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2. Introduction

During the review of S5C010113 [1] at SA5#19bis, John Wilber commented on behalf of AWS that the documentation of the Information Service provided by the operations embedded in the Bulk Configuration Data File (Section 8) of this document was inadequate. I provided at that time some, perhaps inadequate, description what I thought was needed. It is my recollection that the CM Rapporteur suggested to Tapinder Pal, who was collecting comments to be addressed by the editor of this document, that my comments be considered and addressed. It is my recollection that there was general assent from those present at the time. My comments were neither specifically captured in the minutes [3] nor in Tapinder’s summary of changes to be made [4]. 

Although Section 8 was improved, I don’t believe my comments were addressed in the new draft [2] of this document. I have concluded that my comments were not specific enough and got lost in the process. This contribution intends to clarify what I, on behalf of AWS, think is needed to make Section 8 of [2] adequate.

3. General Comment on 32.602-2 Section 8

Bulk CM, in effect, consists of two sub-services: the first sub-service provides the capability to create and delete managed objects and get and set the attributes of managed objects through a sequence of operations specified by the contents of a file and a second sub-service which controls the transmission and use of the files themselves. These sub-services are distinct in part because they are supported by different types of technologies. Consequently, an implementation of a Bulk CM service requires the implementation of two solution sets – one for each sub-service. Initially, the first sub-service will only have a XML solution and the second will have a Corba solution and perhaps a CMIP solution.

In addition to Solution Sets for each of these sub-services, the Bulk CM Information Service requires a distinct information service for each of the sub-services. Sections 6, 7 and Annex A of 32.602-2 (21 pages) specify the information service for the second sub-service. Section 8 of 32.602-2 (about 1 page) specifies the information service for the first sub-service.

One problem with Section 8 as an information service is that it is partially written from the point-of-view that it is a description of file format rather than as an information specification. For example, in the new section 8.1.1, item 4 reads:

4. Delete MOs actions shall precede Create MOs actions.

From an IS point-of-view, I would expect this to require the IRPAgent to scan the file and perform all Delete operations before performing any Create operations. However, since item 1 specifies that “The IRPAgent shall interpret the management actions in the configuration data file sequentially step-by-step in a single pass operation”, I believe that item 4 is intended to specify that the proper coding order for the file is that Delete operations must be coded in sequence before Create operations (for all MOs? for a given MO?). But this is a requirement for the Solution Set not the Information Service specification. I believe item 1 is also more appropriate for the Solution Set.

In general, the content of Part 8 should look like Parts 6, 7, and Annex A. It should at least look more like Part 6 and probably Annex A – I’m not sure that a state machine is required.  

4. Needed Revision of 32.602-2 Section 8

· The Operations – Create MO, Delete MO, Change MO attribute values – must be documented in the same form as operations are in Part 6. Note that despite the fact that Part 8 calls an “operation” a “management action”, they are still operations. The parameters and behaviour for these operations (Create …) must be specified in the same manner as in Part 6. Note that while some of the parametric information may be implemented in XML positionally rather than as explicit parameters, that information should still be specified as parameters for the IS specification. The positional nature of that information in XML is a technology-dependant artifact of XML.

· The Notifications that can occur as a result of these operations must be specified as in Part 6.

· Since the file may specify operations for many NEs and the IRPAgent may be an 
Element manager, the behaviour with respect to the multiple NEs must be specified. This is probably covered by specifying in terms of trees of MOs. But even then the Section 8.1 addition is incomplete. Is there any reversal of any operations if other operations fail? Is the completion of operations all or none? Is it best effort? 

· Most of the current content in Part 8 reflects information that is appropriate to an information service specification but much of it is slanted toward XML implementation aspects. The specification would be clearer and, I believe, inter-operability enhanced if Part 8 is written more in terms of information behaviour and less in terms of the XML implementation. 

5. Conclusion

I classify the comments in this contribution as Major Technical comments. If these comments are not addressed by a revision of 32.602-2, I would consider the proposed 32.602-2 to be seriously flawed. 
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