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1. Roll Call (June/3 -09:00 CEST)

Day 1:

· Istvan Aba, Deutsche Telekom (convener)
· Thomas Tovinger, Ericsson (secretary)

· Bernd Zeuner, Deutsche Telekom

· Edwin Tse, Ericsson
· Zhu Weihong, ZTE

Day 2:

· Istvan Aba, Deutsche Telekom (convener)
· Thomas Tovinger, Ericsson (secretary)

· Bernd Zeuner, Deutsche Telekom

· Edwin Tse, Ericsson
· Zhu Weihong, ZTE

· Christian Toche, Huawei 

· Klaus Martiny, Deutsche Telekom
· Manfred Mackert, Deutsche Telekom
2. Agenda Approval [065]

· Main Topic(s): UOM Concept/Content/Documentation

· Thomas proposed a new agenda item for the email discussion topic started by Bernd Zeuner related to “questions on SA5 IS-SS alignment” - Tdoc 066 created and added to the agenda (agreed as new item 8).
· Istvan also requested a new agenda item for a new DT contribution [070], agreed as item 9.
3. Review Meeting Minutes  [063]
· We found one mistake re: the conclusion of [058] which will be corrected in a new version of the minutes in Tdoc [069].

· Minutes agreed with this correction.

· We went through the list of Action items and updated it.

· We also found that it would be helpful if the convener for future agendas would include the latest version of the FNIM and UOM.

4. List of contributions (http://webapp.etsi.org/meetingDocuments/ViewDocumentList.asp?MTG_Id=30828)
S5eMA20065
Agenda 11th meeting (F2F) Multi-SDO Project Converged Management Model Alignment
S5eMA20063
Minutes 10th meeting Model Alignment Phase 2 (May-23, 2013)
S5eMA20009 
FMC FNIM V3.0 (S5vTMFa339)
S5eMA20019 
Comparison of UIM Specification Styles

S5eMA20029 
Discussion on FOM UOM input
S5eMA20037 
Input for an Umbrella Operations Model (UOM)
S5eMA20059
E TD UOM
S5eMA20060
Revised: Tool usage regarding FMC NM standards production
S5eMA20064
Communication Peers defined in 3GPP and TM Forum
S5eMA20xxx
…

5. Progress on M-SDO Project objective "5. Meta Data for Federated Operation Model (FOM) for converged operations - Enhance the Model Repertoire to include the meta data definitions for common modeling of operations & notifications." 

· None (implementation of 058 & 061 into next version of Model Repertoire still open)
This agenda item triggered a discussion on which output documents should be produced in phase 1. We found  that it is clearly stated in the project plan in S5eMA20003, and reflected in the agenda items.

6. Progress on M-SDO Project objective “6. Federated Operation Model (FOM) for converged operations - The Operation Model” is defined in JWG output documents “FMC Federated Network Information Model (FNIM)” and is the representation of the relevant network management activities. The “to fetch the value of an instance attribute", and "to create a flow domain fragment" are examples/candidates of such operations in the Operation Model. This work is to specify the operations of the Operation Model relevant to management convergence.
· [029], [009], [037], [059], [064]

[029] Discussion on FOM UOM input
· We went back to this document and checked  the earlier conclusion from meeting#5 (noted) and our understanding of the answers to the questions posed in this contribution, about the meaning and relationships between the different concepts of UIM, UOM, FNIM, FNOM, FOM etc.

· Question: Can the FOM be described as part of the FNIM document?



Conclusion: Noted; see further discussion on [037] below.
[009] FMC FNIM V3.0 (S5vTMFa339) 

· earlier approved by the phase 1 JWG; no further comments or discussions about it.



Conclusion: Noted
[037] Input for an Umbrella Operations Model (UOM)

· 
We went back to this document and its discussion/conclusion at the F2F Vienna meeting, and continued the discussion from there.

· 
During this discussion we also opened documents 59 and 64 and discussed all three in parallel. Separate conclusions for 59 and 64 stated below.

· Discussion:

· See 059 and 064 below.


Conclusion: Noted; used as input for updated documents below.

[059] E TD UOM
· We continued the discussion from last conference call as expected (from the meeting#10 minutes).

· Edwin: I think a good next step will be that I propose an update of this with the three parts discussed at meeting #10 – FNIM, UOM and Repertoire, separated.

· Needed input for Edwin’s update (first version planned for Day 2): Discussion of Fig. 13 in [037] (section 6 Common Operation Stereotypes) and how SA5 could use the same principle with inheritance from the common class(es) instead of stereotypes which TMF are using. We then realised that there is a confusion between the Repertoire and the meta model (UOM) in that contribution. 

· Bernd opened his modelling tool  with the meta model where we sketched a new possible model for the UOM, with:

1.  proposal for the names of the “CRUD” operations, 

2. the type of entity (interface) holding the operations 

3. their properties, 

4. use of underscore in the names, 

5. the model structure to cover both CM and PM etc. according to Fig. X in section 4.3 of [059].

· Initial assumption for operation names: CreateThing, ReadThing, UpdateThing, DeleteThing (to follow the CRUD naming style).

