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In SA5 SWG-C meeting #26, during the WT11 discussions (State Management), it was decided to have an e-mail discussion until meeting #27, to find out what is the best method to define the state and status attributes in TS 32.672. There was one initiating mail summarising what was discussed in the meeting, and presenting Siemens' position on the open points, on which there was one reply from Ericsson presenting their preferences on the issues.

According to the discussions, it seems to be common preference to define in the IS document a general class similar to "managedEntity" and "monitoredEntity" in other IRPs, for which we should use a new stereotype <<ProxyClass>>. The attributes shall be defined in this ProxyClass in the IS document, and can be inherited where needed in the NRM IOCs. The attributes in the IS document shall have N/A for a qualifier, since it is the NRMs, where the qualifier shall be defined, and not the ProxyClass defined here.

Below is a transcript of the two mails of the e-mail discussion (using different revision marks for different mails):

<SIEMENS>

Dear colleagues,

as decided in AI 26.2 of SWG-C WT11 (State Management) from last meeting, I want to open the e-mail discussion on the methodology of defining the state and status attributes in TS 32.672.

For this discussion, we should try to come to a conclusion on two main issues:

-
In which class shall the attributes be defined?

  For this, there have been mainly two possibilities discussed in the state management RG meetings until now:

  1. Define new "dummy" classes that are not going to be used anywhere, but are only defined to "host" the attribute definitions, which are then going to be imported and used in other NRMs. This is mainly how it is done in the existing draft version of the specification.

  2. Use a general class "managedEntity" representing the role that can be played by an instance of an IOC defined in other NRMs, similar to the concept being currently defined for Basic CM IRP and Kernel CM IRP, or similar to the concept of "monitoredEntity" in Alarm IRP.

  Comments on these two options:

  The second option seems more reasonable and was supported by most parties in the discussions, since there is no need to define a class that is never being used. The problem with this method however is, that it uses a concept that is not described anywhere in the methodology (whereas the first method is formally correct according to the methodology). But since the first option can be confusing, and the second is already being used in other IRPs (currently used in Alarm, and for release-5 being introduced in Basic and Kernel IRP), I support using the "managedEntity" class similar to those other IRPs. To avoid more confusions though, I would also propose to define an action item for the Methodology WT (WT15) to describe this concept.

<ERICSSON>[edwin] I'd support (a) the 2nd option as well + (b) Methodology WT (WT15) needs to describe this concept.  One qualification though.  I'd suggest a new <<stereotype>> called "ProxyClass".  The class for use in State Mgt IRP: IS will be "StateManagementEntity <<ProxyClass>>".  We have to change the current
"ManagedEntity <<IOC>>" to "ManagedEntity <<ProxyClass>>".  Similar change to current "MonitoredEntity <<IOC>>" to "MonitoredEntity <<ProxyClass>>".  In 3GPP UML repertoire, the semantics of stereotype <<IOC>> and <<ProxyClass>> are different.  (There semantics, and semantics of other modeling elements/notations
in the 3GPP UML repertoire will be defined via work of WT15.)

· What should we put in the qualifier column for the state and status attributes?

  Here, we have mainly two proposals:

  1. Define them as Optional.

  2. Define them as N/A.

  Comments on these options:

  From the discussions in the meeting, there seems to be a common understanding on the actual usage of these attributes in other IOCs in the NRMs: An IOC may import and include some of the state and status attributes, and define the qualifier as M, C or O in that NRM, independent of what is defined in 32.672 (since in this document the attributes are only defined in some general class). If this is indeed the common understanding, this should be documented to avoid ambiguities, independent of whether we use O or N/A in 32.672. In the meeting, there were preferences for both of these options; the benefit for using O is that it highlights that these attributes may or may not be included in an IOC, the benefit for N/A is that it highlights that the qualifier is defined in the actual IOC where the attribute is used. We should decide which of the two options to use (are there any other opinions on these two options?), but whichever we use, I think the most important is to document what the qualifier means here, as described above.

<ERICSSON>[edwin] I think it should be N/A since the value of this qualifier is controlled/defined/specified by the NRM IOC (that uses the state/status attribute.

