IS
	Lucent Technologies (Patrick JURÉ)
	R4/R5
	Moved to the FM group

	S5C000104
	Agenda for SA5 #13bis CM session (revised)
	CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
	
	Replaces S5C000093

	S5C000105
	Comments on TS32.106-5
	Siemens (Gaetano CICCHITTO)
	
	Withdrawn - replaced by S5C000131

	S5C000106
	Comments on “Object model for Basic CM”
	Siemens (Lucian HIRSCH)
	
	Superseded by later agreements and S5C000131

	S5C000107
	Specification of notifications for Basic CM object model
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	Replaced by S5C000139

	
	Meeting #14, Milan, Italy, 11-15 Sept. 2000 
	
	
	

	S5C000100
	Agenda for SA5 #14 CM session
	CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
	
	

	S5C000101
	Report from SA5 #14 CM session
	CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
	
	Replaced by S5C000125

	S5C000102
	Changing The Notify Alarm List Rebuilt Notification From An Extended Event Type To An Event Type
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	

	S5C000108
	Proposal for new MOC in NRM: IRPAgent
	Ericsson (Edwin TSE)
	
	Replaced by S5C000175

	S5C000109
	Updated 32.106-5 V3.0.1e (Basic CM IRP IM)
	CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
	
	Replaced by S5C000122

	S5C000110
	Never issued
	
	
	

	S5C000111
	Updated 32.106-7 V3.0.1b (Basic CM IRP CMIP SS)
	Siemens (Di ZHOU)
	
	Replaces S5C000051

Replaced by S5C000147

	S5C000112
	Basic CM IRP: Clarification on containment of 3GSubNetwork
	Siemens (Gaetano CICCHITTO)
	R4/R5 (prob.)
	Discussed

	S5C000113
	Revised “Suggested Updates To TS 32.106-3 Notification IRP CORBA Solution Set”
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	Replaces S5C000085.

Partly agreed.

Replaced by S5C000143.

	S5C000114
	Revised “Suggested Updates To TS 32.106-5 Configuration Management IRP: Information Model”
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	Replaces S5C000086

	S5C000115
	Revised “Suggested Updates To TS 32.106-6 Configuration Management IRP CORBA Solution Set”
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	Replaces S5C000087

	S5C000116
	Update TS 32.106-3 Due To The Recommended Removal Of Extended Event Types From TS 32.106-2 and TS 32.111-2.
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	

	S5C000117
	Update TS 32.106-5 Due To The Recommended Removal Of Extended Event Types From TS 32.106-2 and TS 32.111-2
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	

	S5C000118
	Update TS 32.106-6 Due To The Recommended Removal Of Extended Event Types From TS 32.106-2 and TS 32.111-2
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	

	S5C000119
	Changing The Notify Alarm List Rebuilt Notification From An Extended Event Type To An Event Type – changes in 32106-2
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	Rejected

	S5C000120
	Proposal for Liaison reply to ITU-T
	Ericsson (Edwin TSE)
	
	

	S5C000121
	Proposal for Liaison reply to T1.M1
	Ericsson (Edwin TSE)
	
	

	S5C000122
	Updated 32.106-5 V301e (Basic CM IRP IM)
	CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
	
	Replaces S5C000109.

Replaced by version 1.0.1 (S5-000454).

	S5C000123
	CR proposal “Add pragma statement to Notification IRP IDL”
	Ericsson (Edwin TSE)
	
	Replaced by S5C000126

	S5C000124

S5-000488
	3GPP SA5 CM Work Item description
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER), 

CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
	
	

	S5C000125
	Report from SA5 #14 CM session (revised)
	CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
	
	Replaces S5C000101

	
	Meeting #15, Girdwood, USA, 16-20 Oct. 2000 
	
	
	

	S5C000126
	CR for 32.106-3: “Add pragma statement to Notification IRP IDL” (revised)
	Ericsson (Edwin TSE)
	
	Replaces S5C000123

Replaced by S5C000158

	S5C000127
	CR for 32.106-3: “Ensure consistency of all string definitions starting with ‘NV_’ “.
	Ericsson (Edwin TSE)
	
	Replaced by S5C000153

	S5C000128
	CR for 32.106-2: “Ensure consistency of description of event types”
	Ericsson (Edwin TSE)
	
	Replaced by S5C000155

	S5C000129
	Modelling of IRPAgent functionality
	Siemens (Di ZHOU)
	
	

	S5C000130
	Introduction of “systemTitle” to model naming prefix
	Siemens (Di ZHOU)
	
	

	S5C000131
	Comments on TS 32.106-5
	Siemens (Gaetano CICCHITTO)
	
	Replaces S5C000105

	S5C000132
	CR for 32.106-3: “Ensure consistency of text with IDL exception”
	Ericsson (Edwin TSE)
	
	Replaced by S5C000157

	S5C000133
	Draft R4 Notification IRP : Information Service
	Ericsson (Edwin TSE)
	R4/R5
	Moved to the FM group

	S5C000134
	Agenda for SA5 #15 CM session
	CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
	
	

	S5C000135
S5-000491
	Detailed Report from SA5 #15 CM session
	CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
	
	

	S5C000136
	Updated 32.106-6 V0.1.0 (Basic CM IRP CORBA SS) (corrects the version number and reflects recent NRM updates)
	Ericsson (Thomas TOVINGER)
	
	Replaces S5C000050

	S5C000137
	Requested Updates To Basic CM IRP NRM (32.106-5 V.1.0.1)
	Ericsson (Thomas TOVINGER)
	
	Replaced by S5C000167

	S5C000138
	Inclusion of outstanding Rel.99 Work Items into Release 4
	T-Mobil (Tapinder PAL)
	R4/R5
	Replaces S5C000056.



	S5C000139
	Specification Of Notifications For Basic CM Object Model (32.106-5) 
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	Replaces S5C000107



	S5C000140
	Comments On Basic CM Information Model (32.106-5) 
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	

	S5C000141
	3GPP SA5 Compliant CORBA Management Information Model Extensions (32.106-5) 
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	Replaces S5C000091

Replaced by S5C000164.

	S5C000142
	Proposed Unification Of CORBA Iterators (32.106-6)
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	Replaces S5C000092

	S5C000143
	CR for 32.106-3: “Suggested Updates To TS 32.106-3 Notification IRP CORBA Solution Set”
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	Replaces S5C000113.

Replaced by S5C000153, S5C000154 and S5C000162 (split)

	S5C000144
	CR for 32.106-3: “Correct IDL Error” 
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	Replaced by S5C000152

	S5C000145
	CR for 32.106-3: “Use stringified IOR instead of type Object”
	Ericsson (Edwin TSE)
	
	Replaced by S5C000160

	S5C000146
	Revised Agenda for CM #15 session
	CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
	
	

	S5C000147
	Updated 32.106-7 0.1.0 (Basic CM IRP CMIP SS)
	Siemens (Di ZHOU)
	
	Replaces S5C000111

	S5C000148
	Comments on 32.106-6 V0.1.0
	Siemens (Di ZHOU)
	
	

	S5C000149

S5-000459
	OID definition and registration
	Siemens (Gaetano CICCHITTO)
	
	

	S5C000150
	Optional IDL For Instantiating CORBA Managed Objects
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	Replaced by S5C000170

	S5C000151
	Editorial Comments On Basic CM CORBA Solution Set
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	

	S5C000152

S5-000482
	Cr for Tdoc S5C000089 and S5C000144 combined
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	Replaces S5C000089 and S5C000144

	S5C000153

S5-000483
	CR for 32.106-3: Identified spellling errors in TS 32.106-3
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	Replaces S5C000127 and part of S5C000143

	S5C000154
	OMG Notification Service Quality Of Service Parameters – CR for 32.106-2 
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	Replaces part of S5C000143

Replaced by S5C000172

	S5C000155

S5-000484
	Revised CR for 32.106-2: “Ensure consistency of description of event types”
	Ericsson (Edwin TSE/Thomas Tovinger)
	
	Replaces S5C000128

	S5C000156
	Never issued.
	-
	
	-

	S5C000157

S5-000485
	CR for 32.106-3: “Ensure consistency of text with IDL exception”
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER), Ericsson (Edwin TSE)
	
	Replaces S5C000132

	S5C000158

S5-000486
	CR for 32.106-3: “Add pragma statement to Notification IRP IDL” (revised)
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER), Ericsson (Edwin TSE)
	
