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1. Overall Description:

SA5 would like to thank ITU-T SG2 for the interest shown in the methodology work SA5 has undertaken and would like to address the questions and comments documented in “LS/r cooperation on methodology harmonization and REST-based network management framework (reply to S5-197141 / SG2-LS104-TD714) from ITU-T SG2”.

1.1 Questions and comments on 3GPP TS 32.158 (V15.0.1)

1.1.1

ITU-T SG2 question: Clause 4.2.3 Mapping of DNs to URIs, we would suggest that you may also consider the approach specified in our X.rest, combining the attribute name and attribute value in one node, instead of two nodes.

SA5 answer: TS 32.158 V15.2.0 applies the following style for constructing a path segment of an URI identifying a resource representing a manged object instance.
URI-RDN = {namingAttributeName} "=" {namingAttributeValue}

This style replaces the old style

URI-RDN = {namingAttributeName} "/" {namingAttributeValue}

The URI construction rules should be aligned now between 3GPP SA5 and ITU-T SG2.

1.1.2

ITU-T SG2 question: Consider defining a generic object class (ManagedObject) in JSON schema or YANG format for inheritance.

SA5 answer: TS 32.160 V16.0.0 specifies mapping rules for stage 2 managed object specifications to the stage 3 REST SS (JSON schema definitions). This ensures consistent appearance of all managed object definitions in stage 3.
1.1.3
ITU-T SG2 question: Consider providing the presentation forms of inheritance, containment and association relationships.

SA5 answer: TS 32.160 V16.0.0 specifies the SA5 representations of these concepts. For inheritance the "allOf" keyword is used. Containment is specified by hierarchical JSON property definitions. Association relationships are reflected in the REST SS with pointer attributes just like in the other SSs. Association classes are not used (both in stage 2 and stage 3).

1.1.4

ITU-T SG2 question: Consider providing Group accessing method for resources in future versions.

SA5 answer: SA5 has added a group accessing method at SA5#128 to TS 32.158, see S5-197825. This method is based on the traditional ITU-T approach with base object, scope and filter.
Scoping and filtering based on the new rules in TS 32.158 has been added also to the RESTful HTTP based SS of the CRUD operations in TS 28.532, see S5-197762.
1.2 Questions and comments on 3GPP TS 32.160 (V16.2.0)

1.2.1

ITU-T SG2 comment: The clarifications added in 32.160 are reasonable, e.g. in clause R4.b: “…“.We suggest that similar guidelines are incorporated in M.3020 and will add these to the next revision of M.3020.

SA5 answer: The addition of the clarifications (from 32.160) into the M.3020 is much appreciated. 

1.2.2
ITU-T SG2 comment: The rationale for selecting the simplified template for all Management Specifications (MnS) is not obvious and we would like to understand more of the background for these decisions.
SA5 answer: 
Both our full and simplified requirements templates are allowed to be used for our Management Service (MnS) specifications, as specified in clause 4.2 and 4.3 respectively of TS 32.160 (version 16.0.0 is the latest). Unfortunately, due to various reasons, mainly maximising reuse of previous IRP specifications and producing a new generic Stage 2 services specification, it was not possible to describe a specific recommendation for when the full or simplified requirements template should be used. Therefore, we left all options open to be selected case by case for each new 5G TS. We have realized during our work in Rel-16 that we would like to improve the structure of our specifications, and we have already made some improvements in an update of TS 28.532 v16.1.0. We will continue to consider this in Rel-17, including an improved template, and we welcome SG2’s further input and suggestions for that work. 

In the analysis of this question from you, we also made an interesting observation: In the M.3020 simplified requirements template, it refers to using a subset of the Business level requirements. We had not observed this before, as our intention with the original “IRP specific requirements” and later “Service specific requirements” has always been to have a simpler structure, on a lower level than the Specification level requirements, when no Use cases are needed. So to specify some business level requirements seems contradictory to that purpose, as we believe business level requirements should always be accompanied by one or more Use case. Further, one more issue which we have discussed is whether we should simplify the Use case template, to focus more on the real objective of a Use case. We welcome a discussion with SG2 about these questions, for our work on improved template and specification structure in Rel-17.
1.2.3

ITU-T SG2 question: The rationale for identifying groups of Management Services (type A, type B and type C) is not obvious and we would like to understand more of the background and needs for these categories.

SA5 answer: Quoted from TS 32.160, sub-clause 5.1.1: “Clause 5.2 is applicable for specification of MnS component type B (NRM). Clause 5.3 is applicable for specification of MnS component type A (operations and notifications) and type C (alarm and performance information).”

We have the view that a MnS is not characterized only by its ability to interact (the so-called MnS component type A) with the consumer, but needs to be characterized, as well, by its ability to carry certain information (the so-called MnS component type B and type-C) in those interactions.

Note that we have defined two kinds of MnS. One is to use the CRUD operations (i.e, the createMOI, deleteMOI, modifyMOI and getMOIAttribute operations). This is the MnS component type A with appropriate NRM fragment, the MnS component B. The other is to use specialized (not CRUD) operations (e.g. createMeasurementJob operation). This is the MnS component type A with appropriate information carried in the operation request/response parameters (the MnS component type B/C).

1.2.4
ITU-T SG2 question: It is not completely clear what values are allowed – or their semantic – for the attribute support, ref. the following example where isReadable is marked as optional… We suggest to retain the “classic” value set of M, O, - unless there are strong reasons for a change.
SA5 answer:  The legal values for attribute property like isReadable, isWritable, isNotifyable can only be T or F. Only attribute property SupportQualification can be M, O (default), CM, CO, C.
Regarding the support of the “classic” values of M and O, we regret to report that it might be late for such consideration, as we have completed the change-over (from using M/O to T/F) for all new MnS based specifications for Rel-16. 

1.2.5
ITU-T SG2 questions: Section 6.3 contains quite detailed mappings from Stage 2 to YANG. Is a similar mapping planned between Stage 2 and JSON schema? Are more detailed guidelines for the use of JSON schema planned or in progress? 

SA5 answer: Mapping guidelines from stage 2 to YANG and from stage 2 to JSON are documented in TS 32.160 (V16.0.0).
1.2.6
ITU-T SG2 question: What alignment of JSON schema rules are planned between 32.160 and 32.158 (the REST based SS).
SA5 answer: These JSON schema mapping rules in TS 32.160 and TS 32.158 should be aligned.

2. Actions:

To ITU-T SG2 group.

ACTION: SA5 asks ITU-T SG2 to take the provided responses into account. 
3. Date of Next TSG-SA WG5 Meetings:

SA5#129
24 – 28 February 2020
Hyderabad, India

SA5#130
20 - 24 April 2020
Sophia Antipolis, France

