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Introduction
This document provides comments on “S5vTMFa173 FNM Umbrella V1.4”. This document is an update of and supersedes “S5vTMFa185 CommentsOnUmbrella (173)”. The document includes all agreements and comments made during the face to face meeting in Nanjing (17-19 October 2011).

Specific Comments
The following sections are headed with the title or aspect of S5vTMFa173 and provide a brief description of the intent and explanation in italics followed by necessary adjustment in normal type. This pattern of intent in italics followed by detail adjustment is repeated through each section as appropriate.

Margin comments have been used to provide direction to the editor of S5vTMFa173 on changes required to that document.

It is proposed that the comments on the key classes that relate to the use case set out in S5vTMFa169 3GPP/TMF Concrete Model Relationships and Use Cases, V1.0 (especially TerminationPoint) be reviewed first.

It is also proposed that during further reviews the agreements be captured in a UML model that can be shared by the participating parties. 

Comments
Extract of existing text with comments etc

4.	Umbrella
For information: After extensive discussion at the Wien face to face and subsequently in various TM Forum groups the term umbrella is accepted for the usage defined within the FMC group.

Considering the text “These Umbrella classes (i.e. logical UML classes) are protocol independent in that they only capture the semantics of the NM information.  They do not relate to a) syntax or representation of the NM information in a system or on-the-wire between systems and b) the protocol used to create/delete/read/write/modify the NM information.” it is noted that the term “protocol” does not relate well to the phrase “information in the system” and hence the generalized term “implementation” is suggested. This aligns with the terms used in the “Contribution on FMC Federated network model (S5vTMFa081)”. It is noted that there is no opening to the section.

Propose that the text be changed to:
“This section introduces a number of classes that are the basis ofform the Umbrella model. These classes are represented in UML and are implementation neutral views in that they only capture the semantics of the model from both a purpose neutral and purpose specific perspective.  They do not relate to 	Comment by Nigel Davis: Agreed: Use this text in place of yellow text above
a) include syntax or representation of the information in a system or on-the-wire between systems  
b) relate to the protocol used to create/delete/read/write/modify the NM information.”

Considering the text “Various SDOs  and organizations  will use the Umbrella classes for their creations of domain specific concrete classes to define their respective NM services.  This procedure would ensure the domain specific concrete classes (from various SDOs) would be semantically consistent, a necessary characteristics for FMC NM purposes.”. The term “domain specific” should be change to “solution specific”. The process of “creation” should be documented and referenced.”

Propose that the text be changed to:
“Various SDOs and organizations will use the Umbrella classes for creation definition of solution Domain/Technology-specific model classes. used to define their respective interfaces etc using the defined method for import and application (See xxx).  This procedure will maximize the probability of the solution domain/technology specific concrete classes (from various SDOs) being semantically consistent, a necessary characteristic for FMC NM purposes..”	Comment by Nigel Davis: Agreedion ac: Use this text in place of yellow text above

It is noted that the text “Currently, 3GPP SA5 defines its abstract classes in its Generic NRM IRP [5] and defines concrete classes in other NRM IRPs such as EUTRAN NRM IRP.  3GPP/SA5 have agreement and will consider changes in classes in its Generic NRM IRP such that they are harmonized (if not identical) to those (to-be-defined) as Umbrella classes.” over-emphasizes the notion of concrete v abstract. It is understood that all classes specified in the IRPs are extendable and all can be implemented directly. An explanation of how the terms concrete and abstract in terms of Generic NRM is sought. Further it is assumed that the intention is to converge classes from other IRPs not just the Generic NRM IRP and indeed to work on any classes that would be appropriate to ensure the necessary alignment of semantics. 	Comment by Nigel Davis: Noted: No action required. 
A discussion on the above is sought and it is expected that that discussion will lead to clarifications and rewordings of the referenced paragraph.

It is proposed that the following text be added after “3GPP/SA5 have agreement and will consider changes in classes in its Generic NRM IRP such that they are harmonized (if not identical) to those (to-be-defined) as Umbrella classes.”  “Classes from other IRPs that are relevant for consideration in the Umbrella model are likely to be reflected in some way in the Generic NRM IRP for use in the Umbrella.”	Comment by Nigel Davis: Agreed action: Make this adjustment.

The wording “Umbrella classes are partitioned.  Classes in “Partition operational” are used to capture run-time behaviour of managed resources.  Classes in “Partition inventory” are used to capture static behaviour of managed resources.” is not accepted. There is no reason to partition the classes in this way. Indeed such a partition will be likely to lead to unnecessary churn. It is proposed that the attributes of more coherent classes be marked with their expected lifecycle behavior with respect to the viewpoint of the interface concerned and those that are read only simply be marked as such. It is reasonable for any organization to rearrange the classes as they see fit to suit their local mechanism. See new contribution S5vTMFa191-CommentsOnInventory.	Comment by Nigel Davis: Deferred. No action required.