	Replaces S5C000126

	S5C000159
	3GPP SA5 CM Work Item description (revised)
	CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
	
	Replaces S5C000124

	S5C000160
	DRAFT Revised CR for 32.106-3: “Use stringified IOR instead of type Object”
	Ericsson (Edwin TSE), Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	Replaces S5C000145

Replaced by S5C000166

	S5C000161
	Proposal for updated cardinalities of the UMTS NRM supporting “transient states”
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	

	S5C000162
	OMG Notification Service Quality Of Service Parameters – CR for 32.106-3
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	Replaces part of S5C000143

Replaced by S5C000173

	S5C000163
S5-000481
	Executive Summary Report from SA5 #15 CM session
	CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
	
	Replaced by S5C000165

	S5C000164
	3GPP SA5 Compliant CORBA Management Information Model Extensions (32.106-5) (Revised)
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	Replaces S5C000141

	S5C000165

S5-000492
	Executive Summary Report from SA5 #15 CM session (revised)
	CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
	
	Replaces S5C000163

	
	Meeting #15bis, Orlando, USA, 7-9 Nov. 2000 
	
	
	

	S5C000166
	Revised CR for 32.106-3: “Use stringified IOR instead of type Object”
	Ericsson (Edwin TSE), Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	Replaces S5C000160

	S5C000167
	Requested Updates To Basic CM IRP (32.106-5 V.1.0.1) 
	Ericsson (Thomas TOVINGER)
	
	Replaces S5C000137

	S5C000168
	Agenda for SA5 #15bis CM session
	CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
	
	

	S5C000169
	Report from SA5 #15bis CM session
	CM Rapporteur (Thomas TOVINGER)
	
	

	S5C000170
	Optional IDL For Instantiating CORBA Managed Objects (revised)
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	Replaces S5C000150

	S5C000171
	Proposal for rules for proprietary extensions
	AT&T (John WILBER)
	
	

	S5C000172
	OMG Notification Service Quality Of Service Parameters – CR for 32.106-2 (Revised)
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	Replaces S5C000154

	S5C000173
	OMG Notification Service Quality Of Service Parameters – CR for 32.106-3 (revised)
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	Replaces S5C000162

	S5C000174
	Proposal for adding IRPAgent MOC to 32.106-5
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	Replaced by S5C000178

	S5C000175
	Proposal to add IRPAgent MOC to the Basic CM IRP NRM (a revised version)
	Ericsson (Edwin TSE)
	
	Replaces S5C000108

	S5C000176
	Clarification on the number of G3ManagedElement instances
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	

	S5C000177
	CR proposal for 32.106-2: Remove reference to relationshipChange notification
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	

	S5C000178
	Proposal for adding IRPAgent MOC to 32.106-5 (revised)
	Lucent Technologies (Randall J. SCHEER)
	
	Replaces S5C000174

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


(*) Needs more review

4 Action requested by SA5

Will be reported at the next meeting (#16).

5 Approval of the report of last meeting

Delayed to the next meeting.

6 Action items

6.1 Action items from previous meetings

	Item
	Description
	Release
	Owner
	Status after meeting #15bis
	Target date

	13.1
	11b6 updated – produce a new Annex with the Event types and Extended event types in Part 5, like in 32.111.

Reply: The editor (Thomas) will do this.
	R99
	Thomas Tovinger
	Open
	Meeting #15

	13b.1
	Analyse the behaviour/semantics of the notification notifyTopologyChange in Basic CM IRP IM

Reply: Closed; see meeting report #15bis
	R99
	All
	Closed
	Meeting #15

	14.1
	Check and resolve the consistency of which CORBA version is used in the different SA5 specifications.

Discussion: This will be resolved in Tokyo. We propose to remove the reference to any specific ORB version in 32.106-6, and instead to let the decision for 32.101 in Tokyo be mandating the ORB versions allowed for all CORBA SSs. We agreed to propose to SA5 that both versions 2.1 and 2.3 shall be valid for R99.

Randall and Edwin also volunteered to write a draft text for some CRs to correct the Notification Service version referenced in 32.106-3 and 32.111-3 (to version 1.0), and CORBA services version ref. in 32.106-3 should be avoided. 32.111-3 should remove the CORBA services ref. as it is not used. 

AP still open.
	R99
	All
	Open
	Meeting #15

	15.1
	The CORBA Compiler name & version used should be reported in the #15 or a subsequent CM report.
	R99
	Randall Scheer/ Thomas Tovinger
	Open
	Meeting #16

	15.4
	Possibly a new separate CR for qualifiers (M/C/O) for Event Type and Extended Event Type shall be produced to the next meeting, and analyse if also a corresponding CR for 32.111 has to be produced.
	R99
	Thomas Tovinger/

Patrick Juré
	Open
	Meeting #16

	15.5
	Possibly remove the Extended Event Type from Basic CM IRP notifications, depending on the outcome of action item 15.4.
	R99
	Thomas Tovinger
	Open
	Meeting #16

	15.6
	If Tdoc S5C000149 is agreed by all SA5 groups, produce two CRs to update 32.106-4 (Notif. IRP CMIP SS) and 32.111-4 (Alarm IRP CMIP SS) accordingly, and a technical contribution to introduce OIDs in 32.106-7 (Basic CM IRP CMIP SS) to the next meeting.
	R99
	Gaetano Cicchitto
	Open
	Meeting #16


6.2 New action items

	Item
	Description
	Release
	Owner
	Status after meeting #15bis
	Target date

	15b.1
	Check definition of Itf-N (“cardinality”) with the AR/PR group (see section 8.4 of report #15bis).
	R99
	Thomas Tovinger
	Open
	Meeting #16

	15b.2
	Write a contribution which describes the scenarios for start-up and discovery of a Network Manager.
	R99
	Randall Scheer/ Edwin Tse
	Open
	Meeting #16

	15b.3
	Finalise the CR in Tdoc S5C000166 (“Use stringified IOR instead of type Object”).
	R99
	Randall Scheer/ Edwin Tse
	Open
	Meeting #16

	15b.4
	Revise the CR in Tdoc S5C000098 (“Corrections to TS 32.106-2/Notification category”)  if still found necessary.
	R99
	Thomas Tovinger/

Patrick Juré
	Open
	Meeting #16

	15b.5
	The tables in Annex A have to be updated with the new IRPAgent related MOCs.
	R99
	Thomas Tovinger
	Open
	Meeting #16

	15b.6
	For S5C000167 items 1.4 and 1.5, the delegates with CCM participation promised to check with the CCM model and consult their CCM representatives before the next meeting, to clarify the requirements.
	R99
	All
	Open
	Meeting #16

	15b.7
	Try to clarify the outstanding issues in chapter 10 of report #15bis before meeting #16.
	R99
	All
	Open
	Meeting #16


7 Release 99 CRs of type “error corrections”

7.1 S5C000166 (replaces S5C000160): CR for 32.106-3: “Use stringified IOR instead of type Object”

This document was not produced in time for this meeting, so the plan is now to produce it to the next meeting instead.

7.2 S5C000098 (revised): CR for 32.106-2: “Corrections to TS 32.106-2: Notification IRP : Information Service (Notification category)”

This document was not produced in time for this meeting. It is not clear whether it is possible to produce it in time before this meeting.

7.3 S5C000154: OMG Notification Service Quality Of Service Parameters – CR for 32.106-2

We rephrased the document due to the fact that we shouldn’t put any requirements on the network and the manager for the order of events. These requirements should only be on the agent that controls the order of notifications. A revised document is found in S5C000172, which was agreed.
7.4 S5C000162: OMG Notification Service Quality Of Service Parameters – CR for 32.106-3

Agreed, with a proposed small revision (in S5C000173) to clarify some of the items in the list and add references to the Notification Service. 

8 Discussion of other R99 input documents 

Basic CM IRP-related inputs

8.1 S5C000078: Contribution to 32.106-5 Basic CM IRP IS

All items in this contribution have already been discussed and agreed in meeting #13, except Item 1 bullet 2 (Attribute list). Agreement for this proposal: 

A new parameter attributeList will be added to identify the attributes wanted in the ‘getMOAttributes’ operation. This parameter is multi-valued (a list) and Mandatory. In R99, only the semantics “all attributes are wanted” shall be supported. For future releases the possibility to specify a list of attributes is expected to be specified.

