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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 discuss about the need of a dedicated "getStateAttributes" operation in the State Management IRP (TS 32.672), and whether the IOC "StateManagementIRP" should also be removed, if it is decided to remove the above mentioned operation. There was one initiating mail summarising what was discussed in the meeting, and presenting Siemens' position on these points. There was one reply from Ericsson, and based on that there were some further clarifications from Siemens.

For the need of a "getStateAttributes" operation, there were different opinions on whether this operation would bring benefit compared to a general get attributes operation (e.g. from Basic CM or Bulk CM). Siemens sees cases, where such an optimised operation would bring overal benefit (counting a combined CPU and throughput complexity), while Ericsson concentrates on CPU complexity, claiming that the dedicated operation is in all cases worse.

In case there is agreement to introduce such an operation, Ericsson proposes to make it a general operation in Basic CM, to be applicable for all attributes. Siemens does not yet need the need for that, since the state attributes have the property to have mostly a common default value in a normal running system, which is not the case for other attributes.

In any case, if such an operation is to be kept in the IS document, care shall be taken to have a complete definition of its behaviour covering also any error cases (this is important also in the solution sets).

There was no discussion yet on the question about the need for the "StateManagementIRP" IOC, for the case that the "getStateAttributes" operation is removed. Only Siemens presented their position why they still would see the need for that, but there were no further comments, since this question may depend on the outcome of the first question (about the "getStateAttributes" operation).

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

<SIEMENS>

Dear colleagues,

as decided in AI 26.4 of SWG-C WT11 (State Management) from last meeting, I want to open the e-mail discussion on the need for a "getStateAttributes" operation and a "StateManagementIRP" IOC in the state management IRP.

For this discussion, there are two main issues to resolve:

· Do we need in the State Management IRP an operation "getStateAttributes"?
During the meeting, there was mainly the question, if we need an operation for something that can be done with existing operations (i.e. with getMoAttributes from Basic CM IRP).
<ERICSSON> [edwin] can also be done via Bulk CM IRP upload operation.
The main purpose of the operation though, is that we provide an optimised optional alternative to allow for a synchronisation the managers knowledge of the state attributes (e.g. after a connection failure) in a running system, where most of the network elements will be in a default state. It was questioned, whether this method is really optimised, since it is clearly optimised for throughput, but not for computational complexity. For the throughput optimisation, it seems that everybody agrees that the specialised operation brings a benefit, since it is easy to count the bits for the traffic. For the computational complexity, it seems that most parties agreed that it would be more complex to report a delta to some default values. Even if it is indeed more complex in computational terms (which can not be proven easily, since one can not know exactly what operations are needed in each implementation to prepare in the element manager a list of state attributes or a list of delta to some default values), nevertheless there are many scenarios, where throughput optimisation is much more important than low computational complexity, so we think, that there are many cases, where such a specialised operation would be benefitial over a getMoAttributes.

  Further, this operation is proposed to be an optional operation, so that equipment providers that do not see a benefit to that operation need not implement it. Also, operators that do not see a benefit to this operation, need not use it, since they can still use the getMoAttributes, which is a mandatory operation.
<ERICSSON> [edwin] A new proposal needs some discussion else 3GPP standards will be full of optionals and conditionals.
<SIEMENS> [Papoutsis Georgios]  The 3GPP standards actually ARE full of optional features, and that is one of the advantages of UMTS compared e.g. to GSM. This was one of the main principles of UMTS from the beginning, to have a "toolbox" allowing for many options and leave it to the implementation to decide, which of the features provided they want to use.
This operation can also be viewed to be very similar to the operation "getAlarmList" in the Alarm IRP: if a solution set was going to implement MOCs for AlarmList and AlarmInformation mapped to the respective IOCs (admitted, this is not the case in the existing solution sets, but a discussion on the IS should be independent of the solution sets, that is the main point of having an IS part in the first place), then the manager would be able to get the alarm list also with a getMoAttributes operation.

