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Multi-SDO Project on Converged Management Model Alignment (Phase 2)

Document number:
S5eMA20032

Source:
Thomas Tovinger, Ericsson
Title:
Frankfurt F2F Meeting Minutes M-SDO Converged Management Model Alignment

Meeting date/time:
Tuesday, November 27th, 09:00-17:30

F2F meeting agenda:

1. Roll Call (9:00am)

Participants:  
· Christian Toche, Huawei (convener)

· Klaus Moschner, NGMN

· Bernd Zeuner, DT

· Istvan Aba, DT

· Massimo Banzi, Telecom Italia

· Tayeb Benmeriem, Orange

· Edwin Tse, Ericsson

· Thomas Tovinger, Ericsson

· Jörg Schmidt, NSN

· David Huo, ZTE

· Lukasz Mendyk, Comarch 

· Wang Zhili, BUPT/ITU-T (via conf.bridge)

2. Agenda Approval [031]

· Approved w/o comments.

3. Review Meeting Minutes  [018]

· Approved w/o comments.

4. List of contributions (http://webapp.etsi.org/meetingDocuments/ViewDocumentList.asp?MTG_Id=30828)
S5eMA20031
Frankfurt F2F Meeting Agenda M-SDO Converged Management Model Alignment (Nov-27, 2012) V2
S5eMA20018
Meeting Minutes 3rd meeting Model Alignment Phase 2 (Nov-21, 2012)

S5eMA20009 
FMC FNIM V3.0 (S5vTMFa339)

S5eMA20014 
3GPP TS 32.152 IRP IS UML Repertoire

S5eMA20019 
Comparison of UIM Specification Styles

S5eMA20020 
Input for an Operations Model Repertoire

S5eMA20021 
NGCOR_Phase_1_Final_Deliverable

S5eMA20022 
subclass impact to inherited attribute properties

S5eMA20023 
3GPP TS 32.103 Integration Reference Point (IRP) overview and usage guide V11.0.0

S5eMA20024 
3GPP TS 32.302 Notification Integration Reference Point (IRP); Information Service (IS) V11.0.0 

S5eMA20025 
3GPP TS 32.602 Basic CM Integration Reference Point (IRP); Information Service (IS) V11.0.0 


S5eMA20026 
3GPP TS 32.612 Bulk CM Integration Reference Point (IRP): Information Service (IS) V11.0.0 


S5eMA20027 
3GPP TS 32.662 Kernel CM Integration Reference Point (IRP); Information Service (IS) V11.0.0 

S5eMA20028 
Discussion on FOM related Model Repertoire input

S5eMA20029 
Discussion on FOM UOM input

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." 

· [020], [028], [021], [014], [022]
S5eMA20022 
subclass impact to inherited attribute properties

Presented by Edwin

Questions/comments:

· Bernd: The two “if-sentences” for passed-by-id are ok for me. But why do you want the next two paragraphs?

· Edwin: It is to clearly define the ordering.

· Discussion on the needs and pros/cons of “passed-by-id=False”…

· Proposal by Jörg: Add a Note on the usage of “passed-by-id=False” conveying that the information covered by “passed-by-id=False” may be achieved by other means, supported by protocol capabilities.

· Agreements:

· Agreed some minor changes of the text in the contribution section 2 on passed-by-id, which will go to the Model Repertoire in a pCR.

· Agreed to keep the definition in the Role attribute section of the Model Repertoire

· Agreed to change the default value to “passed-by-id=True”

· Agreed to add a Note on usage of “passed-by-id=False”

· Agreed to issue a pCR for the Model Repertoire (phase 1) with  the above changes to both 3GPP and TMF

· Continued discussion on the five Notes in section 2…

· Some modifications agreed for Note 1

· Note 2: Change “…cannot not” to “…shall not”

· Note 3: Deleted – not needed (covered by the class properties / isNotifiable)

· Note 4: Deleted – not needed (covered by the class properties / isNotifiable)

· Note 5: Deleted – not needed (covered by the Role attribute section)

· Agreed to include in the pCR for the Model Repertoire (phase 1) to both 3GPP and TMF

· Continued discussion on section 3.3…

· Some working assumptions and question marks were noted in the updated version, and we need more discussions on this.

· These working assumptions and question marks are recorded for further discussion in Annex A below. 
· The last row of the 3.3 table (for passedById) was agreed.