The reason why we include this already now (with only the “all” semantics) is to improve backwards compatibility in R5, where we have agreed that this parameter is needed (then there is no need to create a new version of the interface due to this parameter).

In case we reach an agreement in the upcoming discussion of how to uniquely identify attributes in CORBA (expected later in this meeting), we may discuss in Tokyo if we shall already in R99 define the full semantics of this new parameter. If agreed, related to that subject is also a need to define the behaviour for cases where the scoped and filtered MOIs don’t have all the requested attributes. A request was that we should make this behaviour follow the same or similar principles as for CMIP M-GET.

8.2 S5C000114: Suggested Updates To TS 32.106-5 Basic Configuration Management IRP: Information Model

Conclusions:

For clause 2.1: Agreed.

For clause 2.2: The proposal is withdrawn by Lucent.

For clause 2.3: Agreed, with the additional proposal to use the same structure as in the Alarm IRP, to define a Notification Header with all the common attributes reused from 32.106-2.

For clause 2.4: Agreed.

8.3 S5C000106: Comments on “Object model for Basic CM”

This document is superseded by some agreements already made in earlier meetings, and remaining comments are covered by Tdoc S5C000131.

8.4 S5C000108/ S5C000174/ S5C000175 (Proposal for new MOC in NRM: IRPAgent) and S5C000129 (Modelling of IRPAgent functionality) 

The document S5C000108 was first intensively discussed together with S5C000129. We first reached a preliminary agreement during Day 1, which we needed to check with the FM group before consensus could be achieved. The preliminary agreement covers a first-attempt combination of S5C000108 and S5C000129, and is desccribed in S5C000174. This document was presented and discussed in a joint FM/CM session in Day 2, together with a revised version of S5C000108 (in S5C000175).

There were quite some discussions about the cardinalities of the IRPAgent(function)s - whether they shall be “only 1 or 1-N”. Part of the reasons for some confusion was the definition of Itf-N – do we have one or more Itf-N interfaces in a UMTS network? The agreement was that we have one Itf-N interface (instance of Itf-N) for each EM or NE as seen/accessed from an NM. (This should be clarified with the AR group). When we had this common understanding, we could agree that there should be, at least for R99, only one IRPAgent in each Itf-N interface.

Another important discussion was: 

“- What does it mean to model a UML stereotype interface related to a MOC in the Basic CM (BCM) NRM? Do these UML interfaces need attributes (does it make sense)? - Also, how does the “NM discovery” work - a Network Manger needs to find the entrypoint to the BCM NRM in CORBA (an IOR), otherwise it can never visit any of the objects in there. - But once you have that entrypoint, you could find the IRPAgent object, its capabilities and interface definitions for the different IRPs supported by that IRPAgent.”

Some more detailed comments about the attributes proposed in S5C000129:

· alarmCountSummary: This seems to be a more complex operation “hidden inside” an attribute, which would need different solutions in different SSs. It requires more analysis, so Siemens agreed to withdraw that requirement.

· The userDefinedState is not needed for this MOC. Siemens agreed to withdraw that requirement.

We finally reached a provisional agreement (after a long discussion) capturing all the key elements of the different proposals. This is captured in S5C000178 which is a revised version of S5C000164.

Edwin and Patrick are also planning to write a contribution for Tokyo, which describes the scenarios for start-up and discovery of a Network Manager. 

Note (action item 15b.5): The table in Annex A of 32.106-5 has to be updated with the new IRPAgent related MOCs in S5C000178.

8.5 S5C000131: Comments on TS 32.106-5

1. All yellow-marked (=important) comments were reviewed and agreed or responded to – see Annex A of this report.

2. This discussion also created the need for a clarification of the containment of ‘multiple function MOs’ in the 3GManagedElement MOC. Randall created a new contribution to clarify this, in S5C000176, which was agreed after minor adjustments noted by the editor of Part 5 (Thomas).

3. The editor (Thomas) was given the trust to consider all non-yellow-marked comments himself as much as possible, in the next update.

8.6 S5C000112: Basic CM IRP: Clarification on containment of 3GSubNetwork

Gaetano presented this contribution, but we agreed that this is not essential for R99. Thus the conclusion is that we postpone the discussion of this clarification to future meetings (R99 if there is time in Tokyo, and R4/R5 otherwise).

8.7 S5C000167 (replaces S5C000137): Requested Updates To Basic CM IRP (32.106-5)

See a copy of S5C000167 with the response/agreements attached, in Annex B.

8.8 S5C000139: Specification of notifications for Basic CM object model

Discussion:

1. We agree that we need this type of information – which objects can emit what alarms – in the Basic CM IRP IM, and particularly the CMIP SS needs this information. But it will probably be impossible to define this completely in R99.

2. “What do the Qualifiers mean? If an alarm is M in Alarm IRP, but an implementation of Basic CM IRP does not use the Alarm IRP, it seems inconsistent with this table. – These Qualifiers were only meant to identify the Qualifiers from each IRP IS definition. The qualifier column should therefore be replaced by a ref. to each IRP where it comes from”.

3. “Should we state that all MOCs must (or may potentially) emit all defined alarms?”

Agreement:

1. We create a new table in a new Annex (B) of 32.106-5 (or next to to each MOC definition) to describe “which objects can emit what notifications”.

2. For all MOCs we specify “This MOC can potentially emit all the notifications specified in the following table”. We keep all the proposed notifications in S5C000139, except possibly the notifyAlarmListRebuilt whose outcome is dependent on the discussion of the IRPAgent MOC. The qualifier columns for the alarms should refer to corresponding values in the Alarm IRP.

3. Agreed to remove the notifyRelationshipChange notification for all these MOC tables (as the notifyAttributeValueChange notification is to be used for changes of all attributes modelling associations in R99, according to agreement in this meeting for Tdoc S5C000167). Randall volunteered to write a CR for removal of corresponding examples in 32.106-2, see Tdoc S5C000177. This CR was agreed, but it however probably should be merged with the earlier agreed CR for the same section (S5C000155) before submitted to TSG SA.

4. Due to the agreement for S5C000131 to remove the notifyTopologyChange notification, it shall be removed from these tables as well.

8.9 S5C000130: Introduction of “systemTitle” to model naming prefix

This proposal was agreed with the change that the name of this new attribute shall be “dnPrefix”, and it shall carry the DN Prefix information as defined in Annex C of 32.106-8. And it is not meaningful in instances that are not local roots. It is defined as Conditional and included in the three MOCs which can be “local roots” of the Basic CM IRP: 3GSubNetwork, 3GManagedElement and 3GMeContext.

8.10 Issue list from CM report #14 (clause 6.10 item 7)

Below follows a copy of the issue list, with the response from the CM group’s review at meeting #14:

· Should we have a 3G to name objects (numeric problem?)

Reply: Agreed to use G3 as initial sequence for MOCs instead of 3G, as the latter will cause problems in GDMO and IDL.

· Should we drop/keep ManagementNode?

Reply: We keep it. It has been discussed many times now.

· Should a class diagram show the attributes and operations section?

Reply: Not in R99.
· ManagedFunction should be included in the containment diagram?

Reply: No, we keep it as an abstract class.
· ManagedFunction instantiation - not only a virtual base class?

Reply: No, we only keep it as a virtual base class.

· ”ME type” back in? 

Reply: We agreed to add it (see S5C000167).
· Why do we need the IubLink MOC?

Reply: We model the basic relationship between the RNC and NodeB, as requested by the CCM project among others.
· Check & update UML Consistency & Compliance

Reply: If this is to be done for R99, somebody has to write a contribution for it. We don’t consider it critical for R99 right now.
· Add a UML Reference?

Reply: If this is to be done for R99, somebody has to write a contribution for it. We don’t consider it essential for R99 right now.
· Put MEtype back into Management Node?

See above (same question repeated by mistake).

· Is the description of MEContext adequate/correct?

Reply: Thomas will update the description in the next version of Part 5 in order to improve/clarify the role of  MEContext.
· Every 3G ME should at least have one ManagedFunction associated with it (contained)?

Reply: Clarified in Tdoc S5C000176.
· Should IubLink and UTRAN cell inherit from ManagedFunction class?

Reply: Yes. No change.
· What is conformance for the BasicCM IRP?

