Minutes of Joint Conference Call on Methodology – IS Data Types - among ITU-T SG4, 3GPP SA5, TISPAN WG8, TMF mTOP and ATIS TMOC Participants
Date&Time: 2008-12-02 14.00-16.00 CET
Moderator: Thomas Tovinger
Minutes taken by: Knut Johannessen 
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ATIS: 

Joe Scolaro, ATIS
Linda Garbanati, Alcatel-Lucent
TM FORUM:
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Agenda and minutes 

0. Conference details 
The invitation for the teleconference had wrong EST start time resulting in participants arriving “late”for the call.
1. Introduction

Thomas explained the background; the original proposal from SG4 on inclusion of Data Type information in the IS template and the result of discussions in SA5 (the last found as S5-081541). Before this meeting, there has not been agreement within SA5 to include Data Type information in the IS template. 

The discussion clarified that in the original proposal (Annex E), the term “definition” is to be understood as “Type definition”.
2. Suggested compromise 

Thomas proposed the following compromise:

· data type information is captured in the existing “Description” and/or “Legal values” fields (of the IOC attribute definition).
The main benefit of this approach is that the IS template is unchanged. Also, each PO may individually decide to include (or not to include) data type information.
The fact that we already in the IS template have type information in the form of “matching information” (e.g. for notifications) suggests that the IS cannot be entirely free from Data Type information (concepts).
3. Alternative proposal

Edwin suggested that if we want to have data type information in the IS specifications, we should have a clean approach, not to “hide” the fact that we are doing that. It should also be made clear that the IS is concerned with data type (abstract syntax) information and not limited to the model semantics, i.e. this should be spelled out in the relevant specifications/recommendations (e.g. 32.150).
Also, the data types should be based on existing specifications. A new data type specification should not be developed. The proposal is that we use ASN.1. The current SG4 proposal is very similar to ASN.1 and we should point to the existing ASN.1 definitions. A data type repertoire can be included in the Methodology 
Example: It is not necessary to define “String” as this is already part of ASN.1

The previous proposal on inclusion of (generic) data type information in the solution sets is not considered of value as the solution sets are concerned with protocol-specific (“concrete”) syntax. An abstract representation (i.e. the data types) would be of very limited value.
Linda and Joe supported the need for data type information in the IS, including the need to identify restrictions on value sets. Additionally, OBF (Order and Billing Forum; part of ATIS) has a section in their methodology guidelines document that provides a specification of data types to be used in all of their IS documents.  This specification is quite similar to the (originally) proposed Annex E.
4. Summary

It was agreed to investigate the following solution:

1) An existing specification (ASN.1; X.680) is used as a basis for a data type repertoire. The repertoire may be either a subset or a superset of the base data type definitions. 
2) The IS template is extended to support the identification/specification of data types for attributes (etc).
5. AOB

None
6. Next steps and actions going forward 

Next call:  18 December 17.00-18:00 CET (Geneva time).
Action Items:
a) Linda/Joe: Check use of ASN.1 for data type specifications given current OBF practice.
b) Thomas: Request feedback from SA5 participants before next call.

c) Knut: Request feedback from SG4 (now SG2) participants before next call.