Conclusion: Noted – and the first part being used for a new pCR on the Model Repertoire as stated above, and the second part for further discussion based on Annex A below.
S5eMA20028 
Discussion on FOM related Model Repertoire input

Presented by Jörg

Questions/comments: 

Conclusion: Noted

S5eMA20020 
Input for an Operations Model Repertoire

Presented by Bernd

Questions/comments: 

· Edwin: Question the text in 5.2 bullet 1. After discussions, it was “yellowed” with a note that this needs more discussion.

· Edwin: We should also investigate if the “signal” compartment should be used for notifications. Agreed to mark it as “FFS”.

· In 5.2.1.1: Add 2nd para from [2], and add “xxx” when quoting directly.

· Edwin: All occurrences of “Interface” in the table 1 should be capitalized.

· Some other minor changes captured by Jörg online for a revised version of this contribution.

· Thomas: In table 2, think the wording of the description of “isAtomic” needs improvement. This was discussed and agreed that a rewording should be proposed and discussed – at next meeting (structured based on values isAtomic = True and False). Edwin: We should even consider if the name is appropriate.

· Edwin: The table 2 pre- and post-condition(s) also need clarification/rewording in 1st paragraph. Secondly, recommending OCL needs discussion. Better to state that the pre-conditions shall be unambiguously defined. Agreed.

· Comment from several delegates: “isIdempotent” needs to be clearly defined. Agreed to be proposed in next version.
Conclusion: Noted – and current status of the contribution with proposed updates and “yellowed text for discussion” were captured by Jörg in TD 0033.

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], [021], [023], [024], [025], [026], [027]
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).”
· Discussion on automatic creation of UOM/UIM word specification from RSA [019]
8. Wrap-up/Next Steps 

9. Closing (~17:30pm)
ANNEX A: Recorded working assumptions and question marks on section 3.3 of contribution S5eMA20022, which need further discussion
3.2 Subclass impact on properties

Say class-A defines some attributes and class-B is derived from class-A. 

1. Is it valid for author of class-B to change attribute Support Qualifier (see first paragraph of section 6 of [1] values), e.g. is it valid for subclass to change the inherited attribute Support Qualifier from O to M? yes, from O(M (not e.g. M(O, not “-“(O/M) .. conditions tbd
2. Is it valid for author of class-B to change attribute Qualifier (see second paragraph of section 6 of [1]) values, e.g. is it valid for subclass to change the inherited attribute Qualifier for isNotifyable from M to hyphen (`-`)?

3. Is it valid for author of class-B to change the properties of the inherited attributes?

The following is an attempt to start a discussion on the topic.

	Property name
	Valid?
	Will the valid change be reflected/realised in Solution Set (SS) definitions (e.g. XSD, IDL)?

	documentation
	?? May be OK such that the extended or modified documentation is about the valid change below. 
	N/A

	isOrdered
	Possible from F to T, but not the reverse … ??
	Depends what we decide on the left.

	isUnique
	Possible from F to T, but not the reverse … ??
	Depends what we decide on the left.

	isReadable
	??. May be possible from T to F, but not the reverse?? … or NO  … and … O( M
	Depends what we decide on the left.

	isWritable
	??. May be possible from T to F, but not the reverse?? … or NO  … and … O( M
	Depends what we decide on the left.

	Type
	No
	N/A

	isInvariant
	No (noting that there is a correlation w/ isNotifyable.) 
	Impossible to reflect change in SS definitions

	allowedValues
	Yes but only a constraint

Ex1: parent class property is Integer and subclass can restrict the range of integer.

Ex2: parent allowedValues are 1 to 100 and subclass can restrict the range to 2 to 9??
	? … could/should be to allow for syntax level verification – though leads to SS differences

	isNotifyable
	No (noting that there is a correlation w/ isInvariant.)
	Impossible to reflect change in SS definitions

	defaultValue
	If parent class does not define it, subclass can.

If parent class defines it, subclass cannot change it.
	? … could/should be to allow for syntax level verification – though leads to SS differences

	Multiplicity
	Yes – valid only in restricting, not expanding
	? … could/should be to allow for syntax level verification – though leads to SS differences

	isNullable
	No … T->F possible ?? (not reverse!!)
	N/A

	supportQualifier
	?? (This is the Question 1 above).
	Impossible to reflect change in SS definitions or is it “really impossible to reflect…”.

	passedById
	No
	N/A


3GPP


