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Doc Summary:
This document contains a short description of an impact on IRP IS of postponing mapping choices after IRP IS definition, as agreed during last FM meeting #17. It also contains a proposal for taking into account this impact while producing new versions of Alarm IRP IS and Notification IRP IS (and later Basic CM IRP IS) for R4.

Specs involved:
TS 32.111-2 R4, TS 32.106-2 R4

Purpose

During last FM meeting #17, the FM RG agreed that the new approach to produce IRPs should be such that the IRP IS would contain both the information (or data) related to the resources to be managed and the way that the information may be accessed and manipulated but described in a way that firstly focuses on semantic rather than on syntax and that secondly remains independent of any protocol, any technology domain particularities and any mapping choice.

This contribution focuses on the consequences of the decision to postpone mapping choices after the definition of the IRP IS.

Release 99 status

In release 99, when IRP ISs (32.111-2, 32.106-2, 32.106-5) have been specified, some mapping choices were already made, they are described in the IRP IS and they lead to one particular type of interface as defined in the IRP IS. For instance in notification IRP IS, it is specified that one particular object, IRPAgent, is the only managed object accessible on the interface (meaning it is the only object supporting the operations of Notification IRP IS) by a client. The consequence is the definition of only one « big » interface containing all the operations, and implemented by the IRPAgent (see clause 6.1 of 32.106-2 v3.2.0).

Impact of mapping choices postponed after IRP IS definition

In release 4, the agreement is to postpone mapping choices after the specification of IRP ISs. This means that the choice of having one IRPAgent implementing all operations can still be made but only AFTER the definition of the operations and « logical » interfaces (« logical » means here interfaces are defined from a pure semantic perspective). 

Let’s take the example of notification IRP IS. In 32.106-2 rel 99, there are 9 operations, which are all described in terms of what IRPAgent should do. It is clear that it is assumed that IRPAgent implements those operations. Now let’s imagine we only focus on the requirements :

· there are 3 operations that aim at managing a list of subscriptions : subscribe, unsubscribe, getSubscriptionIds

· there are 4 operations that aim at managing a particular subscription :  getSubscriptionStatus, changeSubscriptionFilter, suspendSubscription, resumeSubscription

· there is 1 operation that aim at managing a particular IRP : getNotificationIRPVersion

· there is 1 operation that aim at managing a list of IRPs : getNotificationCategory

For many of those operations, there is no need to involve IRPAgent to describe their behaviour. The semantic of their behaviour should be given according to what they do (pre/post conditions) and not to which object supports them. In the Notification IRP IS , we can then obtain 4 « logical » interfaces, that can be named « subscriptionListManagerItf », « subscriptionManagerItf », « notificationIRPManagerItf », « IRPListManagerItf ».

One mapping choice will then be to decide which managed objects will implement which interfaces. 

Consequences and advantages

In R4, it is still possible for instance to decide that an « IRPAgent » will implement the 4 interfaces defined in notification IRP IS, and there is no impact on the code in the Solution Sets, compared to release 99. With this choice, the added-value of the new approach is very limited.

Now let’s imagine that in a subsequent release, for CORBA SS we would like each subscription to be represented by one managed object on the interface (this is not a good example but please focus on the principle). Then it would seem natural that this managed object implements the « subscriptionManagerItf » interface. Of course there will be a new CORBA SS for this new mapping choice, but the IRP IS will still be 100% correct.

Proposal

The proposal is to take advantage of the rework of the IRP IS new structure and approach for R4 to revisit in each IRP IS the part where interfaces are defined (there may also be consequences in the information definition part) in order to obtain a better decomposition in interfaces, without being driven by any mapping decision. We will then obtain more future-proof IRPs.
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