It is proposed that the wording be changed to:	Comment by Nigel Davis: Deferred. No action required.
“Converged classes are arranged in the model based upon the domain of concern and the degree of abstraction (principles, patterns, architectures, purpose specific views). A class may have attributes that are read only and read/write. The lifecycle of each attribute will be stated (including the change rationale from immutable through complex state machines to free form)[footnoteRef:2].” [2:  There will be NO partition of static and dynamic attributes. Properties will be reflected by attribute decoration.] 


[bookmark: _Toc285031735]4.1.1	Class diagram

Considering the terminology enhancements proposed so far it is proposed that the text “This section proposes the following Umbrella classes.  These classes supports configuration management (CM).” is changed to: 	Comment by Nigel Davis: Agreed action: Remove the text in quotes,.
“…These classes support general management of networks.”

Note that the term Configuration Management is not used in the same way in 3GPP and TMF and should be avoided here.	Comment by Nigel Davis: Noted. No action required.

Propose that the text “The criteria for choosing these classes is their relevance to (e.g. can be used by) Domain Specific model classes (e.g. 3GPP/SA5 network resource model [2], BBF ATM network management model [1])” be changed to:	Comment by Nigel Davis: Agreed action: Change as proposed here.
“The criteria for choosing these classes is their relevance to (e.g. can be used by) specific solutionsDomain/Technology-specific model classes  (e.g. 3GPP/SA5 network resource model [2], BBF ATM network management model [1], TMF MTNM, DMTF CIM)”

Note that the term Domain Management is not used in the same way in 3GPP and TMF and should be avoided here.	Comment by Nigel Davis: Noted. No action required.

Propose that the text “Note that this set is the most basic classes.  They are all abstract.  Other classes are for further study.” Be changed to:	Comment by Nigel Davis: Agreed action:  It was agreed that the editor removes this statement and replaces with a rewording that better conveys the idea as this text does not convey the idea that the editor had in mind. The key is that the Umbrella model is the foundation/base without which the Umbrella work will not succeed. 
“Note that the set proposed is basic.  Other classes are for further study.”

Note that the term “concrete” has been removed here due to the implication of the following (from Wikipedia) “An abstract class … is a class that cannot be instantiated. Such a class is only meaningful if the language supports inheritance.” as it has been agreed that inheritance is not the (only) adoption mechanism. Indeed there is no reason why a body could not adopt a class and use it directly. A class may be adopted as concrete or abstract. Whether the class is concrete or abstract is up to the user. It is accepted however that areas such as naming may cause the need for local refinement of naming rules but even here mechanisms other than basic inheritance may be chosen. For example JOSIF have chosen an injection approach. 	Comment by Nigel Davis: Noted. No action required. … and the discussion gave rise to “Edwin’s accidental proposal” to have a strict inheritance rule for the cases where the class is essentially being used directly. This was removal of the underscore from the abstract class to make it unchangeable concrete.

We also noted that there must be a very strong statement that the Umbrella model cannot be used alone to model a network. 

[bookmark: _Toc300916652]4.1.2.1	SubNetwork_	Comment by Nigel Davis: Agreed action: Another name is required. The name agreed for this class was “Network”.

May want to consider a more general term “ForwardingDomain” assuming this subnetwork intended to be as per ITU-T. Need to discuss the scope of the concept to validate that it is not covering a more general grouping/domain concept (the figure suggests a more general concept).

[bookmark: _Toc300916655]4.1.2.2	ManagedElement_	Comment by Nigel Davis: Noted. No action required. Separately if this is to be considered a contribution will have to be made to enable discussion on the issues.

May want to explore the concept of “ManagementScope” rather than stick with the traditional ManagedElement. This may be too challenging for the short timeframe we have left so perhaps we simply will mark ManagedElement as “likelyToChange”. Note especially that ManagedElements are often distributed and hence do NOT have a single location. It is the equipment that they provide access to that has the location.

[bookmark: _Toc248299725][bookmark: _Toc300916658]4.1.2.3	Function_	Comment by Nigel Davis: Noted. No action required. This has been covered by a discussion in a previous call.
Need to understand carefully how “Function” relates to “Resource”(especially LogicalResource”) and “Service” in the TM Forum model. It would appear to be “LogicalResource”…

[bookmark: _Toc248299728][bookmark: _Toc300916661]4.1.2.4	ManagementSystem_
Need to carefully relate this to OS and EMS in the TM Forum model.