Reply: The conformance rules for Qualifiers are described in 32.102 clause 10.5 and 32.106-5 clause 4.2. Other conformance rules are FFS.
· Is a ManagedFunction always associated to a container 3G Managed Element class?

Reply: No. See also Tdoc S5C000176.
· Check & update consistent naming concerning upper/lower case (IubFunction or IUBFunction etc.)

Reply: Already clarified and agreed in meeting #15 (Tdoc S5C000140)
· How do we address RNC transport functionality?

Reply: We don’t, in R99.
· IubLink containment & associations?

Reply: Discussed and provisionally agreed in previous and this meeting.
· UTRAN cell and NodeB Association name should be changed?

Reply: No time for any change in R99.
· Check DN examples and Naming convention (See figure 7)

Reply: The names in the DN examples (inFig. 6 and 8) shall be updated to reflect currently defined class names. Also, correct all naming attributes to become <class name + Id>.
· Check RNCId for a unique cell id within an RNS (Taimoor will check it)

Reply: Agreed that we don’t need this attribute in R99 (in RNCFUnction).
· Add a fifth column to Annex B to table.

Reply: This has to be moved to R4/R5 discussions.
· See open action items in chapter 5

Reply: Most action items are closed, but some are still open. Will have to be done before or by meeting #16, or moved to R4/R5.
8.11 S5C000136: 3G TS 32.106 Part 6 Version 3.0.1b (Basic CM IRP CORBA SS)

We reviewed the comments received during the last meeting’s review, and Ericsson’s response to them – see Annex C for the conclusion of this review.

An updated version of Part 6 is expected to be produced to meeting #16.

8.12 S5C000115: Suggested Updates To TS 32.106-6 Configuration Management IRP CORBA Solution Set

We quickly reviewed the comments in this document, and Ericsson’s response to them – see Annex D for the conclusion of this review.

8.13 S5C000142: Proposed Unification Of CORBA Iterators (related to S5F000078)

See conclusion under item 8 in Annex C below.

8.14 S5C000170 (replaces S5C000150): Optional IDL For Instantiating CORBA Managed Objects

Not discussed due to lack of time.

8.15 S5C000151: Editorial Comments On Basic CM CORBA Solution Set

We quickly reviewed the comments in this document, and Ericsson’s response to them – see Annex E for the conclusion of this review.

8.16 S5C000147: 3G TS 32.106 Part 7 Version 0.1.0 (Basic CM IRP CMIP SS)

Not discussed due to lack of time. Siemens will however produce an updated version to meeting #16 to align Part 7 with all agreements for Part 5.

Non Basic CM IRP or general input documents

8.17 S5C000164 (replaces S5C000141): 3GPP SA5 Compliant CORBA Management Information Model Extensions

Not discussed due to lack of time. As we have agreed that the goal is to define something like this for R99, everyone is requested to review this document before meeting #16, so that we hopefully at that meeting can agree to include section 5, 5.1 and 5.2 of it in Part 6.

8.18 S5C000171 Proposal for rules for proprietary extensions

Not discussed due to lack of time. For the same reason as above, everyone is requested to review this document before meeting #16.

9 Release R4/R5 input documents

These documents were not discussed due to lack of time:

S5C000116: Update TS 32.106-3 Due To The Recommended Removal Of Extended Event Types From TS 32.106-2 and TS 32.111-2

S5C000117: Update TS 32.106-5 Due To The Recommended Removal Of Extended Event Types From TS 32.106-2 and TS 32.111-2

S5C000118: Update TS 32.106-6 Due To The Recommended Removal Of Extended Event Types From TS 32.106-2 and TS 32.111-2

S5C000138: Inclusion of outstanding Rel.99 Work Items into Release 4

10 Outstanding issues identified to be resolved in meeting #16 (possibly by voting)

a. The proposals for modified associations between IUBLink, UTRANCell and NodeBFunction – see item 4 and 5 in section 1 of Tdoc S5C000167, as well as section 8.7 of this report, for more details.

b. For S5C000178 section 6.3.2.7, 6.3.2.8 and 6.3.2.9, it is questioned if there should be a Qualifier (M) for each of these 3 MOCs, and also if the second sentence is OK (“At least one instance must be present…”) (this depends on the accepted cardinalities for the NotificationIRP, AlarmIRP and BasicCMIRP). If no conclusion can be made by Thursday 16 Nov., the working assumption will be that this sentence is removed and the Qualifier for these 3 MOCs is set to (O). That working assumption will be used for the updated version of Basic CM IRP related documents.

c. In S5C000178 section 6.3.2.7, 6.3.2.8 and 6.3.2.9, the second sentence of the irpVersion description is questioned (“Each entry must match one of the versions returned from the xxxIRPVersion operation”). If no conclusion can be made by Thursday 16 Nov., the working assumption will be that this sentence is removed. That working assumption will be used for the updated version of Basic CM IRP related documents.

d. The possible alignment of the Iterator used in the Basic CM IRP CORBA SS with the corresponding Iterator used in the Alarm IRP CORBA SS. See section 8.13 of this report for more details.

11 Any other business

-

ANNEX A: Response to Tdoc S5C000131

The CM Rapporteur group’s response to the yellow-marked (=important) comments in S5C000131 was as follows, numbered A, B, C,… (when quotes from S5C000131 are used, the responses from SA5/CM are seen if the cursor is moved over the yellow parts, and for printouts remember to tick the Printing Options/Comments):

A. In section 1 Scope, remove paragraph 2 and 3, and rephrase the sentence following that (“A large portion…”) – in order to clarify that R99 only supports “passive management”.

B. Quote from S5C000131 section 3.1:

Association: In general it is used to model relationships between Managed Objects. Associations can be implemented in several 
ways, such as
:
(1) name bindings   
defines the association of a MO with its superior in the Name space. [the original definition seems wrong, the new one is just a proposal]

(2) reference attributes of the participating Managed Objects

(3) dedicated 
association objects with references to the participating Managed Objects

(4) …  (others). [or change the above text from “several ways” to “three ways”]

This IRP stipulates that containment associations shall be expressed through name bindings, but it does not limit in any way the implementation of other types of associations. These are specified as separate entities in the object models (UML diagrams), but they could very well be implemented e.g. through reference attributes of the participating MOs.  This kind of implementation decisions are Solution Set specific.

Distinguished Name: A Distinguished Name (DN) is used to uniquely identify an MO within a name space. A DN is built from a series of "name components" (Relative Distinguished Names, RDN) denoting a containment hierarchy. The semantics and syntax of a DN and RDN is described in [13].

C. To the MO definition, add the following: A MO class may support notifications that provide information about an event occurence within a network resource.

D. For the MIB figure, insert a caption text. Also insert dotted lines to clarify all Associations, or clarify Associations in some other way, e.g. clarify that the shown association is of a non-containment type.

E. Quote from S5C000131 section 3.1:

Relative Distinguished Name (RDN): It uniquely identifies an object instance within the scope of the parent (containing) object. It is built up of a naming attribute and its value. See also the definition of Distinguished Name above.

F. Quote from S5C000131 section 6.2.2.2:
Operation getTopology 
(O)
 [Topology is a wrong word. Topology is related to the geographic position and not to the containement relations.]

….

This (optional) operation is only intended for retrieval of the containment relations from the MIB.

G. Quote from S5C000131 section 6.2.2.2:

A list of DN of all Managed Object instances that satisfy the scope.

H. In table 5, for the Extended event type it was questioned if it shall remain here. The group’s response to this was: There is currently no CR agreed to remove or redefine this Mandatory parameter of the Notification IRP for R99 (which is already approved), although it was discussed in the last meeting. Thus we have to provide it in all notification definitions. However sometimes it has no meaning (for ITU-T standard notifications) and for those cases it must be set to NULL. 

I. Quote from section 6.2.3.3 second bullet:

IRPAgent deletes the sub-tree (except the base object of the sub-tree) and issues one notifyTopologyChange notification, then deletes the base object and issues one notifyObjectDeletion notification.
[Why to split in two steps ? Why to send two notifications ?]

J. For section 6.2.3.6 Notification notifyTopologyChange, the following comments were given:

“From this definition this seems to be a “notifyMibChanged” which is similar to the ‘notifyAlarmListRebuilt’ defined in 32.111. I think this is confusing: from the name of the notification it should be used only to to notify changes of the MIT and not changes of the MIB”.

