Minutes of Joint Conference Call on Methodology/Common text - among ITU-T SG4, 3GPP SA5, TISPAN WG8, TMF mTOP and ATIS TMOC Participants
Date&Time: 2008-04-14, 15.00-17.00 CET

Moderator: Knut Johannessen
Minutes taken by: Thomas Tovinger 
Participants:

SG4:

Dave Sidor, Nortel

Knut Johannessen, Telenor

Wang Zhili, BUPT

SA5:

Thomas Tovinger, Ericsson

Marie Divialle, Nortel

TISPAN: 

Michael Geipl, Deutsche Telecom
ATIS: 

Linda Garbanati, Alcatel-Lucent

Joe Scolaro, ATIS

Agenda and minutes 

1. Review of minutes of the last meeting
Agreed with two clarifications provided by Thomas Tovinger (on item 5) and Joe Scolaro (on the “push-button schema generation approach”).
2. Review of SG4 comments to CRs
2.1 Changes in section 7.7-7.9 of MALL v3 (approved CRs in SA5 after the referenced versions in M.3020)
A small group review this in SG4 last week.

2.1.1 – 32.150

The changes in 3GPP TS 32.150 seem to be ok for SG4 – CRs no. 8, 9 (no impact on SG4) and 10.
On CR 10: The content is fine but SG4 needs some thinking on how to reflect that in the SG4 documentation.

2.1.2 - 32.151 

CR 6 – SG4 considers it a useful clarification – OK.
CR 7 – common notifications – OK for SG4 but some work needed by SG4 to document it.
CR 8 – OK (editorial).

CR 9 – OK (SG4-proposed changes).

CR 10 – OK (Interface IRP clarifications)
CR 11 – OK (visibility qualifier removal).
2.1.3 – 32.152

CR 6 – OK for SG4 but some considerations needed on how it should be documented in M.3020 because the structure is slightly different than in 32.152.
CR 7 – OK (editorial)

CR 8 – (cardinality zero) OK technically, but the actual text needs to be slightly modified to fit into M.3020 (e.g. re: “Release 7”).
CR 9 – (visibility qualifier) – OK.
CR 10 – (agent internal usage) – OK, considered useful by SG4.

2.2 CR S5-080084 pending approval in SA5 (on Traceability in the IS template)
Comments by SG4: 
1. SG4 has used “Requirement ID” instead of “Requirement label”. Agreed.
2. SG4 would like to say Specification instead of TS. Agreed.
Questions:

- Linda: Have SA5 considered an overview “cross-reference” table/matrix with all mappings from requirements to supported items, instead of the way it is proposed here? TMF has done that in the past. Reply by Thomas: No SA5 hasn’t discussed it, but we could ask SA5 before approval of the CR. Thomas took an action to ask SA5 about that. But he also asked the people on the call what they think about a cross-ref. table. Knut commented that if we do that, we might also need to look at the overall documentation structure, if e.g. the requirements should also have such tables.
Conclusion: No objection to approving the CR, but Thomas took an action to ask SA5 if a cross-ref. table would be a better idea.
3. Review of the revised alignment process (v4)
Knut presented the latest version (v4).
Comments:

· Linda: What does “Prime” and “Adopted” mean? Can we define that in this document? And should we differ between full and partial adoption? 
· Dave: Propose that each PO describes in their own documentation which type of adoption is used.
· Thomas: Should we describe the involvement only here or somewhere else as well? The result after some discussions was – only in the process document, and we clarify the text showing that. Thomas also gave an editorial comment: ALL->MALL.
· Knut edited the process document online to cover all concerns and suggestions. Three roles for the POs’ involvement were identified: Prime, Adopted and Adopted partially. New version: v5.
Conclusion: The above proposals were agreed and are reflected in v5 of the process document – attached here!
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4. Presentation of the MALL, latest version (v3)
No time to discuss this. 

