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Introduction
This document provides final comments on “S5vTMFa233 FNM Umbrella V1.6”. This document is an update of and supersedes “S5vTMFa225” and assumes that 225 has been fully implemented the emerging version of the Umbrella document. 

Specific Comments
The following sections are headed with the title or aspect of S5vTMFa219 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 S5vTMFa219 on changes required to that document.

Comments
Extract of existing text with comments etc

4.	Umbrella

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 necessary..	Comment by Nigel Davis: Proposal: Following text to be added to future considerations document

Original comment noted. 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.

It is not necessary to go through this debate at this point as…

During the Darmstadt meeting it was recognized that no considerations crossed the 3GPP inventory class boundary. On that basis the umbrella model document need make no reference to inventory classes. Although this does not tackle the issue of the difference between the definition of inventory in TM Forum and 3GPP it does defer that challenge to beyond this release.

The text has been adjusted to suit this and is offered for agreement.

However the issue will need to be considered in the near future.

It is proposed that the text “UIM 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.” be removed.	Comment by Nigel Davis: For review.

It is proposed that the wording be changed to:
“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: ] 


[bookmark: _Toc285031735]4.1.1	Class diagram

Clearly the entities on the class diagram need to be aligned with the agreements on the text sections. In addition:

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: Proposal that the text text be added to the future consideration document.

Note also that we need to develop the “direct inheritance” rule.

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. 

The editor’s notes in this section do not convey sufficiently the concern raised in Nanjing that there may be a perception that the classes identified are all that is needed. It is suggested that a stronger text be constructed prior to delivery.	Comment by Nigel Davis: Further discussion required. This was not discussed in Darmstadt due to the need to focus on other areas.

The editor’s note is as follows:
“
Editor Notes: 
· UML classes above are not sufficient for FNM NM purposes.  Their class names may not be appropriate.
· These Umbrella classes are for inheritance only.  
· Other Umbrella classes may be used for relation other than inheritance.
“
It is suggested that the note be refined to the following:
“




Editor Notes: 
· The Umbrella model described in this document provides the set of classes etc that have been agreed for convergence to strengthen consistency of representation in the fixed and mobile environment. For full management of an FNM solution many other classes will be required in addition to those in the Umbrella.
· The Umbrella model cannot be used directly for implementation. Implementation classes must be derived from the Umbrella by Inheritance or some other appropriate mechanism.
· The model for the fixed environment and the model for the mobile environment must use different names for classes etc from those described in the Umbrella.
· Where an implementation class is essentially identical to the abstract class described in the Umbrella the name of the implementation class should be the same as that of the Umbrella class minus the underscore, e.g. the Umbrella class “Function_” would become “Function”.
“
[bookmark: _Toc300916667]4.1.2.6	TerminationPoint_
.

4.1.2.6.2	Attributes

	Attribute Name
	Support Qualifier
	Read Qualifier
	Write Qualifier

	tpeType
	M	Comment by Nigel Davis: For further discussion and action: Needs to be considered with respect to interaction with LT type
	M
	-



It is proposed that further sections be added. The text in these sections was extracted from text provided in the previous document version under the heading “description” and agreed as beyond description.
[bookmark: _Toc248299765]
[bookmark: _Toc308772923]4.3.1	Definitions and legal values
	Attribute Name
	Definition
	Legal Values

	dnPrefix
	It carries the DN Prefix information as defined in Annex C of 32.300 [2] or no information.	Comment by Nigel Davis: Agreed: Editor to reword to remove reference to Annex C and to provide more explanation of usage here. Also indicate that the attribute may carry no value under some circumstances.

Action: This requires further discussion with respect to the case in the Concrete Model.
	

	linkType	Comment by Nigel Davis: Further discussion required: See encapsulatedStructure below
	This attribute defines the type of the link.	Comment by Nigel Davis: Further discussion required: Not clear what this is. This should be a free form field or some form of specification reference as per previous comment. There should be a linkType indicating that this is a SIMPLE link (two ended).
	Signalling, Bearer, OAM&P, Other or multiple combinations of the above types.

	locationName	Comment by Nigel Davis: Further discussion required: An NE does not have a location.
	The physical location of this entity (e.g. an address).
	

	managedElements	Comment by Nigel Davis: Further discussion required: Why not just by the containment relationship?
	Models the role Manager. This attribute contains a list of the DN(s) of the related ManagedElement instance(s).
	

	managedBy	Comment by Nigel Davis: Further discussion required: Why not just by the containment relationship?
	Models the role subordinate. This attribute contains a list of the DN(s) of the related ManagementNode instance(s). 
	

	layerPprotocolNameList	Comment by Nigel Davis: Agreed:
Change name to layerProtocolNameList. 
	Name(s) and additional descriptive information for the protocol(s)/layer(s) used for the associated communication link. Syntax and semantic is not specified.	Comment by Nigel Davis: Further discussion required: This should be a formal attribute with controlled values that is extensible to allow vendor extensions.	Comment by Nigel Davis: Agreed: Change text as identified.
	

	protocolVersion	Comment by Nigel Davis:  Further discussion required: We do not specific version. Clarify purpose.
	Versions(s) and additional descriptive information for the protocol(s) used for the associated communication link. Syntax and semantic is not specified.
	

	userDefinedNetworkType	Comment by Nigel Davis: Further discussion required: Just another label. Not clear that this is suitable for the Umbrella
	Textual information regarding the type of network, e.g. UTRAN.
	

	userLabel
	A user-friendly (and user assignable) name of this object.
	



Additional attributes proposed.

	Attribute Name
	Definition	Comment by Nigel Davis: Detail added.

[Nigel to provide more definition.]
	Legal Values

	direction	Comment by Nigel Davis: Agreed to include. Further discussion required. May want to be specific here and have an attribute “stackDirection” or something that conveys the vertical nature of the flow of the TPE/LT
	Represents the flow of traffic within the TPE. The values are:
· Client-Server: Traffic flows down the TPE, e.g. traffic is taken from a number of low rate clients and multiplexed into a higher rate server. 
· Server-Client: Traffic flows up the TPE 
· Bidirectional: Traffic flow is both Client-Server and Server-Client
	

	ltType	Comment by Nigel Davis: Agreed to include. Further discussion required: Probably only a single type for Umbrella 0.1
	The name of the specification that describes the internal construction of the LT, indicating for example that it possesses a G.805 CP but no G.805 TCP (see [11]).	Comment by Nigel Davis: SD1-18 layers
	

	tpeType	Comment by Nigel Davis: Agreed to include. Further discussion required.Requires stronger definition?
	The name of the specification that describes the construction of the TPE emphasising for example the access to the TPE  and whether it is associated with a physical port directly or not.
	

	index	Comment by Nigel Davis: Agreed to include. Further discussion required.
	Provides any relevant indexing of the LTTP (channel number etc for example 373 see SDH spec for detail)
	

	
	
	




End of specific comments