K. Quote from section 6.3.2.3 MOC MEContext (O):

This managed object class is introduced mainly for naming purposes. It may support creation of unique DNs in scenarios when some managed elements have the same RDNs due to the fact that they have been manufacturer pre-configured. 

[This is not clear and sounds completely useless.  Manufacturier pre-configured names are quite obvious!!! They are managed by means of “Prefix” / “Title”. If this is the only purpose of this MOC, please delete it.

Otherwise, please clarify the function of this MOC in this high level diagram.]

The result of this comment was a long discussion/analysis about whether the newly proposed SystemTitle attribute (which later was accepted with changed name; see discussion of Tdoc S5C000130) could replace the need for MEContext. The result was that most people in the group agreed that in the described scenario, with many NEs of the same RDN/LDN, the use of ‘SystemTitle’ to replace the “DN prefix” would require:

· not only a real-time mapping of all LDNs to “global DNs” for MOIs in those NEs whenever information about them is communicated outside the NEs, but also

· that the “top RDN sequence” of all LDNs would have to be replaced by the “bottom RDN sequence” of the provided DN prefix (as they in that case would match the same level; the managedElementId).

Such a real-time mapping, e.g. of the DNs in all alarms, can be very resource consuming and is not always acceptable. We therefore agreed to keep the MEContext MOC in the working assumption for the NRM, but with an improved clarification of the purpose of this MOC.

ANNEX B: Response to Tdoc S5C000167

This is a copy of Tdoc S5C000167, with the CM group’s conclusion stated, starting with a bold keyword.

1. Proposed changes in the Network Resource Model

	Requested change
	Reason for change

	1. In clause 6.4 (intro), add a statement clarifying that this subclause currently only defines a more detailed model for UTRAN specific functionality. 

Agreement: Accepted. Combined conclusion with similar comment from S5C000131. We keep the current title of 6.4 but add a statement like the one proposed, as follows, replacing the second sentence of 6.4: 

“This NRM includes the generic model defined in subclause 6.3, and in addition it is expected to define MOCs modelling the functionality in one or more of the Managed Elements. However, in Release 99 only a more detailed model is defined for UTRAN specific functionality. “
	The current text could otherwise be misinterpreted, as it indicates that the subclause gives a full UMTS model, which it doesn’t.

	2. Add the ManagedElementType attribute of ManagedElement MOC (as a multi-valued attribute).

Agreed is the following: To include this attribute in the ManagedElement MOC (to indicate the instantiated combination of different Managed Element functions). The members of this attribute set should mirror the actual managed element functions instantiated in the ManagedElement instance, that is, the MOIs immediately contained under the ManagedElement instance (RNCFunction, NodeBFunction etc.).  

The allowed values for members of this set for R99 are (according to the UMTS network architecture 23_002 V3.3.0): RNC, NodeB, MSC, HLR, VLR, AUC, EIR, SMS-IWMSC, SMS-GMSC, SGSN, GGSN, BG. It should be verified that these are mutually exclusive.

According to these principles, we have to add new “xxxFunction” MOCs for each of these ME types to the NRM in 32.106-5.

A question was also if we should add “3G” in front of each class name, to avoid name clashes in systems managing both 2G and 3G NEs. The agreement was to do that, and at the same time we agreed to use the acronym “G3” instead, to avoid problems in e.g. GDMO with names starting with a digit.
	It is a useful attribute for the IRPManager, especially when identifying NEs which currently don’t have any modelled sub-functionality.

	3. Rename the MOCs RNCFunction and NodeBFunction to RNCRadioFunction and NodeBRadioFunction, respectively.

Result: We agreed that this is not necessary. If we need specific other branches within RNC in the future, we can label them specifically in that case, e.g. Equipment or RNCTransportFunction.
	Below the ManagedElement MOC which models an RNC and a NodeB, there could also be other “main branches” in the future, for e.g. Transport and Equipment functionality. The current branches are only for radio related functionality.

	4. Add an association between the MOC IUBLink and UTRANCell.

Comments: There were concerns that this changes the role of the IUBLink, and that it may not truly reflect the UMTS system architecture (according to 23.002), which was the objective of the original proposal.

It was also asked if this was an “official request by the CCM group”. The answer is that this is an Ericsson contribution, but it is based on the currently agreed and approved CCM model. The delegates with CCM participation promised to check with the CCM model and consult their CCM representatives before the next meeting, to clarify the requirements.

Result: Item 4 and 5 could not be agreed, and they are thus still open until we have time to discuss it further over email or at the Tokyo meeting. Ericsson will also check once more with the CCM group and if possible return with clarified/improved descriptions of the reasons for change. 

[Ed. note: Possibly this may also result in the CCM group sending an official request to SA5 about this issue to the next meeting]
	This is the way the original CCM-based proposal was modelling this association. We believe that this (together with the proposal in item 5 below) is the best way to model these connections. The current model works from a “network perspective” when the complete model is located in one place, but if this model shall be used for distributed management and implementation it becomes more difficult, leading to increased network traffic. 

For example, in System Context B when the RNC and NodeB take care of their respective portions of the model, the RNC cannot find which UTRANCell(s) the IUBLink is connected to without “asking” the NodeB NE. With the proposed change, this connection is directly accessible inside the RNC portion of the model.

	5. Remove the association between the MOCs NodeB(Radio)Function and UTRANCell.

Conclusion: Same as for item 4 above.
	Cf. item 4 above. As a consequence of the need for the association between IUBLink and UTRANCell, the association between NodeB(Radio)Function and IUBLink becomes redundant, as there is already an association between NodeB(Radio)Function - IUBLink - UTRANCell. 

Besides, NodeB itself has no need of knowing about the logical UTRANCell managed by the RNC. The NodeB has its own “LocalCell” with other parameters, which we may want to model in the future. It that is done, it may instead be a better solution to add an association between this LocalCell and the UTRANCell.

Thus, the proposed changes in items 4 and 5 support the same requirements as the current model does, but in addition they also support distributed models in a better way – and the model also becomes more like the current CCM model.

	6. Make all naming (RDN) attributes start with Upper case.

Conclusion: We keep it the way it is – attribute names start with lower case and class names start with Capitals. It means a more consistent attribute naming, and this rule just has to be known when creating the DNs.
	As the convention is that the RDN attribute consists of “class name + ‘Id’”, and the class names all start with a Capital, it would be an advantage for implementation if the first part of the RDN attribute is exactly the same as the class name.

	7. Rename the operation ‘getMoAttributes’ back to ‘getMO’ (reversing the earlier agreement).

Proposal provisionally withdrawn due to the proposal below to remove association lists etc.
	This operation gives as result not only the MO attributes, but also its associations. Therefore this name is misleading. GetMO is also a much more convenient name for specification & design work.

	8. Change the Qualifier for SystemDN of all notifications to (C).

Agreed.
	The definition of SystemDN in Notification IRP IS has the Qualifier (C), and the rule defined in section 3.1 of that document says that it must be the same in all IRP (IS) documents using it. This does however not affect anything in the solution sets, as these can choose not to define it at all, or define it as M or O.

	9. We propose to define the relationship attributes also in the NRM, which we already agreed to introduce in the solution sets in the last meeting. 

This change affects all class definitions which have an (non-containment) association defined. 

Agreed to model relationships as attributes in the Part 5 NRM for R99, as long as they are clearly identified in the tables (and the used principle should be described somewhere in Part5). We should also have a naming convention for attributes modelling association such as “starting with ‘related…’ as in GSM. 

We also looked into X.732 and we agreed that we should not state that the 32.106-5 is based on ITU-T X.732 for management of relationships, as that specification defines 10 specific attribute types which we don’t use. We may however use X.732 based attributes in future versions of 32.106-5. 

There was also a comment that the read-only or read-write qualification of these attributes do not indicate the responsibility for maintaining these relationships; it just means ‘what can be changed over the Itf-N interface or not’. Comment accepted.

Another comment was that this agreement does not preclude modelling of relationships in other ways (e.g. with association objects) for other MOCs in future releases.
	This is to make the model more consistent and clear, so that all attributes of the interface are seen on the highest NRM level. It increases the consistency between all attribute definitions of the NRM, the CORBA SS and CMIP SS. It means no change for any interface definitions or implementations, just for the way we document the defined model.