· Also discussed: Are the four CRUD operations all we will need? Will they also cover indication of e.g. “single/multiple objects” (e.g. createThing or CreateThings),and  atomic/non-atomic operation?

· Edwin: These aspects could be indicated with input parameters. For example, “isAtomic” is already one of the defined properties in the current Repertoire proposal.

· Three options for the “multiplicity” (single/multiple objects) were identified:

1. Four abstract operations (CreateThing etc) that can handle multiple elements

2. Four abstract operations (CreateThing etc) that are only affecting one single object (and the multiple case would then need to be covered by the concrete model)

3. Eight abstract operations (CreateThing, CreateThings, DeleteThing, DeleteThings etc.) 

· It was proposed as current working assumption for the next step to use option 3 above.

· It was also stated that there may be need for more than the above eight in the future.
· One important aspect of this discussion was the following and which needs more discussion/investigation: How to structure the UOM model in layers with inheritance etc, for example according to one of the three options below:

1. One flat structure in the “middle layer” with interfaces for both single and multiple access on the same level,

2. Two layers in the “middle layer”, with “single access” operations on top which are expanded to multiple access by inheritance in the lower layer,

3. Two layers in the “middle layer”, with “multiple access” operations on top which are narrowed down /restricted to single access by inheritance in the lower layer.
· Edwin also pointed out an important question for the new sketchedmodel (below): For the PerformanceManagement_ interface, we must find out what the inheritance from the “upper layer interfaces” (getThings etc) mean – is everything from the upper layer added to the operations defined in the subclass PerformanceManagement_ or are the operations in the subclass treated as a refinement/extension of the superclass operations? Because this relationship must result in only two operations. So it is not clear if the “generalization” UML symbol shall be used for this relationship. This needs to be further investigated.


Conclusion: The result of the sketched model for UOM is included below, and will be used by Edwin in the “split of [059] in three parts” as three separate documents: a) pCR for the Repertoire, b) pCR for the FNIM and c) a contribution for new skeleton of the UOM including some “meat”. Note: This diagram is only a first sketch and is not complete; for example, more classes or interfaces or relations may be added:
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S5eMA20064
Communication Peers defined in 3GPP and TM Forum

Presented by Bernd

Q/C:

· Thomas: Do you mean by “peers” – communication between all types of systems, on any level? Bernd: Yes. Thomas: “peers” has in 3GPP and other contexts been used for systems on the same level, “horizontally”, so this term could be misleading. Edwin: Maybe better to use “communication partners”.

· Bernd: one error in fig. 9: Notification Responder should be Notification Consumer.

· Edwin: On section 5.1 and 5.2 headings, better to say “protocol/technology neutral”. 

· We also discussed how to model the architecture for notification transmission in UML with signals, and if it is necessary to “reverse” the order of consumer/provider (initiator/responder) for this case. There currently seems to be a limitation in the tool that disallows definition of own-defined signals (in the signal compartment), or the tool is not properly configured. This needs further investigation.

· Edwin: I think the right-hand diagram in fig. 4 could be enhanced by showing all OS boxes as “peers” connected to the CCV bus, like a SOA architecture.

· Edwin: I think it would be good to extract a summary of this contribution as a kind of terminology in an Annex of one of our output documents.

· We further discussed what terms should be chosen for the “Service Consumer” and “Service Provider”, to be generally applicable to all SDOs.
· During the discussions we sketched on a new preliminary diagram for the exchange pattern of the communication partners, as seen in the following figure:
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Conclusion: Noted - and the above questions/comments and diagram to be used in further UOM work.
7. Progress on M-SDO Project objective “7. Tools and testing - Identify and document supporting tooling environment. Define how to produce conformance statement specifications that include semantic/functional testing (beyond syntax testing).”
· General discussion on tools usage [None] (additions to FNIM based on 060 still open)
· [019] Discussion on automatic creation of UOM/UIM word specification from RSA 
Presented by Bernd

Q/C:

· Edwin: One difference is that the auto generated version does not have the empty lines between paragraphs that SA5 authors have added for better readability.

· Edwin: In 4.2.6.2.1 on page 4 (auto generated) in the attachment “Comparison of UIM Specifications”, 
1. the default value need not be specified again as it is already defined in the properties table.
2. the C qualifier can have multiple conditions, but this table seems to only be able to have one condition per qualifier. We discussed how this could work and agreed that it can actually work, with all conditions as well as support related to each condition expressed in the same text box for “Constraint definition” (in the SA5/manual case) and the table cell “Property qualifier” for the auto generated case.
· Edwin on the attachment 2 (auto generated UIM): 

1. I would prefer more “shallow” table rows (not so high). It may seem like an unnecessary fine-tuning editorial detail, but if we should promote it in SA5, we should make it look as good as possible when we present it.
2. The first row that counts the number of attribute is “nice” but should we really have it? Bernd: I like it. Edwin: Ok, but it has the drawback that it doesn’t show inherited attributes like ‘id’.
· Edwin: Would like to use Courier New font for items like class and attribute names etc.
· Thomas: One input constraint to this is that the 3GPP drafting rules require the table cells have Arial font.
· Edwin: I would also recommend that you mimic the style of the 3GPP text and tables in the next auto generated UIM document.

