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Introduction

The Policy Management Specification has been converted into ETSI/3GPP document format as input to this meeting (N5-020036).   This conversion has been done with the help of a UML model provided by Siemens (Bernhard Boehmer).  This UML model has been checked for alignment with the Parlay 3.0 draft Policy Management specifications before generating the document and IDL from it.

A number of issues arose as a result of this checking and conversion, and these are treated below.  These notes ‘walk through’ the specification identifying unresolved issues, and items which had to be modified to produce the specification.

General

Where does this specification all go, i.e. in terms of Namespace etc.?  

Is it really an integral part of Framework, capable of being implemented and provided by a Framework provider, separate from the network and SCSs?  If so, where is the interface to the Network/SCSs defined?  Will there be any mapping?

Do these interfaces not perform a function which is quite different from the Framework?  

All reference to Parlay have been removed and replaced by OSA.

All methods including those with no exceptions listed now return TpCommonExceptions (except those on IpApp... interfaces).

All exceptions are now spelt in capital letters, and have P_ prefixed to them.

Sequence Diagrams

3 sequence diagrams were already in the UML model from Siemens.  These have been retained in the specification, but have not been seen by the joint working group.  These are:

5.2 Introduce condition & action into rule

5.3 Create & receive an event

5.4 Create & modify domain

The remaining 2 sequence diagrams in 5.1 and 5.5 are taken from the Lucent contribution to Cancun (N5-011154)

Class Diagram

The class diagram was created hastily to fill the space.  All suggestions and comments are welcome!

IpPolicy:

Could or should getProperty/getProperties be combined?

Could or should setProperty/setProperties be combeined?

getProperty(): Returns the property, not a reference to it.

getProperties() description is contradictory:  says it gets a reference to a set of properties, yet it returns the set, not a reference to the set.

IpPolicyDomain:

Surely there’s some way to rationalise all these methods:  are they all necessary, can they be grouped?  Is an application developer not going to get slightly confused here?  At least the get...Count() and get...Iterator() could be improved?

getVariableSet: Returns the variable set, not a reference to it.  Description should be changed.

getVariable: Should return TpTypedProperty, not IpTypedProperty?  Changed in ETSI/3GPP document.

createNotification:  should take type IpAppPolicyDomainRef and not TpAppPolicyDomain as type of parameter appPolicyDomain.  Changed in ETSI/3GPP document.

IpPolicyEventDefinition

getRequiredProperties returns the properties, not a reference to them.  Update the description.

IpPolicyIterator

getList:  returns parameter of type TpStringList, which doesn’t exist.  Should be TpStringSet.  Changed in ETSI/3GPP document.

Data types

Suffix ‘List’ should be replaced with suffix ‘Set’ for data types which are numbered lists of data elements.  However, there is already an inconsistant use of Set and List suffixes in Parlay/OSA, so perhaps this is not so necessary.

TpStringSet 

should be moved to Part 2, and deleted also from Connectivity Manager (called TpStringList there).  

TpTypedProperty, TpTypedPropertyValue and TpTypedPropertyType 

cannot remain as they are.  This description is un-implementable in a manner certain to guarantee interworking.  TpTypedPropertyValue as described is also wrong (is not restricted to TpString)

Better to fully define each type as follows, which, from the description, seems to be what is required (this change has been performed in the IDL code):

TpTypedProperty

This data type is a Sequence of Data Elements which describes a typed “property”. It is a structured data type consisting of the following {name, type, value} tuple:

	Sequence Element

Name
	Sequence Element

Type

	PropertyName
	TpTypedPropertyName

	PropertyType
	TpTypedPropertyType

	PropertyValue
	TpTypedPropertyValue


TpTypedPropertyName

This data type is identical to TpString. It is the name of a typed  “property”.

TpTypedPropertyType

This data type defines the type of a “property”.

	Name
	Value
	Description

	P_PM_STRING
	0
	Property is of type TpString

	P_PM_INTEGER
	1
	Property is of type TpInt32

	P_PM_FLOAT
	2
	Property is of type TpFloat


TpTypedPropertyValue

Defines the Tagged Choice of Data Elements that specify the value (or the list of values) associated with a generic “property”.

	
	Tag Element Type
	

	
	TpTypedPropertyType
	


	Tag Element Value
	Choice Element Type
	Choice Element Name

	P_PM_STRING
	TpString
	StringType

	P_PM_INTEGER
	TpInt32
	IntegerType

	P_PM_FLOAT
	TpFloat
	FloatType


TpActionListElement 

Has been renamed TpPolicyActionListElement, to align with previous convention in the document, and to align with the reference in TpPolicyActionList.

TpPolicyActionType 

is an enumerated data type.  Parlay/OSA convention is that they are enumerated from 0, not from 1.  This type has been changed as follows:

TpPolicyActionType

This data type defines the action type in a policy rule.

	Name
	Value
	Description

	P_PM_EVENT_ACTION
	0
	IpPolicyEventAction

	P_PM_EXPRESSION_ACTION
	1
	IpPolicyExpressionAction


Exceptions

Exception NoTransactionInProcess / P_NO_TRANSACTION_IN_PROCESS

should this be NoTransactionInProgress?  This has not been changed.  Same applies for TransactionInProcess.

InvalidArgument / P_INVALID_ARGUMENT

Does this duplicate P_UNAUTHORISED_PARAMETER_VALUE or one of the underlying technology exceptions, such as InvalidParameter or InvalidParameterValue?  Maybe some more specific exceptions should be used instead of this rather generic one?

