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1.
Generic items
· For several parameters the document states that a parameter may have the value NULL. Due to the fact that the types of such parameters may be very different, please add in parenthesis "(the value may be solution set dependent)".

· I think in some notifications the parameter ackState (it indicates if an alarm is acknowledged or not acknowledged) is missing. The description relates only to the other acknowledgment-related parameters (ackUserId, ackTime, ackSystemId).

a) For example in case of notify (changed Alarm), the System shall indicate also the acknowledgment state of the alarm.

b) The same applies also for notify (acknowledged Alarm). I think that the proposed solution (different ack-related parameters available dependent on the ackState) is not an optimal one.

2.
Definition of Operations
2.1
setAckState (chapter 4.2.1)

Proposals :

-
The badAlarmInformationList shall contain for each alarm two information:

#
alarmId (which alarm could not be acknowledged by EM)

#
reason (e.g. alarm not found, alarm already acknowledged etc.)

The component reason is very useful to allow the Actor to recognise the cause of the error.

2.2
getAlarmList (chapter 4.2.2)

Proposals:

-
The description shall state that, dependent on the solution set, the Alarm List may be returned either as a response with concatenated alarm informations or as a sequence of single alarms. In the latter case the System gives to the Actor the possibility to distinguish between the real-time forwarding of alarms and the alarms sent as consequence of a getAlarmList request.
-
For the parameter alarmAckState an additional possible value allActiveAlarms (i.e. acknowledged or not yet acknowledged) is very useful from the operator point of view.

-
For the optional parameter filter I think that the following behaviour is technology-independent:

· If a real filter value is used, this shall apply for the current operation.

· An empty filter indicates no "no filter constraints" (all related alarms are returned to the Actor)

· If filter is absent, the filter constraint specified in the subscribe operation (see NotificationIRP) is used.

2.3
getAlarmCount (chapter 4.2.3)

Proposals:

-
The introduction of an input parameter alarmAckState (as in getAlarmList) is very useful. In this case the System indicates the number of alarms (of different perceivedSeverity) according to the specified acknowledgement state. As output parameter only criticalCount, majorCount, minorCount, warningCount, indeterminateCount are needed (e.g. if the alarmAckState has the value "active & acknowledged", these 5 counters relate only to the active and already acknowledged alarms within the alarm list).

-
For the optional parameter filter, the same behaviour as above proposed for the operation getAlarmList shall apply.

3.
Definition of Notifications
3.1
notifyAlarmListRebuilt (chapter 4.3.6)

Proposals:

· An additional parameter reason is needed, to indicate to the Actor the reason of rebuilding of the alarm list.

4.
Behaviour
4.1
Alarm List (chapter 4.4.1)

Proposals:

· The proposal and the description in the case the alarm changes its perceivedSeverity are confusing: in one case the operator shall acknowledge again the alarm, in the other case the old acknowledgement is valid !?

4.2
Network Resource name (chapter 4.4.2)

Proposals:

· The identification of the alarmed network resource needs, according to ITU-T principles, two attributes: the manager object class (MOC) and the manager object instance (MOI). Please correct the description.

4.3
Alarm Information Identification (chapter 4.4.3)

Proposals:

· The last two bullets are confusing: shall the notification (which relates to a change of the acknowledgement state) contains or not the attribute correlatedNotification? The description states "may contain" !? If this attribute is not mandatory, how to correlate this notification with the original alarm notification?

4.4
Alarm Information Identification (chapter 4.4.3.1)

Proposals:

· Please explain the meaning of an "opaque object".

4.5
Alarm Information Identification (chapter 4.4.3.1, Table 2)

Proposals:

· The problem relates to the last 2 items of the table, i.e. notify (to convey cleared alarm) and notify (to convey Acknowledgement State). According to ITU-T X.721 chapter "Alarm Reporting Service", there are two alternatives concerning clearing of alarms:

An alarm report which contains a Perceived Severity parameter with a value of “cleared” and a Correlated Notifications parameter shall only indicate the clearing of those alarms whose Notification Identifiers are included in the set of Correlated Notifications. An alarm report which contains a Perceived Severity parameter with a value of “cleared”, but no Correlated Notifications parameter, shall indicate the clearing of alarms based on the value of the Alarm Type, Probable Cause, and Specific Problems parameters.

In your description these two alternatives are put together ("Additionally System may use correlatedNotifications to indicate...."). Please correct the description, in the sense that for every correlation only one of the two alternatives can be used!

4.6
Alarm Information (chapter 4.4.6)

Proposals:

· According to the list, only a subset of the alarm attributes defined in ITU-T X.733 shall be used. My proposal here is to accept all standardised attributes (as optional attributes, as defined bei ITU-T). If this proposal is not agreed, we shall clearly state about this fact.

· For the eventTime I think the best solution is the use of the GeneralizedTime, which takes into account the time zones as well.

· The letter "Y" must apply probably to the field additionalInformation and not to additionalText.

· In the field additionalInformation the information ackState (indicating if the alarm is aöready acknowledged or not) is missing.

5.
Appendices
5.1
Appendix A
Proposals:

· According to the TS 32.111 the state change event report is related to Alarm IRP !

· Where the event type "Unknown event type" is defined? Is it an object identifier? When shall it be used?

5.2
Appendix B
Proposals:

· In the Table 16 we shall clearly define which probableCause values have to be used (because the same cause is defined by different standards in different ways). How to decide which values shall be used?.

5.3
Appendix C
Proposals:

· The last sentence in Table 17 is not understandable: "This severity level [cleared] is not used on Alarm Informations that cross the Alarm IRP." ?!? What does it mean? I think the severity "cleared" is used in the notify (cleared alarm) ! In any case at least for the CMIP solution set this is not true.

5.4
Appendix D
Proposals:

· The sentence "it is recommended that System implements valid case 1 instead of valid case 2" is not acceptable for CMIP solution set and shall be removed from this technology-independent document.

· I can not understand the "Valid case 1". It seems so, that an "active" alarm with severity "Critical" is cleared by 2 "cleared alarms" with severity "Minor" ?!?
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