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1
Decision/action requested

Decide about proposals made in the email discussion.
2
References

S5-050284 OAM-NIM WT WID Delta synchronization between IRP Manager and IRP Agent.zip

3
Rationale

After SA5#46 there was an email discussion, the main topic being the effect of advanced alarming on logging and/or the alarm list. At its end some proposals were made related to this main topic. They are addressed by another contribution (S5-066348).
Another item was discussed, but reached no conclusion. The main purpose of this document is to bring this point on the table again.

4
Detailed proposal

Discussion Item: Is a rule set up by one IRPManager valid only for himself or for all others?:
It was proposed to add to the IS a clarification that a manager puts up a rule only for himself, i.e. the rule does not apply to other managers.
-----   To have everything together the full history of the email discussion is added below    -----

(Next page onwards)

-----------------------------          Full History of email discussion          -----------------------------

2005/05/02

Dear Wanglan,
 

thank you for your interesting mail. 
In my humble opinion your scenario is in fact confirming the rule-only-for-requesting-manager approach: 
I am pretty sure that in your scenario the servers responsible for alarm do not want to see (or not) the same things like the one/s responsible for performance. 
 

And it is possible (with some coordinated effort) to have the same rules for all alam servers, even with the rule-only-for-requesting-manager policy: Each of these alarm servers has to request the same rule individually. 
 

WDYT
 

Schöne Grüße, schönen Tag / Best regards / Saludos / Saudações cordiais / Sincères salutations / Cordiali saluti / Selamlar / met hartelijke groeten / Parhain terveisin / よろしく (Yoroshiku) / Pozdrowienia / 致 好 (Zhi Hao) / С уважением (S iwascheniem) / S Pozdravom / Z serdecznymi pozdrowieniami / Ba salame farawan / Bästa hälsningar / Üdvözlettel / χαιρετίσματα (chäretismata) / Parimad tervitused / Salam mesra / Med venlig hilsen / Shubkamnaayen /  איחולים לבביים (Ichulim levaviim)  /مع أفضل تحياتى
Clemens 


Von: wanglan [mailto:wanglan1@bj.chinamobile.com] 
Gesendet: Samstag, 29. April 2006 04:33
An: Suerbaum, Clemens; Edwin Tse (QA/EMC); zhu.weihong@zte.com.cn
Cc: enxi.wang@nokia.com; islip@lucent.com; Habib.Nouira@alcatel.fr; afi@huawei.com; Peng Dai (SH/CBC); schmdtj@CIG.MOT.COM; Jean Duguay; Christian Toche; huangsq@zte.com.cn; Robert Petersen (LI/EAB); Thomas Tovinger (LN/EAB)
Betreff: Re: AW: 转发: Advanced alarming email discussion on advanced alarming relation to logging and alarm list
Dear advancers
　
Sorry for not join the mail discussion. I have a question here.
You said " A clarification that a manager puts up a rule only for himself, i.e. the rule does not apply to other managers". I think it is not proper.
    
First I want to explain how  NMS works in our everyday work.
Managers in physical are network management servers. In practice, we always have serveral servers(managers). Those servers will be set as two rules. One is that different functions will be in different server(such as one server responsible for alarm, one for performance). The second rule is that for one type of server, seperate servers for load balance.(i.e.  as BeiJing MCC, we have 4 alarm servers, for load balance.)  When we operate those servers(manager), we use client, normally are working pc or working laptop. 
If one of client deploy a policy to the corresping manager, accroding to your opinion-rule does not apply to other managers, all the clients which use the manager during this period will see the policy while other clients can't. I do not think this is good for our everyday work. What's more, if we add another server of alarm(another alarm manager), maybe the client will be moved to another manager or if the client restart, it will be connet to another manager. Then the person who define the rule will suddenly find the advanced alarm rule he or she defined lose. 
For this reason, I do not think " manager puts up a rule only for himself, i.e. the rule does not apply to other managers" is proper.
 

 

 

    WDYT
 

======== 2006-04-28 23:30:43 您在来信中写道： ========
 

	Hello advancers,
 

after some more discussion off-line I think the following enhancements might be useful.
 

To the IS:
A clarification that a manager puts up a rule only for himself, i.e. the rule does not apply to other managers.
[For me this was implicitely there, by the parameter managerReference.]
 

To the requirements:
An IRP manager shall be able to request from the IRP agent that the advanced alarming rules shall be applied or not to one or several of the following: 
+ alarm notifications to be sent to this IRP manager 
+ requests by this IRP manager to read the alarm list [e.g. by a getAlarmList_advanced operation with additional parameter advancedAlarmingRule]
+ requests by this IRP manager to retrieve data from the alarm log [e.g. by a getLogRecords_advanced operation].
+ requests by this IRP manager to export log records into a log file [e.g. by a exportLogRecords_advanced operation].
 

Please comment.
 