In this way, we can also distinguish between read-only and changeable attributes in each end (role) of a bi-directional association, which is a benefit. It means that the responsibility for maintaining a bi-directional association can be set to one of the MOCs involved, to avoid MIB inconsistencies.


2. Proposed changes in the Information Service

	Requested change
	Reason for change

	1. Remove the getAssociation operation.

Agreed.
	In the recently (CM meeting #15) reached agreement to use relationship attributes for all (non-containment ) associations, this operation is redundant in R99, thus it’s not needed. The same result can be achieved by using getMO(Attributes) and looking at the relationship attributes.

	2. Remove the associationList output attribute in the getMO(Attributes) operation.

Agreed.
	In the recently (CM meeting #15) reached agreement to use relationship attributes for all (non-containment ) associations, this attribute is redundant in R99, thus it’s not needed. The same result can be achieved by looking at the relationship attributes returned from the same operation.

	3. Remove the notifyRelationshipChange notification.

If accepted, it shall be specified for the notifyAttributeValueChange notification that it shall be sent also for the relationship attribute changes.

Conclusion: First it was tentatively assumed that we will remove this notification, if we find after review of Randall’s contribution S5C000139 that we don’t intend to use it for any of the notifications for association change. Final agreement: We agreed to remove it for R99. Randall created two new CRs for 32.106-2 and 32.111-2 for this change, and Thomas will update 32.106-5 accordingly.
	In the recently (CM meeting #15) reached agreement to use relationship attributes for all (non-containment ) associations, this notification is redundant in R99, thus it’s not needed. The same result can be achieved by using the notifyAttributeValueChange notification for the relationship attributes.


ANNEX C: Reply to comments on 32.106-6 (Basic CM IRP CORBA SS)

This is a copy of section 11.1 of the report from meeting #15, where Ericsson’s response to those comments (as input to this meeting) are marked in yellow. The CM group’s responses/conclusions in this meeting are marked in green, if different from Ericsson’s conclusions.

1. Related to section 5.4 and Annex B, there are comments by Lucent expressed  in Tdoc S5C000151, which should be considered.

Ericsson: See separate reply to 000151. (SA5/CM: OK - see below)
2. General comments on section 5.1-5.3: The use of Notification Services should be referring to the way it has been specified in 32.106-3, and not directly refer to OMG NS.

Ericsson: OK
3. The references 6-8 should be checked and updated – some of them may not be correct.

Ericsson: OK
4. MIM in 5.6 should be replaced by NRM.

Ericsson: OK
5. The format of the “MIM version” was questioned. “What is it going to be used for?” Don’t we need defined constants for the different parts to make it multivendor usable? Also, the version string in every notification becomes very long. Maybe we should wait with this until R4/R5, and just use the “1c1” string in R99 to reduce the problem. Also, the information carried in the return value for getBasicCmIRPVersion should be the same as defined by Part 5, and the same for both the CORBA and CMIP SS.

Ericsson: OK to remove it.
6. Thomas explained that Ericsson wants to simplify the modelling of relations in this SS to use relationship attributes, as in e.g. the GSM standards. This was agreed, and chapter 6 should be updated to reflect this. (E.g. paragr. 2 of 6.1 should explain the used modelling principle). It should also be consistent with the definitions in 32.106-5.

Ericsson: OK
7. getTopology does not show the containment in the return value – it seems to return the same data structure back as the getMOattributes. Either the description of the op. in the IS has to be changed to reflect the SS, or the SS has to be clarified/corrected. The term Topology should probably also be changed to e.g. Containment or Naming (this will also be discussed when reviewing Part5).

Ericsson:
a) The containment is indicated in the DN of each returned MOI. 

enum ResultContents {

    NAMES,

    NAMES_AND_ATTRIBUTES,

    NAMES_AND_ASSOCIATIONS,

    ALL

NAMES gives only the Containment back. If this is used, the attribute list in valuetype Result {

    public DN mo;

    public MOAttributes attributes;

will be empty.

b) Ok to change name to getContainment if changed also in the IS.
8. The Iterator here is not the same as in the Alarm IRP. The contribution in Tdoc S5C000142 proposes another Iterator.

Ericsson: We still request that we keep this Iterator as it has the technical advantage that it is more resource/memory efficient (each new Iterator => one new CORBA object => 1k of extra memory).

It is also consistent with the OMG standard.

In addition, to simplify it we propose to use a Struct type instead of the Valuetype (everywhere it is used) to miminise the risk of interop. problems between different ORB vendors.

Reply from SA5/CM: SA5/CM still requests to use the same Iterator as the Alarm IRP, as it was regarded that the benefits of alignment with Alarm IRP are greater than the benefits of a ‘technically slightly better solution’ for CM. Now also T1M1 has agreed to use this Iterator, based on a contribution from Lucent. Thomas agreed to check if it is acceptable for Ericsson to update Part 6 to align these two Iterators.

9. A lot of constant definitions are missing in the IDL module (e.g. for attribute names).

Ericsson: OK for some but not for all (see further comments to S5C000115), especially not all attribute and class names.

We want the to define the access protocol and model separately (in the same way as CMIP and GDMO), and constant definitions would only help to avoid defining the attribute names etc. with “quotes” in the implemenations. The model is already defined in Part 5. It should be obvious that the same attr. Names etc. as in Part 5 NRM shall be used. If somebody doesn’t agree we could add such a rule in the CORBA SS: This is the whole idea behind the CORBA SS, that the same model as in Part 5 is transparently seen through the CORBA interface.

Reply from SA5/CM: We still do request that CONST definitions be used for Attribute and Class names, to introduce a good principle and to avoid future name clashes. CONST definitions mean that they have to be compiled together with all modules used by a manager, so the risk for collisions is decreased to zero.
10. The order of the Notification parameters are different here compared to the Alarm IRP, and they should be the same.

Ericsson: OK. Should be aligned with Part 5, 6 and 7.
11. The class name of the object class should be indicated with a special attribute, for support of searching. Preferably also the base class should be indicated with a unique attribute, if inheritance is used (to enable searching of all classes of a certain base class, with the same superclass). This however gets complicated when several levels of inheritance are used, and this SS does not support that for the moment.

Ericsson: A possible future extension of the filter language could support this (E.g. ‘Find all objects that fulfil the criteria “IS a ManagedElement” ‘). Matching of class name is already supported by the filter language. Not necessary with this extension in R99 we believe, as the only inheritance we have in R99 is the one from ManagedFunction. (Reply from SA5/CM: OK)
ANNEX D: Response to S5C000115

This is a copy of Tdoc S5C000115, where Ericsson’s response to those comments (as input to this meeting) are marked in yellow. The CM group’s responses/conclusions in this meeting are marked in green, if different from Ericsson’s conclusions.
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13 PROPOSALS

This document proposes a number of suggested updates to TS 32.106-6 Configuration Management IRP CORBA Solution Set [6]. This contribution replaces technical document S5C000087 [7].

13.1 Add Event Type Names

The following addition is recommended in Annex B. These constants must be unique from those defined in TS 32.111-3 [2].

  /*

  This block identifies all defined event types used by Basic CM 

  IRP of this version.  Their semantics are defined by TS 32.106-5.  Their 

  encodings for this version of Basic CM IRP are defined here.  Other IRP

  documents, or other versions of Basic CM IRP, shall identify their own 

  ITU-T defined event types for their use.  They shall define their encodings 

  as well.  Note all values are unique among themselves.  Other IRP documents

  cannot use the same values.

  */

  const string ET_OBJECT_CREATION = "x7";

  const string ET_OBJECT_DELETION = "x8";

  const string ET_ATTRIBUTE_VALUE_CHANGE = "x9";

  const string ET_RELATIONSHIP_CHANGE = "x10";

  const string ET_TOPOLOGY_CHANGE = "x11";

This also changes comments in Table 12 in clause 7:

	eventType
	type_name
	It shall indicate one of the following defined semantics: 

ET_OBJECT_CREATION
ET_OBJECT_DELETION
ET_ATTRIBUTE_VALUE_CHANGE
ET_RELATIONSHIP_CHANGE

ET_TOPOLOGY_CHANGE
It is a string.


Ericsson: OK (except for relationship_change which is proposed to be removed) (But shouldn’t we then define all values in Notif. IRP to reduce risk of collisions?)
SA5/CM response: Maybe it would be better but it’s not essential for R99 and there is no time for that in R99.
13.2 Add Name Value Names

The following addition is recommended in Annex B. These constants should be unique from those defined in TS 32.106-3 [4].

