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5.1 - Administrative issues at SA5 level 
---24
Stage 2 / Stage 3 alignment principle
1. Supported stage 3 SS types:

· The supported stage 3 SS types are YAML, YANG 
for Management service component A and component B. 

· The supported stage 3 SS types are support of one of the 3 types (ASN.1 or GPB or XML) for Management service component C. 

2. Rule for whether one or more SS has to be provided for every stage 2 item:
· For every stage 2 item in a CR/pCR, it must be accompanied by one or more CRs/pCRs with the corresponding stage 3 definition(s) for at least one of the 3 existing SS types (YAML , YANG and XML). All missing Stage 3 definitions must be recorded in Stage 2 CR itself, and based on this in the Technical Specification  where the solution would have been specified. Documenting this in the CR is the responsibility of the CR author, while the TS shall be updated by MCC.
· Each stage 2 CR shall contain a section in the cover page Note part, where each solution set is indicated either with the CR number of the stage 3 implemntation or the string "Missing" or "NA" for not applicable.

	Stage 3 Implementation
	RestFul (YAML)
	YANG
	XML

	
	CR No
	Missing
	NA


· Stage 3 TS document (e.g. 28.532, 28.541, 28.623) shall contain in a late Annex just before the "Change History" a table listing all stage 2 CRs where at least one solution set is mssing.
· 
	Stage 2 CR number
	RestFul (YAML)
	YANG
	XML

	0123 (with URL Link)
	Missing
	Available
	NA


Alternative option for Stage2/Stage 3 alignment:
24
Stage 2 / Stage 3 alignment principle
1. Supported stage 3 SS types:

· The supported stage 3 SS types are YAML, YANG for Management service component A and component B. 

· The supported stage 3 SS types are support of one of the 3 types (ASN.1 or GPB or XML) for Management service component C. 

2. Rule for whether one or more SS has to be provided for every stage 2 management capabilities:
· Stage 3 TS document (e.g. 28.532, 28.541, 28.623) shall contain the following table in a Annex just before the "Change History". Documenting this in the specification is the responsibility of the TS rapporteur, with the coordination with the related stage2 CR authors. 

· For every stage 2 management capabilities, it must be accompanied by one or more corresponding stage 3 definition(s) for at least one of the 3 existing SS types (YAML , YANG and XML). 
· All Stage 3 availablity information which related to stage2 management capabilities must be recorded in the table of corresponding Technical Specifications. 
	Management capabilities
	RestFul (YAML)
	YANG
	XML

	XXX capability Component A
	With URL link to the solution
	Missing
	NA

	XXX capability Component B
	With URL link to the solution
	Missing
	NA

	XXX capability Component C
	With URL link to the solution
	Missing
	NA


Issues to be discussed with collection of email discussion information:
1.  Objectives of capturing the alignment information:

1) What is XXX capability? We would have quite a bit of work defining the XXX capabilities.

VC: I think we need to first align our objectives on why we would like to align the methodology of stage2 and stage3. The difference between the two options are:

Op1: capability based: it provides the overall view of the stage2/3 mapping information from capability point of view. So that from readers they could easily get what capabilities we are discussing and which solution set has been provided accordingly. 

Op2: stage 2 CR based: this approach provide the stage 2 and stage 3 CR alignment from a concrete contribution point of view. It doesn’t provide the overall view as op1.  

2.  Whether there is a need to capture stage 2/stage 3 CR alignment status for each meeting? 

Op1:  No need to capture the details.
Op2:  Need to capture the detail mapping for each meeting and documented in a selected TS.

Op3:  Need to capture the detail mapping for each meeting and documented in a separate living document.
2) How will we document the implementation of a stage 2 CR that only makes a small error correction to an existing capability?

VC: I think it’s not appropriate to document such small detail in the specification itself. The CR information is temporary status, maintaining such information and keep synchronization may be very heavy. As the stage 3 dominates the interoperability implementation, the assumption is the company who is proposing the related stage 2 should contribute to the stage 3 and make sure it really works.  

3) How will we document if we have two stage 2 CRs correcting an existing function? It is possible that only one of these is implemented in OpenApi. We need a way to indicate CR-0001 is implemented in OpenApi but CR-0002 is not. If the records are per management functionality it will be impossible to indicate whether individual CRs are implemented.

VC: The idea is not to show the alignment on the CR level, but to show from capability point of view. For example, something like this:

Fault management control capability: 

	Management Service Component A
	RestFul (YAML)
	Netconf

	CRUD Operation (see A.2.1 Provisioning Management)
	TS 28.532

(available)
	TS 28.532

(available)


	Management Service Component B
	YAML
	YANG

	Generic NRM (FMControl)
	TS 28.623 (available)
	TS 28.623 (available)

	
	
	


4) How will MCC know if a specific stage 2 CR is implemented or not?  IMO the only place where this could be tracked is the stage 2 CR itself. It should be the CR/pCR authors responsibility to indicate the state of the solutions when the (p)CR is agreed.

VC: I think the CR level control and management is too detail. I would like to leave to author to come up with the stage 3. Maybe TS rapporteur could provide summary from time to time and make sure the related stage 3 could be well synchronized. 
5) IMO we should only keep capabilities/CRs in the table as long as some of the relevant solution sets YANG/OpenApi are missing. Once both are available, we should remove the corresponding record from the TS.

VC: I don’t have strong opinion. I think keeping a complete table could also be fine. 

�XML is not supported for component a,b
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