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Item 1: Discussions on Merging Management and Application Enablement
The activity for discussions on merging Device Management and Application Enablement topics into one working group was light with only one person contributing to the conversation which was in support of the merge.
The details of the conversations is listed below for reference.

Tim, all,
 
I think merging the two is actually a good idea. In some cases I see a full overlap in other cases the application would want to use some of the management information. For example, some status info about an M2M device is relevant for an application but also for management. The end of a bootstrap procedure is of interest to an application and the management, etc. For sure there are other cases where there is no similarity at all.
 
Kind regards, Viele Grüsse
 
Marcus
  

The focus of this discussion thread is to clarify questions on merging the proposed Management and Application Enablement Working group’s.
Please identify yourself by placing your comments inline prepended with your name and company in square brackets [] and colored in red font. For example [Tim Carey (ALU)]: I think this is a good way of identifying comments.
 

To get this discussion started, I attempted to extract questions from David Foote (Hitatchi) that was started using an email thread during the oneM2M Plenary.

 

1. We don’t yet see the same level of urgency for the semantics/abstraction work within oneM2M as we do Management
 
[Tim Carey (ALU)]: The immediate level of urgency we see is in the formulation of the information model frameworks and guidance for  information model interworking with the technology specific data models (e.g., ZigBee, UPnP). This is especially evident with the work in the HGI, BBF, OSGi and possibly OMA. In fact we have been working along these lines with ETSI M2M TC. Many of these for a have applied to be type 2 partners with the purpose to do this work. So yes there is some urgency.
 

2. If Application Enablement is merged into the Management WG, Hitatchi would strongly encourage that the launch of the effort for the Management topic be prioritized lower than other work items for the Management WG.
 
[Tim Carey (ALU)]:  I think the work item process will sort out what is prioritized and what is not. I’ll leave it to the plenary to decide with the feedback from the WG on it load for existing work.
 
[Linyi (Huawei)]: The activities will be started only when a work item is approved by TP and assigned to a specific working group. Management work and semantics work may need to be in a separate work items and give us enough time to decide which work is more important and should start first. 
 

3. Next, Hitachi is not yet convinced that there is enough overlap and similarity between these two domains for merging them.
a. Yes, they deal with data models and semantics but they are from very different perspectives
 
[Linyi (Huawei)]: I believe there are similar technologies for both areas. But this doesn’t mean we believe they are the same concept. The idea is to have the expertise on those technologies to help each other.  
[Marcus Brunner, (Swisscom)] I think merging the two is actually a good idea. In some cases I see a full overlap in other cases the application would want to use some of the management information. For example, some status info about an M2M device is relevant for an application but also for management. The end of a bootstrap procedure is of interest to an application and the management, etc. For sure there are other cases where there is no similarity at all.
 
b. As the authors mentioned themselves, by referencing that the work is dealing with the “applications” (ex:  on/off control of light or reading/setting a thermostat).  
 
<Tim Carey (ALU)]: This is true – different views of data models are used for management and for application control; what we have seen is that in many cases the management plane and application control plane share many entities and sometimes the same operations. I will again state we are very aware that the usages need to be different but the information model framework and some entities and operations can be the same.
 
c. Hitachi sees that as very different from the type of work done than in management.  Yes, they may both use the same kinds of modeling tools, syntax languages, etc.  But in our view, the most important expertise is not in those areas but in the areas of thoroughly understanding what is being modeled (behavior, conditions, configurations, parameters, etc.).  So we are not convinced that it is the same type of experts between the management world and the application/device world.  
 
[Tim Carey (ALU)]:  I do agree that the expertise needed beyond those elements would be very different but remember we do intend to develop the information models for the various application domains – who we call verticals. That said we do see the same experts in the Abstraction area.
 
[Linyi(Huawei)]: I agree with you that expertise are in specific domain. But keep in mind that a lot of work has been done in both areas, our major goal is to analyze and re-use existing technologies. We are not going to redefine the semantics or management model for verticals. So the most important work would be to understand the semantics and management models which have been developed so far. Then we can drive for common data model and use the semantics in a consistent way. That would mean those expertise who familiar with modeling, syntax will be able to help people in both domains. 
 