  /*

  This block encapsulates strings used in the name of the Name Value

  pair of the structured event. It is recommended that these strings be unique

  among IRPs.

  */

  const string NV_SOURCE_INDICATOR = "w";

  const string NV_ATTRIBUTE_LIST = "x";

  const string NV_ASSOCIATION_LIST = "y";

  const string NV_ATTRIBUTE_VALUE_CHANGE_DEFINITION = "z";

  const string NV_RELATIONSHIP_CHANGE_DEFINITION = "1”;

This also changes comments in Table 12 in clause 7. Also notice that the missing Attribute List and Association List have been added. As done in TS 32.111-3 [2], the Managed Object parameter is represented as a Managed Object Instance.

	notificationId
	One NV pair of filterable_ body_fields
	Name of NV pair is a string, CommonIRPConstDefs::NV_NOTIFICATION_ID.  

Value of NV pair is an unsigned long.  See corresponding table in Notification IRP: CORBA SS [9].  

	CorrelatedNotifications
	One NV pair of filterable_ body_fields
	Name of NV pair is a string, CommonIRPConstDefs::NV_CORRELATED_NOTIFICATIONS.

Value of NV pair is of type correlatedNotificationSetType.  See module NotificationIRPConstDefs in Notification IRP: CORBA SS [9].

	EventTime
	One NV pair of filterable_ body_fields
	Name of NV pair is a string, CommonIRPConstDefs::NV_EVENT_TIME.  

Value of NV pair is an IRPTime.  The definition is in accordance with CosTime, TimeBase::UtcT.

	SystemDN
	One NV pair of filterable_ body_fields
	Name of NV pair is a string, CommonIRPConstDefs::NV_SYSTEM_DN. 

Value of NV pair is a string representing the DN of System.  See corresponding table in Notification IRP: CORBA SS [9].

	SourceIndicator
	One NV pair of filterable_ body_fields
	Name of NV pair is a string, NV_SOURCE_INDICATOR.  

Value of NV pair is a string. It shall identify one of the following:

RESOURCE OPERATION
MANAGEMENT OPERATION
UNKNOWN

	managedObject
	One NV pair of filterable_ body_fields
	Name of NV pair is a string, CommonIRPConstDefs::NV_MANAGED_OBJECT_INSTANCE.  

Value of NV pair is a string.  Syntax and semantics of this string conform to the Managed Object Instance string representation specified in [5].

	attributeList
	One NV pair of remaining_ body_fields
	Name of NV pair is a string, NV_ATTRIBUTE_LIST.  

Value of NV pair is of type MOAttributeSeq.

	associationList
	One NV pair of remaining_ body_fields
	Name of NV pair is a string, NV_ASSOCIATION_LIST.  

Value of NV pair is of type MOAssociationSeq.

	attributeValueChangeSeq
	One NV pair of remaining_ body_fields
	Name of NV pair is a string, NV_ATTRIBUTE_VALUE_CHANGE_DEFINITION.  

Value of NV pair is of type MOAttributeChangeSeq.

	associationChangeSeq
	One NV pair of remaining_ body_fields
	Name of NV pair is a string, NV_RELATIONSHIP_CHANGE_DEFINITION.  

Value of NV pair is of type MOAssociationChangeSeq.


Ericsson: OK (except for relationship_change) (But shouldn’t we then define all values in Notif. IRP to reduce risk of collisions?)
SA5/CM response: Same as for 2.1 above
13.3 Add Attribute Names

Attribute names are represented in the interface and the identification of what attribute names are used for the specified Managed Object classes needs to be specified by constants. The following addition is recommended in Annex B. Since the managed object classes and their attributes are still being debated, this list will need to be adjusted with the final decisions.

  /*

  This block encapsulates strings used in the name of the attributes. All new

  attribute names must use unique attribute names

  */

  const string ATTRIBUTE_NETWORK_ID = "aa";

  const string ATTRIBUTE_USER_LABEL = "ab";

  const string ATTRIBUTE_NETWORK_TYPE = "ac";

  const string ATTRIBUTE_MANAGED_ELEMENT_ID = "ad";

  const string ATTRIBUTE_MANAGED_ELEMENT_TYPE = "ae";

  const string ATTRIBUTE_USER_LABEL = "af";

  const string ATTRIBUTE_VENDOR_NAME = "ag";
  const string ATTRIBUTE_STATE = "ah";

  const string ATTRIBUTE_LOCATION_NAME = "ai";

  const string ATTRIBUTE_ME_CONTROLLER_ID = "aj";

  const string ATTRIBUTE_MANAGEMENT_NODE_ID = "ak";

  const string ATTRIBUTE_MANAGEMENT_NODE_TYPE = "al";

  const string ATTRIBUTE_UTRAN_RADIO_FUNCTION_ID = "am";

  const string ATTRIBUTE_RNC_ID = "an";

  const string ATTRIBUTE_CELL_ID = "ao";

  const string ATTRIBUTE_LOCAL_CELL_ID = "ap";

  const string ATTRIBUTE_IUB_LINK_ID = "aq";

  const string ATTRIBUTE_NODEB_ID = "ar";

  const string ATTRIBUTE_CELL_RELATIONS = "as";

Ericsson: See reply in Annex  C item 9.
13.4 Add Association Names

Association names are represented in the interface and the identification of what associations are used needs to be specified by constants. The following addition is recommended in Annex B. Since the associations are still being debated, this list will need to be adjusted with the final decisions.

  /*

  This block encapsulates strings used in the name of the associations. All new

  association names must use unique association names

  */

  const string ASSOCIATION_MANAGED_BY = "ba";

  const string ASSOCIATION_MANAGES = "bb";

Ericsson: Will be covered by the names of attributes modelling relationships, as included in the model (as proposed in S5C000167). 

SA5/CM: OK. We should probably also use a naming rule for such attributes (e.g. ‘relatedXxx’ as in GSM 12.xx).
13.5 Add Additional Text Parameter To Notifications

ITU-T X.721 [9] defines the containers for Object Creation, Object Deletion, Relationship Change and Attribute Value Change notifications. These containers include the Additional Text parameter. As also recommended in reference [8], it is recommended that the Additional Text parameter be added to these notifications, along with the Topology Change notification.

This change will require the following addition to the Object Creation, Object Deletion, Relationship Change, Attribute Value Change and Topology Change parameter tables in clause 6.4:

	AdditionalText
	additionalText
	O


This change will require the following addition to Table 12:

	additionalText
	One NV pair of filterable_body_fields
	Name of NV pair is a string, CommonIRPConstDefs::NV_ADDITIONAL_TEXT.

Value of NV pair is a string. 


Ericsson: OK [Ed. note: Already agreed for S5C000114]
13.6 Notification Parameter Ordering

As also recommended in reference [8], it is recommended that the same notification parameter ordering be used in Basic CM [5] and Alarm IRP [1]. This affects notifyObjectCreation, notifyObjectDeletion, notifyAttributeValueChange, notifyRelationshipChange and notifyTopologyChange.

The following ordering is recommended:

1. Managed Object Class

2. Managed Object Instance

3. Notification Id

4. Event Time

5. System DN

6. Event Type

7. Correlated Notifications

8. Additional Text

9. Source Indicator

10. Attribute List (notifyObjectCreation and notifyObjectDeletion only)

11. Attribute Value Change Definition (notifyAttributeValueChange only)

12. Relationship Change Definition (notifyRelationshipChange only)

This change will require updates to the Object Creation, Object Deletion, Relationship Change, Attribute Value Change and Topology Change parameter tables in clause 6.4 and Table 12 in clause 7.

Ericsson: OK 
13.7 Source Indicator Definition

The Source Indicator parameter needs to be defined in Annex B as follows:

enum SourceIndicator {

  RESOURCE_OPERATION,

  MANAGEMENT_OPERATION,

  UNKNOWN

};

Ericsson: OK 
13.8 getBasicCmIRPVersion Consistency

The support for the getBasicCmIRPVersion operation needs to match the support provided in Alarm IRP [2] and Notification IRP [4]. The results in the following IDL changes in Annex B. Also note that the Version valuetype needs to be removed and Table 5 also needs to be updated.

exception GetBasicCmIRPVersion { string reason; };

CommonIRPConstDefs::VersionNumberSet get_basicCm_IRP_version ()


raises (GetBasicCmIRPVersion);

Ericsson: 
- OK as a consequence of the version discussion ( MIM and Access protocol)

- OK to remove Version as a consequence not to use CORBA 2.3 Valuetypes
13.9 Miscellaneous

1. Either associationChangeSeq or MOassociationChangeSeq should be used.

Ericsson: OK as a consequence of removing associations
2. Either attributeValueChangeSeq or MOAttributeChangeSeq should be used.