Knut: Next SG4 meeting is 13-23 May. The SA5 comments in v3 of MALL will be reviewed by SG4 then, and their comments should reach SA5 before meeting #60 starting 7 July. Agreed. 
5. AOB 
5.1 How to identify the latest versions of the baseline methodology docs (the process doc and the MALL) on the NGNMFG web site
No time to discuss this. 

(Post-meeting note by Thomas: Dave or Knut can propose how to do this and inform everybody via email)
6. Next steps and actions going forward 

Next call:  9 June,  15.00-17.00 CET.
Action Items:
a) Knut/Thomas: Set up the next teleconference on 14 April 2008 at 15.00-17.00 CET.
b) Knut: Update the process document to v5.
c) Thomas: Ask SA5 if a cross-ref. table for the IS-to-requirements traceability would be a better idea before the CR S5-080084 is approved.
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Proposal for management interface methodology alignment process

Version: 
v5

Date: 

2008-04-14

Current participating organizations (PO): 3GPP SA5, ITU-T SG 4

Alignment Process:


Each PO has a set of one or more interface methodology specifications whose creation, modification, and deletion are governed by a formal specification approval process which is independent of the informal alignment process described in this document. [The alignment process is termed “informal” since it is not a recognized formal procedure within each PO.]

Each PO appoints a Focal Point (FP) who jointly coordinate the alignment process and serve as the bridge between the PO and the alignment process.


The focus of the methodology alignment is currently two-fold:


· agreement on common texts for the templates associated with a 3 phase interface methodology: requirements, analysis (protocol-neutral), and design (protocol-specific)

· agreement on common texts for guidelines associated with specific technologies used in the analysis and design phases




· 

· 

· 

Each PO may decide to adopt a subset of the common texts. As an example, a PO may adopt the requirements template but could decide to use another solution than the common text for design templates. Or a PO may adopt a subset of the analysis template. 

The involvement of each PO is identified in the table below.

		Organization

		Requirements template

		Analysis (IS) template

		UML guidelines

		Design guidelines

		Design template



		3GPP SA5

		Adopted

		Prime

		Prime

		

		



		ITU-T SG4

		Prime

		Adopted

		Adopted

		

		





The following three roles for involvement are identified:

· Prime: The PO is responsible for the maintenance of the common text

· Adopted: The PO has adopted the common text for its own use

· Adopted partially: The PO has selected a – possibly modified – subset of the common text for its own use. The PO would explain in its own documentation the nature of partial adoption.

The alignment process for the common texts consists of alignment virtual meetings jointly led by the PO FPs and involving interested PO participants which document their decisions in a Methodology Alignment Living List (MALL) of proposed changes. The MALL is organized into 3 categories:


· Level 1: Agreement between involved POs and final text for the change is available. Given the differences in document templates, “final text” must be understood to allow for the organization specific documentation guidelines.


· Level 2: Agreement between involved POs but final text to be provided.


· Level 3: Agreement within one PO but currently no inter-PO agreement


· Level 4: Change suggested within one PO but currently without agreement within the PO. 


The MALL also identifies the PO specification containing the master copy of each template and guideline. 


The process is symmetric in that any PO may initiate changes to the common texts by making a change proposal to the Alignment virtual meeting whose decision is documented by adding the proposed change to the MALL with an agreed Level status. It is expected that each FP will share the MALL with his/her PO and report back any comments at a virtual meeting or via email. 

The MALL Level 1 proposed changes are the source for any changes to the PO methodology specifications. At an agreed point in time, the Level 1 changes are proposed by the appropriate FP to the maintaining PO as modifications to the master copy of the common text. Approval of the master copy changes should then trigger related changes in the specifications of the other POs.

If a maintaining PO refuses to initiate the proposed change via its formal process or even rejects a change once the approval process has been initiated, the FP then informs the other POs via email or at a virtual meeting and the proposed change is modified or dropped.