4.1.2.5	TopologicalLink_	Comment by Nigel Davis: Agreed action: Another name is required and that the editor should indicate that the name TopologicalLink will be subject to change (as it is potentially highly confusing). No proposal for an alternative was made.

This is a key class for convergence as part of the assessed case in S5vTMFa169 3GPP/TMF Concrete Model Relationships and Use Cases, V1.0 and considered partly in S5vTMFa175 modeling client/server layer objects for transport network CPE . 

Need to review the definition especially the terms “communication link”. The attributes of this class are relatively simple but need to be listed. The definition needs to be enhanced with the key properties of the TM Forum TopologicalLink. We need to determine whether this is essentially an ITU-T Trail/AccessRelationship or an ITU-T Link or something else and then rename appropriately. 	Comment by Nigel Davis: No action required. Definition material will be provided in a further contribution of this document by Nigel Davis.	Comment by Nigel Davis: Agreed action: Editor to note that it was agreed that the TopologicalLink is essentially a Trail with respect to the position in the network, that the solution needs to be multi-ended and that the Trail in ITU-T is not multi-ended.

In general a representation of forwarding (e.g. a link, a topological link, a connection) may have more than two ends. The A-end/Z-end model is not sufficient for the general case.

[bookmark: _Toc300916667]4.1.2.6	TerminationPoint_	Comment by Nigel Davis: No action required. Nigel Davis needs to break this definition into parts to separate out clarifications, definitions for TPE from the definition and to also separate out LayerTermination.
This is the key class for the convergence as part of the assessed case in S5vTMFa169 3GPP/TMF Concrete Model Relationships and Use Cases, V1.0 and considered partly in S5vTMFa175 modeling client/server layer objects for transport network CPE. 

Propose the following name change and definition:

Proposal for the Umbrella
Name: TerminationPointEncapsulation
Description: A TerminationPointEncapsulation is a class that is capable of encapsulating multiple transport functions (G.805 termination functions, points etc) at many different layers where the encapsulated transport functions are all related to the same signal flow. There a specific set of rules that guide encapsulation. 	Comment by Nigel Davis: No action required. Rules for bounding TPEs.

The encapsulation is performed to both reduce the instances of objects required to represent a given transport assembly and to also simplify the translation from traditional environments where layering is not fully represented. The encapsulation may be opaque not exposing the layering or semi-transparent exposing the explicit layering but compacted into a single instance. Where the encapsulation is semi-transparent the client and/or server can potentially expand the model back to fully layered as desired. In the semi-transparent case the TerminationPointEncapsulation is composed of many “Layer Terminations”.	Comment by Nigel Davis: No action required. We will need a model of this.

Layer Termination should be in its own section.

TheTerminationPointEncapsulation deals equivalently with unidirectional and bidirectional flows (where pairs of unidirectional flows have some shared fate or are considered as related in some way) such that all entities associated with the whole bidirectional flow will be encapsulated in one TerminationPointEncapsulation. Where a bidirectional flow is encapsulated it is possible to connect to only one of the two directions of flow and this can be represented through parameters of the termination point. 

The TerminatioPointEncapsulation provides a place against which to raise alarms, display parameters and set attributes associated with the signal flow. Where the encapsulation is opaque the definition of the parameters etc will need to be such as to distinguish the encapsulated protocols/layers. The TerminationPointEncapsulation can carry generalized parameters such as name and userLabel. 	Comment by Nigel Davis: No action required. This is usage

The TerminationPointEncapsulation can be related:
· Directly to one or more physical ports (i.e. that the signal is associated directly with an externally visible connector) 
· Note that a physical port could also be related to more than one TerminationPointEncapsulation	Comment by Nigel Davis: Agreed action: Add this to the appropriate section.
· To a logical functions that anchor the signal flow (i.e. it is floating between flexible functions in the equipment with no externally visible connector). 
· To another supporting TerminationPointEncapsulation to represent a client signal of the supporting TerminationPointEncapsulation where there may be many instances of client.
· Note that there may be many instances of server TerminationPointEncapsulation that feed a single client (e,g, in the case of VCAT)

The intention is that this class be used directly or with minimal sub-classing, i.e. NOT per port type, however it is recommended that an attribute that represents the port type specification is filled out with a specification value. 	Comment by Nigel Davis: No action required. This is outside the scope of the definition.

For further background see SD1-18 Functional Modelling Concepts and naming refer to SD1-25 Object Naming.”


End of specific comments

It should be noted that the specific attributes have not yet been fully reviewed in the context of the cases etc. Further comments will be provided in the context of the above discussion.

END OF DOCUMENT