<ERICSSON> [edwin] There are major differences (between the proposed op and getAlarmList()).  Attribute holding alarm information (e.g., ack status) is not modeled in the NRM IOCs themselves but only in the AlarmList. The state attribute is modeled directly in the NRM IOCs.  However, our investigation on whether State Mgt IRP needs such op or not should be indepedent if it is similar to an existing op.
<SIEMENS> [Papoutsis Georgios]  I do not see the difference in the two cases, if we concentrate to the IS documents. With the getContainment operation defined in Basic CM, you get the containment tree of the object instances in the MIB maintained by IRPAgent. This would include also the AlarmInformation instances, if that IOC was mapped to a similar MOC in a solution set (which is by no means forbidden from the IS, it just happens that this is not the case in the current solution sets, and there is nothing to prevent some future solution set, e.g. SNMP, to define a MOC for AlarmInformation). But what we do in the IS should not be dependent on how we map everything in the solution sets. You are correct that the investigation on whether we need such an operation is independent to whether it is similar to an existing operation, though we should not use as an argument, that two different operations do the same thing, when this is something that we allow in another place.

Our reluctance to support it is based on the following concerns.

(a) Is the proposed op really optimised?  We think the Agt/Mgr
need more CPU cycles to prepare/process the op responses.
<SIEMENS> [Papoutsis Georgios]  As stated in the original mail, when the operation is more complex in CPU usage, but more optimised in bits, the question whether the operation is in total optimised or not, depends on whether CPU or bandwidth optimisation is more important, and since there are scenarios where bandwidth is more important, we would like to allow for this option. If a Manager does not see this benefit (e.g. working with a Z80 1MHz processor over 100Gbps network), he will use the getMoAttributes instead.
(b) It is not clear under which conditions the Mgr should use it.
You have indicated "connection failure" as a condition. Which "connection" are you referring to and how Mgr can detect that?  Are there other conditions that this op can/should be used?
<SIEMENS> [Papoutsis Georgios]  Why should it be defined, under which conditions this operation should be used? It is clearly implementation specific, and when a manager sees the need for such an update, he will do that.
(c) Not sure if the difference (using proposed op or CM op) is significant enough to justify a new 3GPP ops.  
<SIEMENS> [Papoutsis Georgios]  What is the difference of this point to point (a) above ???
(d) Not sure if the proposed op in asynchronous mode (meaning the responses will come back in a series of notifications over time & probably mixing with other kinds of notifications... as I understood the Siemen's SS proposal will be) can actually work in the optimised way... in particular, in the case when there is partial success/failure.  The codes to deal with this kind of exception situation can be complex.
<SIEMENS> [Papoutsis Georgios]  This is solution set specific, and as we also agreed in the meeting, you are correct that we need to be careful in defining this operation, and the behaviour of the agent in the several partial success/failure cases. But before we do that, we are trying to find out whether we need the operation or not, which is the purpose of this discussion. If we agree on that in the first place, we can then discuss the details of this operation.

We want/like to support optimised op to read MOC attributes in a large network context.  If such optimised op is found, we would like it to be part of CM IRP repertoire and make it applicable to other attributes (than simply attributes related to state).
<SIEMENS> [Papoutsis Georgios]  We propose this for the state attributes, since these are expected to have some predictable default values in a normally working network. We do not see the same property in any other CM attributes. Nevertheless, if you have any interesting proposal to make for general cases, and you can show the benefit of such a general operation in CM IRP, please make your contribution and we would be happy to discuss it.
· If we remove the operation "getStateAttributes", is there a need for the IOC "StateManagementIRP"?

As it was stated in the meeting, the usage of StateManagementIRP should be similar to the similar class of each other IRP. It shall inherit from ManagedGenericIRP, to give the agent the possibility to inform the manager, which version of this IRP it uses. In the case of state management, it would specify e.g. that the usage of the state attributes is as defined in the reported version of the IRP. If the description of these attributes was going to change in some future version (add or removal of a value, or even change of the meaning of a value), the agent would need this possibility to indicate that he is using those attributes as defined in version x.y.z. For this reason we believe that this IOC is needed independent of the existence of a dedicated operation for "getStateAttributes".

<ERICSSON> [edwin] Since this somehow depends on the previous point, perhaps we should wait a bit to start a thread on this one.