Best regards and have a nice week-end
Clemens
 

PS I used a wrong email address for Christian in my last mails. Please use only the distribution list of this mail furtheron.
 



Von: Edwin Tse (QA/EMC) [mailto:edwin.tse@ericsson.com] 
Gesendet: Donnerstag, 27. April 2006 17:01
An: Suerbaum, Clemens; zhu.weihong@zte.com.cn
Cc: enxi.wang@nokia.com; islip@lucent.com; Habib.Nouira@alcatel.fr; afi@huawei.com; Peng Dai (SH/CBC); schmdtj@CIG.MOT.COM; Jean Duguay; toche@huawei.com; huangsq@zte.com.cn; wanglan1@bj.chinamobile.com; Robert Petersen (LI/EAB); Thomas Tovinger (LN/EAB)
Betreff: RE: 转发: Advanced alarming email discussion on advanced alarming relation to logging and alarm list
My current thinking on the subject is the following.
1. We know the Release 6 behaviour of notification, log and AlarmList.
2. Rules (we are trying to define) can be applied to notification, to log and to AlarmList.  Same set of Rules (say Set-A) is applicable to both notifications and Log.  These Rules may or may not be applicable to AlarmList.  For AlarmList, separate Rules (say Set-B) can be had.  (E.g. Rules of Set-B can be written without the time component.)
3. Whether to apply a Rule of not is dependent on the IRPManager application.  Rule-1 is good for IRPManager-A at this moment but may not be good for IRPManager-B at the same moment.  So, when Mgr-A apply Rule-A1 to his notification subscription, he and only he should get want he desires.  Other Mgr see notification system as we understood it in item-1.  Furthermore, all Mgrs, including Mgr-A sees AlarmList and Log behaviour as we understood it in item-1.  
4. Mgr-A can also apply Rule-A1 to retrieve Log and the info he got would be consistent with those he had witnessed via the notification subscription (Rule-A1 is in effect).
5. We have been talking about a Rule to be applied to all subscription.  That is OK meaning the NotificationIRP regards this as all IRPManagers happens to wanting Rule-A1 at that moment.  If NotificationIRP can handle application of Rule-A1 to one Mgr, this same NotificationIRP can handle application of same Rule-A1 for all Mgrs.
 

To align behaviour of Log, Notification and AlarmList with a single Rule application is confusing (difficult to specify and implement).  It cannot resolve the multi-Mgr issue adequately (except to say... " you all Mgrs talk to each other (CO OP help !) and agree with one thing before you talk to me (the Agent)...".  It is difficult (or impossible) to define a Rule that is good for all IRPManagers at that same time.
 

Br
Edwin
 



From: Suerbaum, Clemens [mailto:clemens.suerbaum@siemens.com] 
Sent: April 27, 2006 5:32 AM
To: zhu.weihong@zte.com.cn
Cc: enxi.wang@nokia.com; islip@lucent.com; Edwin Tse (QA/EMC); Habib.Nouira@alcatel.fr; afi@huawei.com; Peng Dai (SH/CBC); schmdtj@CIG.MOT.COM; Jean Duguay; toche@huawei.com; huangsq@zte.com.cn; wanglan1@bj.chinamobile.com
Subject: AW: 转发: Advanced alarming email discussion on advanced alarming relation to logging and alarm list
Hello Zhu Weihong,
 

many thanks for your mail. 
 

If I understood it correctly you only proposed a change to the requirement related to the clearing of an alarm (the text of the requirement related to the raising of an alarm is identical to my proposal). Therefore I focus on the requirement related to the clearing of an alarm .
To allow an easier analysis I convert your text in the two implicitely contained cases:
 

Case 1:
If an alarm notification which would notify the clearing of an alarm can be ruled out by an advanced alarming rule and the corresponding alarm is active in the alarm list, then this notification shall not be ruled out and the corresponding alarm shall be cleared in the alarm list
Unfortunately this requirement would not allow the application of the togglingRule. There also alarm clearing notifications of alarms in the alarm list need to be ruled out. This wording would not allow to do so.
 

Case 2:
If an alarm notification which would notify the clearing of an alarm can be ruled out by an advanced alarming rule and the corresponding alarm is cleared in the alarm list or is not included in the alarm list, then this notification shall be ruled out. 
This seems reasonable to me. I propose to reword this to a hopefully simpler wording:
If an alarm clearing notification refers to an alarm which is already cleared in the alarm list or is not included in the alarm list, then this notification shall be ruled out. 
 

 

<<<[Zhu Weihong]
<<<I think that the requirement "If an alarm notification which would notify the clearing of an alarm is ruled out by 
<<<an advanced alarming rule, then the corresponding alarm shall remain active in the alarm list." is inconsistent 
<<<with the sentences in the IS, like this: "NotifyClearAlarms for alarms which were reported to the IRPManager before 
<<<the activation of the thresholdRule shall not be suppressed.". 
I do not share your view that here is an inconsistency of the IS to the requirement. The requirement says: "No internal alarm clearing in the alarm list if the clearing notification is not sent". The IS says: "Send the clearing notification if the alarm was reported before the rule was active." There is no contradiction between these two statements, is it?
 

