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Introduction

This document provides comments on the 3GPP TSG-SA5: “FMC network management modelling methodology” (FMCNMM) document.
General comment

In general the FNCNMM document appears to be projected in the mode "my model is better than your model". This is not a productive approach. This overall activity has to be a collaboration and the sections of the FNCNMM document need to be more balanced.

1. Intent

I would rather say at this point that “this is a modelling methodology that can be applied to the IRP framework”. For the FNCNMM document to meet its original intent we need to emphasise throughout the document how each aspect also applies to the TMF model environment and indeed what the TMF approaches can offer. I will highlight some of these through the following comments. I will use the word models loosely through these comments to both mean any fragments of the whole universal model (avoiding the debate over one model or many). If we can refine the FNCNMM document in line with the key comments in the comments below it will then be closer to meeting the original intent. 
3.1 Characteristic of large scale model

"large scale": Agreed. But note that this broadens to well beyond FMC. We need to see this as an ongoing process. We have been working with many other bodies through TMF and recognise that the space includes basic network standards such as those from IETF and DMTF, interface infrastructure standards such as OASIS, new virtualisations such as cloud and value chain along with various B2B initiatives.

"Not one authority": Agreed and this is vital. This has been clear for some time and certainly since TMF proposed the blades approach to ITU-T NGNMFG. Clearly we need to seek a mechanism to enable the few exchange of models.

"Not all … will support the whole model": Agreed. Clearly this is the case today for models that cover relatively small spaces such as the 3GPP SA5 model and certainly therefore the case for models that cover larger models such as the DMTF CIM and the TMF SID.

"Thousands of interrelated entities": Absolutely agree. A challenge is dealing with the cross model relationships. This is clearly covered in essence by the cross model pointers.

"Different versions…". This is where it gets interesting. Asynchronous upgrade of fragments and even incompatibility between fragments in the same interface cause challenges. We have explored these challenges in the Lifecycle Compatibility work in TMF and we should consider applying some of that thinking.

Missing from this section is consideration of maintaining consistency of the model across the converging problem space. This includes the development of patterns and of architecture that governs the increasing coherence of the ongoing model evolution.

3.2.1 Fragments

Note that the SID is built in fragments. There are separate files per fragment. It just happens to be delivered in a single unit. The challenge is the determination of the boundaries of the fragments. From a simplistic perspective they can be domains. We have been working on domain based fragments for many years in the TMF. Partitioning of the problem space into domains is actually more challenging. This is not a simple hierarchy this is an n dimensional interaction. 

TS 32.626 appears to be a new document developed this year. Could you clarify?

"It removes the need to keep evolution of various fragments in synchrony." This is already the case in the SID and MTOSI other than where there is an interaction in some non-simple dimension. MTNM 2.0 is compatible with MTNM 3.5. TMF does tend to deliver larger releases in "monolithic form". There is a recognised need to deliver on a far smaller scale possibly per operation. We have discussed this in the Lifecycle Compatibility TR.

"Domain experts" The choice of domain example in the document is an unexpected one. LTE does not appear to be a domain rather it appears to be a whole solution. A domain would be expected to be something more like "specification pattern", "service management", "resource management" etc.

What about common patterns and styles, how are these maintained and applied? What about domain overlaps, this is an n dimensional space. So whilst I agree that there is a separation of concerns to a degree, this is about focus of expertise not about isolation. A domain expert can not be ignorant of the other aspects.

3.2.2 Ability to reference 'external' models

"ExternalIOC" seems a reasonable and normal technique. Essentially this is just allowing a pointer to have a foreign reference. We do the same in MTNM/MTOSI.

"extended … ExternalIOC" This is namespace. We also have a solution in TIP we need to align these.

"Note"… not sure why this note was made specially here. 

3.2.3 Ability to import model fragments designed elsewhere

It is assumed that there is a need to allow for pruning and adjustment of the imported class, is this correct?

Would appreciate further definition of the import. Is the model fragment bolted into the 3GPP inheritance hierarchy? How are changes in the source model propagated? What examples of import do you have? Why are there a large number of classes representing mobile managed resources?

3.2.4 Independence of model tooling, solution set technology and access protocol

The issues is that if the model is the master then the mapping to implementation can not be done reliably from tool to tool. If the implementation form is the master then the principles and patterns are obscured and hence can not be reapplied from area to area. I think this is the difference. 

The encoding from model to XML etc needs to be specified. If the process of mapping is manual there can be errors.

I am not seeing any reference to interface grammar or complex verb forms.

"The choice/agreement/design… " The same is true for TMF work.

3.2.5 Field proven model alignment/harmonization works

I find it difficult still to find the guidelines and patterns that would govern the development of and convergence of the models for each new technology. Please point to the documents that govern the model style and provide an architecture that constrain the forms of model to be generated.

3.3 IRP Framework models today

We need to discuss fragment granularity. The SID is developed in fragments. There is an issue dealing with one fragment pointing to a class in another where that class changes.

I do not think a single repository is the solution and nobody has proposed that. In my opinion we have agreed that we need some form of federated model. 

Not clear what governs the model to limit the class explosion. We need to discuss this.

I have acquired all of the documents and am working through them. I note that TS 32.682 has been withdrawn. 

3.4 3GPP Release handling

It is not clear what the motivation of this section is. Please discuss.

4. Elements of the recommended modelling methodology

This section essentially discusses what we proposed in January 2010. 

1. 3GPP modification to alignwith a TMF class is a good step. We need to work collectively on the classes to ensure that we align both ways. 

2. 3GPP import of classes is a reasonable approach. We need to be able to do the reverse import too.

3. Not clear whether bolting the classes into the inheritance hierarchy is a good thing. The key thing is ensuring the interconnectivity.

Need to consider ongoing alignment through change

We need to consider this in terms of the core model.

5. Next Steps & Dependencies

Continued discussions and progress through working sessions is important.

Discussion on the mechanism for interrelating models is critical. We need to develop an appropriate mechanism and methodology for the broader industry (it is not going to just be an abstract umbrella). This will involve greater sharing of model work and a federation approach. We appear to have a major problem utilising 3GPP work in a TMF context, this will need to change.

On the final bullet I think you will find that this feeling is mutual. Repeatedly making this and similar statements in formal documents will simply aggravate the situation. We need to get over this. 

Appendix A: Recommended modelling methodology/approach

The diagram shows only one fragment of the puzzle. There is a corresponding portion that takes models from 3GPP and applies them to MTOSI etc as we have discussed on many occasions.

I think we will find that the picture needs to be enhanced to go further than abstract umbrella and also needs to show an evolutionary approach. We will work this detail and present our findings. This may actually be considered as another methodology/approach

We need to more clearly show the separable aspects of the interface

The picture is missing grammar and tasks (that result in complex verbs).

Appendix B: Not recommended modelling methodology/approach

Nobody has suggested this approach exactly as drawn.
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