Conclusion: Noted. Based on the discussion, Bernd will create a new auto generated UIM document.
8. Alignment of technology neutral and technology dependent specifications
[066] Comparison between IA and SS in 3GPP TS 28.65x V11

Presented by Bernd

Q/C:
· A number of questions for clarification were given and clarified, especially about the technique to include inherited attributes from all upper layers of superclasses in the XSD. The end result is semantically the same as on the IS level, even if it is implemented in a slightly different way than expected (if one would use 1-1 mapping).
· Bernd further questioned the XSD way of encoding the containment of BtsSiteMgr under BssFunction, and why they are not navigable. Edwin: We should check this, this should be a DN reference.
Conclusion: Noted, and  the discussion should continue via email or at the next meeting.

9. Requirements in the context of FNIM/UIM and FNOM/UOM
[070] NGCOR Project Requirements in the context of FNIM/UIM and FNOM/UOM

Presented by Manfred and Klaus
Q/C:

· Thomas: These are very interesting and useful observations and comments for the JWG to get an indication of whether the work done in phase 1 for the UIM was correct and useful. But if we want to start working on this in phase 2, we probably need to ask our “parent bodies” of the MSDO project to revise the scope of the phase 2 project (currently only UOM related work), as this would need a decision of how the scarce JWG resources should be divided between the UIM and UOM related work.
· Klaus stated his concerns about some vendor companies’ lack of support for the catalyst. Edwin: This could be due to the fact that the catalyst project used a mediator to proprietary interface the EMS, so it seems like a demonstration of a mediator solution. 
· The JWG members agreed to bring this information back to the relevant persons in their companies.
· This was followed by a short presentation by Manfred of the TMF NGCOR Catalyst demo, and questions/clarifications of the architecture and design of that.
· Further technical discussions on the issues raised in the contribution 070.

· Bernd: Issues raised in 070 need to be sent back to the participating partners SA5 and TMF who are the ones that have created and imported this model in their real specifications, not the JWG.
· Thomas and Bernd also added that some of the comments in 070 seem to be due to misunderstanding from the catalyst designers on how the 3GPP IRP framework (with IP addressing of IRPAgents) and UIM classes and XML specifications should be used and where to find them.

· Istvan: The issue of improved specification/guidelines for inter-domain relationships requested by the catalyst project is also a topic which should be an enhancement of the JWG project. 
Conclusion: Noted. Contributions to the Multi-SDO plenary and participating SDOs are needed to revise the scope of the MSDO Modeling Alignment JWG phase 2 scope. Contributions are also needed for any changes of the UIM.
10. Wrap-up/Next Steps
· Future Work / Situation:

· Edwin will provide a new UOM skeleton based on Bernd’s early draft and agreed new model above.

· Istvan expressed his concerns about the resource situation for this JWG in the future, as the earlier JWG chair has left the group with short notice, and none of the OSS vendors is represented here.
· Thomas also informed that due to time constraints, he will unfortunately not be able to continue as JWG secretary after this meeting, nor be able to be a permanent member of this JWG.

· Istvan: I thank Jörg and Thomas for all the support they have given to this group. I will inform the MSDO plenary about this and urge the member companies for more support which we urgently need now.
· Istvan: I propose that we have a new F2F meeting the week after the SA5#90 meeting in Valencia (in August), as we need a kind of restart of this JWG.

· Christian: This may be very difficult as EF3 has no budget for additional meetings this year. But we may be able to negotiate an extension of the Converged management SWG during the SA5 meeting for this purpose.
· Next F2F meeting – agreement needed on either:

· Post-SA5#91 meeting (Oct/21-22, Shenzhen)
· Pre-MSDO Plenary meeting (Dec/2-3 or 4-5, Frankfurt)

Proposed Next F2F: 
           At SA5#90, August 28-30
· Next conference calls:

· To be identified during F2F meeting

Proposed Next conference call:
                   June 20, 14:00-16:00 (CET)

11. Closing (June/4 - 17:30 CEST)
Appendix A: List of Action items
See next page.

	Action item #
	Description
	Responsible
	Status

	5.2
	Clarify usage of terms manager/agent vs. client/server vs. consumer/provider
	All
	Ongoing

	5.4
	Consider a contribution on whether notifications shall be modelled as signals or operations
	All
	Ongoing (Tdoc 64 is an input to this)

	6.1
	Improve the Repertoire figure/table numbering for 3GPP by being based on section numbers instead of consecutive. We ask the editor to do it in a future version.


	Edwin
	Ongoing

	8.1
	Thomas: Whenever there is a CR on the phase 1 version of the Repertoire, add editorial corrections related to S5-130587 (5.2.9.1 table number).
	Thomas
	Ongoing

	8.5
	Rel. to S5eMA20039: Check if a configuration file for translation rules agreed between e.g. TMF/3GPP/NGCOR could be stored as a “private” file, even if the tool is public, depending on tool/environment requirements.
	Bernd
	Ongoing