 

Further comments always welcome.
Best regards
Clemens


Von: zhu.weihong@zte.com.cn [mailto:zhu.weihong@zte.com.cn] 
Gesendet: Donnerstag, 27. April 2006 08:17
An: Suerbaum, Clemens
Cc: enxi.wang@nokia.com; islip@lucent.com; edwin.tse@ericsson.com; Habib.Nouira@alcatel.fr; afi@huawei.com; Peng.Dai@ericsson.com; schmdtj@CIG.MOT.COM; Jean Duguay; toche@huawei.com; huangsq@zte.com.cn; wanglan1@bj.chinamobile.com
Betreff: 答复: 转发: Advanced alarming email discussion on advanced alarming relation to logging and alarm list

Hi Clemens, 

about Interrelation of advanced alarming and alarm list: 

I think that the requirement "If an alarm notification which would notify the clearing of an alarm is ruled out by an advanced alarming rule, then the corresponding alarm shall remain active in the alarm list." is inconsistent with the sentences in the IS, like this: "NotifyClearAlarms for alarms which were reported to the IRPManager before the activation of the thresholdRule shall not be suppressed.". 

I propose to reword the requirement as below: 

If an alarm notification which would notify the raising of an alarm is ruled out by an advanced alarming rule, then the corresponding alarm shall remain cleared in the alarm list, if present before, respectively not be included in the alarmList, if not present before. 

If an alarm notification which would notify the clearing of an alarm can be ruled out by an advanced alarming rule, then if the corresponding alarm is active in the alarm list,then this notification shall not be ruled out and the corresponding alarm shall be cleared in the alarm list; else if the corresponding alarm is cleared in the alarm list or not be included in the alarm list, then this notification shall be ruled out. 

Best Regards,

－－－－－－－－－－－－－－－－－－－－－－－－－－
Zhu Weihong   Standards Engineer
Standard & Research Department, Mobile Division, ZTE 
ADDR: Rm C204, #889 Bibo Road, Shanghai, China
PC: 201203
TEL: +86 21 68895729
FAX: +86 21 50800813
EMAIL: zhu.weihong@zte.com.cn 
－－－－－－－－－－－－－－－－－－－－－－－－－－

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Hello advanced alarmers, 

[distribution policy as usual: 
This first mail to SWG-C exploder, further discussion mails only to Cc: list. Request for changes to the discussion list to be sent to me.] 

we had no time to discuss this topic in the meeting. Therefore I provide the following proposals (taken from S5-066248) for email discussion, to progress the work task: 

Interrelation of advanced alarming and logging: 

Advanced alarming should have no direct impact on logging. 

But: If the IRPManager or the IRP agent has access to the original notifications of the NE, then there might be no need at the IRP agent to log those notifications in the Itf-N log, which are prevented from being sent by the advanced alarming rules. Unfortunately it is not possible with the current definitions of logIRP to exclude exactly those notifications from being logged which are not sent because of advanced alarming. Therefore it is proposed to add an optional operation manageInterrelationAdvancedAlarmingToLogging, input parameter loggingBehaviour (values: noEffectOnLogging , ruledOutNotificationsNotLoggedOnItfN) 

Interrelation of advanced alarming and alarm list: 

If the alarmList would show different alarms active/cleared than those notified via the Itf-N, then this could be very confusing to the IRPManager, because a getAlarmList would lead to different results compared to the state derived from the alarm notifications. 

It is therefore proposed to reword the requirement 1.5 as follows: 

If an alarm notification which would notify the clearing of an alarm is ruled out by an advanced alarming rule, then the corresponding alarm shall remain active in the alarm list. 

If an alarm notification which would notify the raising of an alarm is ruled out by an advanced alarming rule, then the corresponding alarm shall remain cleared in the alarm list, if present before, respectively not be included in the alarmList, if not present before. 

Again here: I am looking forward to your comments 

Schöne Grüße, schönen Tag / Best regards / Saludos / Saudações cordiais / Sincères salutations / Cordiali saluti / Selamlar / met hartelijke groeten / Parhain terveisin / よろしく (Yoroshiku) / Pozdrowienia / 致 好 (Zhi Hao) / С уважением (S iwascheniem) / S Pozdravom / Z serdecznymi pozdrowieniami / Ba salame farawan / Bästa hälsningar / Üdvözlettel / χαιρετίσματα (chäretismata) / Parimad tervitused / Salam mesra / Med venlig hilsen / Shubkamnaayen /  איחולים לבביים (Ichulim levaviim)  /مع أفضل تحياتى 


-----------------------------          End of Document          -----------------------------






