Ericsson: OK to use MOAttributeChangeSeq
3. Annex B – Use “in SearchControl searchControl” instead of “in SearchControl scope”, since more than scope is included in SearchControl.

Ericsson: OK
4. Need to define all the parameters of SearchControl in each of the operations.

Ericsson: OK. Improve description.

5. Clause 6.4 – “show the mapping” listed twice.

Ericsson: OK
6. Add the AssociationList parameter to the notifyObjectDeletion notification in Table 8, as done with notifyObjectCreation. notifyObjectDeletion and notifyObjectCreation need to have the same format.

Ericsson: OK. Tables updated and align definitions as a consequence of removing associations.
ANNEX E: Response to S5C000151

This is a copy of Tdoc S5C000151, where Ericsson’s response to those comments (as input to this meeting) are marked in yellow. The CM group’s responses/conclusions in this meeting are marked in green, if different from Ericsson’s conclusions.
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15 INTRODUCTION

The intent of this R99 contribution is to document a number of editorial comments on the latest version of TS 32.106-6 [6].

Items from Clause 6.5 marked with an * are shown in updated clauses below.

16 COMMENTS

Ericsson: In general we support most of these comments and will consider them in the next update.
1. Clause 4: Change ‘where the “1” means’ to ‘where the first “1” means’. Change ‘and the “1” means’ to ‘and the second  “1” means’.

Ericsson: OK!
2. Clause 6.3 Table 3: The get_next_elements method puts the results in the Results valuetype. This valuetype contains names, attributes and associations. It doesn’t return information on the containment hierarchy. A new valuetype needs to be defined to return containment information.

Ericsson: Included in the DN!
3. Clause 6.5.1: Need to add the managed object class name to the managed object classes. This allows you to do filtering based on the managed object class. Recommend to have both managed object class name and original managed object class name to allow for subclassing. As an example, if you subclass ManagementNode with MyManagementNode than the managed object class name is MyManagementNode and the original managed object class name is ManagementNode.

Ericsson: We don’t need this now. Can later be supported by an extended filter grammar. Currently we have "$type_name that supports matching class names, but not subclassing.
4. Clause 6.5.1: Use the same attribute ordering as used with TS 32.106-5 [12]. *

5. Clause 6.5.1.1: Need to change the name of the managed objects beginning with 3 because they will cause IDL errors. Ericsson: OK (Ed. note: See also section 8.10 of this report)

6. Clause 6.5.1.1: Delete empty row. *

7. Clause 6.5.1.2: Associations should be mandatory. *

8. Clause 6.5.1.2: Change “3GManagedElementId” to “managedElementId”. *

9. Clause 6.5.1.2: Change “ManagedElement” to “3GManagedElement”. *

10. Clause 6.5.1.2: Single associations should be of type MOAssociation instead of any. *

11. Clause 6.5.1.2: Delete empty row. *

12. Clause 6.5.1.2: Change “ManagementNodeRef” to “managementNodeRef”. *

13. Clause 6.5.1.3: Change “MEContextId” to “meContextId”. *

14. Clause 6.5.1.3: Delete empty row. *

15. Clause 6.5.1.4: Associations should be mandatory. *

16. Clause 6.5.1.4: Change “LocationName” to “locationName”. *

17. Clause 6.5.1.4: Change “ManagementNodeId” to “managementNodeId”. *

18. Clause 6.5.1.4: Change “UserLabel” to “userLabel”. *

19. Clause 6.5.1.4: Multiple associations should be of type MOAssociations instead of any. *

20. Clause 6.5.1.4: Delete empty row. *

21. Clause 6.5.1.4: Change “ManagedElementRef” to “3gManagedElementRef”. *

22. Clause 6.5.1.5: Need to specify ManagedFunction attributes so it can be consistently subclassed. *

23. Clause 6.5.2.1: Change “RNCRadioFunction” to “RNCFunction”. *

24. Clause 6.5.2.1: Change “RNCRadioFunctionID” to “rncFunctionId”. *

25. Clause 6.5.2.2: Change “UTRANCell” to “UtranCell”. *

26. Clause 6.5.2.2: Change “UTRANCellId” to “utranCellId”. *

27. Clause 6.5.2.3: Change “NodeBRadioFunction” to “NodeBFunction”. *

28. Clause 6.5.2.3: Change “NodeBRadioFunctionId” to “nodeBFunctionId”. *

29. Clause 6.5.2.3: Missing the two “ConnectedTo” associations. *

30. Clause 6.5.2.4: Change “IUBLink” to “IubLink”. *

31. Clause 6.5.2.4: Change “IUBLinkId” to “iubLinkId”. *

32. Clause 6.5.2.4: Missing the “ConnectedTo” association. *

33. Annex B: Add #pragma and #ifndef statements.

34. Annex B: IRPTime should not be redefined. It is already defined in Notification IRP.

35. Annex B: Also need an association change of MODIFIED.

36. Annex B: Is it acceptable that it isn’t possible to tell which side of the association has been modified?

17 FILTER LANGUAGE

Ericsson: We support most of these comments and will consider them in the next update (see however comment to last par. of this section)
The following issues / questions were found with the filtering language definition:

1. What type_name is referring to is not defined.

2. Why do you always require a type_name? As an example, you could request for all managed objects where .userLabel == ‘myUserLabel’.

3. empty should be <empty> and have a BNF label.

4. Does empty translate to TRUE or FALSE?

5. Need a BNF description of a list of DNs to filter on. This sounds more like a scoping than a filter. How does this get a true or false?

6. It is not defined whether a <term> alone evaluates to TRUE or FALSE.

7. <number> needs to be defined with a BNF.

8. What data types of <term> are supported? As an example, can it be a string, an integer, a structure, a set, an enum, etc.

9. <identifier> needs to be defined with a BNF. Is anyone making sure that all MO attributes meet the Java definition? Why just support Java names?

10. It is not clear what $.<identifier> is referring to, is it something like $.userLabel?

11. What is the behaviour when you cross-types, as an example, $.userLabel == 5 (userLabel is a string)? Are strings of numbers converted to numbers in evaluations?

12. This BNF does not allow white space. Is this correct? What are the allowed white space, if any?

13. Need a BNF description for // any character. What character sets are allowed? I assume ‘ is not an allowed character without a preceding \. Are non-printable characters allowed?

14. What is the behaviour if the number is too large?

15. <digits> is not used.

16. What does $.<identifier>.<identifier> refer to? 

17. When talking about case sensitivity, what language / locale is being is this meant for? Different languages have different case rules.

18. Why do both <literal> and <enum> have both TRUE and FALSE?

This defines a filtering language that is different from the filtering language supported as part of Notification IRP [4] and Alarm IRP [2]. These use the OMG Notification Service Extended TCL grammar. The filtering grammar should be consistent among all of the IRPs; at least so that multiple parsers do not need to be supported. It is recommended that Extended TCL be used for all filtering grammars.

Ericsson: We agree that we should define a subset of Extended TCL grammar for R99. This shall be clarified and corrected in the Part 6 document, in the next update. 
However, we believe that there is a need for additional features in the future, e.g. filtering on sequences, super classes, structs etc. We can discuss that later (R5).












































































































































































































�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Correct to ‘the following’


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Add this!


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 1���This definition is wrong and needs to be changed. The changed text is just a proposal.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Agreed to Remove this explanation 


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Agreed to Remove this explanation


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Remove this word!


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Agreed to Remove this explanation


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Remove this!


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Update to reflect the agreement about ref.attr. in Part 5


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Remove this definition and ref. to Part 8 instead.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Remove this definition and ref. to Part 8 instead


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Rename this to GetContainment – and replace all ‘Topology’ to ‘Containment’…


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��OK to rephrase the first sentence of 6.2.2.2 to this proposal.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��OK to rephrase the Purpose text for the ‘Topology’ parameter of Table 2 to this proposal.
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