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1
Decision/action requested

The group is asked to discuss and approve the FMC model harmonization approach.
2
References

[1]
3GPP TS 32.828 Study on Alignment of 3GPP Generic NRM IRP and TMF Shared Information/Data (SID) Model (Release 10) 

3
Rationale
Model harmonization has been discussed for long time. There are two approaches were discussed for the stage 2 harmonization. The following is to show the example of harmonization approaches.
Note: The yellowed box represents new implementation. The grey box represents existing implementation.

Approach 1- An automatic tool will be used to generate a single model for wireless and wireline with the UML input to the specific tool.
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Approach 2- Federated Network Model Approach: A federated network model approach could maximum reuse the existing defined mobile and fixed models.
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The following diagram shows how the umbrella model is built with the harmonization joint work:
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There were some discussions of drawbacks/ambiguous on both approaches, the key discussion is as following:

	Options
	Main discussion

	Approach 1- Single Model Approach:
	· Different standard group are specialized in their own expert area. With single model approach, it’s difficult to manage the model with different technology development.

· It is unclear about the automatic tool, but theoretically the output of the tool can not be identical with the existing defined stage 3 model. There is a risk that with the approach 1 the existing integration implementation for both Manager side (operator’s implementation) and Agent side (vendor’s implementation) can not be reused.

	Approach 2- Federated Network Model Approach:
	· It is unclear how the approach 2 works to fulfil operators’ FMC solutions.


OPEX and CAPEX are always the first issue to be considered whenever a new feature comes in. Approach 2 apparently is the way to make maximum reusable of existing implementation. Approach 2 also provides the methodology for stage 2 harmonization, which also works to reduce the OPEX and CAPEX for any new attributes or managed objects in the future. 
The stage 2 harmonization of approach 2 has been well addressed before. The following is trying to elaborate more on how approach 2 works for stage 3 implementation from a developer’s point of view.

Scenario 1: Fixed or Mobile specific implementation:
We use an example to illustrate: For a FMC management system which is able to mange fixed network Termination point object and Eutran cell object, the stage 3 implementation could be just a plus of “Termination point” and “Eutran cell”.

1. There is XML SS defined in MTOSI specification for “Termination Point” (see the extract from).
2. There is XML SS defined in 3GPP specification for “EUtranGeneric Cell” (see the extract from TS 32.766).

3. As a developer with existing MTOSI cobra implementation and 3GPP cobra implementation in handy, the implementation of FMC management system is to put the existing cobra implementation together and a federated model is ready.
From TS 32.766:
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From ptp.xsd:
[image: image5.png]<xsd:complexType name="PhysicalTerminationPointType">
<xscannotation>
<xsckdocumentation>
<p>This aggregate definesthe PhysicalTerminationPoint mTOP network resource object.</p>
</xsd:documentation>
</xsd:annotation>
<xsck:complexContent>
<xsckextension bas
<xsd:annotation>
<xsd:documentation>
<p>This element entails the attributes common to all mTOP network resource objects.</p>
</xsd:documentation>
</xsd:annotation>
<xsd:sequence>
<xsd:element name="direction" type="com:DirectionalityType" nillable="true" minOccurs="0'">
</xsd:element>
<xsd:element name="

cri:CommonResourcelnfoType'>

pProtectionssociation” type="com:TerminationPointProtectionAssociationType” nillable="true"

<fusc:element>
<xscelement name="isEdgePoint’ type="xsc:boolean" nilable="true" minOccurs='0">

<xsckdocumentation>
Indicates if the TP is an edge point of at least one subnet:
topological link.</p>
</xsd:documentation>
</xsd:annotation>
</xsd:element>
<xsd:element nam
<xsc:annotation>
<xsd:documentation
<p-The attribute indicates whether or not the TP is supported by a protected equipment.</p>
</xsd:documentation>
</xsd:annotation>
</xsd:element>
<xsd:element name="egressTmdstate" type=' com:TransmissionDescriptorstateType' nilable="true" minOccurs="
<xsd:annotation>
<xsc:documentation>
<p>Contains the state of consistency between a TP and its associated egress TransmissionDescriptor.</p>
</xsd:documentation>
</xsd:annotation
</xsd:element>

ork, ie.if it is an end point of a potential inter-subn
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[image: image6.png]<xsd:element name="ingressTmdstate’ type="com:TransmissionDescriptorsStateType nillable i
<xsdannotation
<xsckdocumentation
<p>Contains the state of consistency betuveen a TP and its associated eingress TransmissionDescriptor.</p-
</xsckdocumentation>-
<fxsckannotation
<frsd:element-
<xsd:element name="ngressTmdRef type="nay
<xsdannotation
<xsckdocumentation>
<p>A connection Physical Termination Point may have an optional reference to an ingress (incoming) Transmission Descriptor. The Descriptor name il be
empty fthere is no associatedDescriptor. It s expected that Transmission Descriptors are not mied on a single TP, Therefore ifthe Ingress Descriptor name is that
of a Transmission Descriptor then the Egress Descriptor name should ether be that of a Transmission Descriptor or a null value.</py
</rsd:documentation
<fxsckannotation
<frsdielement-
<xsd:element name="egressTmdR ef type="nam:NamingAttributeType’ nillable="true" minOccurs
<xsdannotation
<xsd:documentation
<p>A connection Physical Termination Point may have an optional reference to an egress (outgoing) Transmission Descriptor. The Transmission Descriptor
namevill be empty i there is no associatedDescriptor. Itis expected that Transmission Descriptors are not mixed on a single TP. Therefore f the Egress Descriptor
nameis that of a Transmission Descriptor then the Ingress Descriptorname should either be that of a Transmission Descriptor or a null value. </p>
</rsd:documentation
<fxsckannotation
<frsdielement-
<xsdcelement ref="Ip:transmissionParametersList” minOccurs=
<xsdannotation
<xsckdocumentation>
<p-Alist of transmission parameters which can be set and/or retrieved on the TP at a specified layer. This attribute must contain the complete set of layer
ratesrepresentedby a PTP - even f they have no parameters associatedsuith them. The layerRates arelisted in the order of their client-server relationship (see
layeringfor more details).</p>
</xsckdocumentation
<fxsckannotation
</rsdielement>
<xscksequence
</xsiextension>
</xsdicomplexContent>
</xsdcomplexType>
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Analysis: Those are existing standard implementation which could be reused for FMC management without change. There is no added value to work on the technology specific model harmonization as they are totally different for different technology.
Scenario 2: Fixed or Mobile common implementation
Analysis: The common implementation part should be the main part for the change for FMC management to be better harmonized. But it’s worthy to do the change to make the management architecture clearer and eliminate the redundancy in FMC system. With the current umbrella approach, the corresponding stage 3 should align with the stage 2 implementation.
It’s proposed to discuss the above and agree on the principle below:
Proposal 1: The FMC harmonization shall make the maximum use of existing available standard specifications.

Proposal 2: It’s not required to do the overall change on the technology specific solution with FMC harmonization.

Proposal 3: The FMC harmonization shall focus on the commonality harmonization management area between fixed and mobile management.

4
Detailed proposal

Text Proposals to Shadow TS 32.828 V140 [1]

	1st Modified Section


6
Recommendations for 3GPP and TMF Resource Model Alignment

6.X
General recommendations

The Model alignment should be able to reuse the existing standard implementation as much as possible. The federated network model approach could maximum reuse the existing defined mobile and fixed model implementation.

The FMC model alignment should focus on the common model harmonization and reuse the technology specific model as much as possible.
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The following diagram shows how the umbrella model is built with the harmonization joint work based on the existing models :
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	End of modifications
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