4. Finally, without trying to be facetious, our organization is called “oneM2M” not “universalM2M”.
d. oneM2M is not about doing all standards work that has anything to do with M2M.
 
[Tim Carey (ALU)]: I agree with that but I don’t believe we have suggested anything that would lie outside the agreed to scope of oneM2M. If you have a specific example we certainly can discuss this further. I don’t want to take on anything outside the agreed scope.
 [Linyi (Huawei)]: Fully agree.
e. Nor is oneM2M to replace other M2M related SDOs or foras (vertical oriented or possibly even telecom oriented, if they don’t join as a PT1).
 
[Tim Carey (ALU)]:  I agree as well. As I mentioned before part of the reason for some of our partners have joined oneM2M is that they believe and our scope agrees that the work belongs in oneM2M
 [Linyi (ALU)]: Fully agree. As said above, we will not redefine semantics or management models. Instead we are promoting a common data model or framework to reuse them as much as possible. On the other hand, the interoperability will be improved. 
 
 
f. So oneM2M should:
i. prioritize its work both in scope and timing to focus on the most critical issues for verticals to use Service Providers services (SC has set the initial focus as the “common service layer”)  
[Tim Carey (ALU)]:  Yes we need to prioritize work that is in the agreed scope of oneM2M. Again I will leave that to the work item process.
 [Linyi (Huawei)]: Management and Application Enablement is in the service layer. We will not go beyond that.
ii. and cooperate and/or reuse work of other groups that have valid work and expertise to solve other pieces of the whole ecosystem. 
 
[Tim Carey (ALU)]:  I agree – which groups would that be for what work – If you could be more specific that would be great.
[Linyi (Huawei)]: Fully agree. That is exactly what we want to do.
 Item 2: Discussions on ToR for Management and Application Enablement Working Group

The activity for discussions on merging Device Management and Application Enablement topics into one working group was light with only one person contributing to the conversation that modified the ToR as detailed.

This contribution suggests high-level charter for the “Management & Application Enablement” WG.
2.1 Objective:

The objective of the Management & Application Enablement Working Group is to:

- identify and resolve issues related to the management aspect of M2M entities, and to contribute to the development of oneM2M specifications in this regard.

- identify and resolve issues related to the ecosystem of application semantics, interworking and data abstraction for M2M entities, and to contribute to the development of oneM2M specifications in this regard.

2.2 High-level ToR:

Management ToR

· To study and clarify the management function distribution among different stakeholders (e.g. device manufacturers, network operators, service providers, application providers) in accordance with oneM2M service requirements and functional architecture.

· To investigate existing technologies and solutions for managing M2M entities and analyze the potential support for fulfilling oneM2M requirements on the management aspect.

· To specify the information model and procedures for management functions (e.g. configuration, upgrade, performance, fault) of M2M entities as well as the service capabilities.

Application Enablement ToR

· To define an information model (including the syntax and the semantics) for M2M application enablement.

· To define a mechanism for abstraction (interworking) between the information model and the underlying area network technologies used by the application domains (e.g. ZigBee, Bluetooth, Z-Wave and others in the case of smart home applications for example) 

[Tim Carey (ALU)]: Abstraction interworking is a function where instances of an information model is translated to the data model of the underlying area network technology. For example a common light might have the operation to turn on the light – light on which translated in Zigbee would mean – set application profile 101, operation 12 to true. This is the wrong syntax but it does show what I mean by translation.  This interworking is not the same as 3GPP interworking or a COAP binding but is very similar in many respects to the Management interworking to say TR-069 or OMA-DM.
· To provide guidelines on how the “Verticals” can turn their semantics into oneM2M global framework of information model

General ToR

· To provide the appropriate framework to allow “Verticals” to define their own information models  by collaborating all together on M2M entity management, M2M Application semantics and data abstraction issues (e.g. to enable re-using and/or interworking with existing capabilities, as well as the synergy for future evolution).

[Yongjing (Huawei)] :This bullet applies to both the Management and Application Enablement aspects, so I propose to add a “General ToR” category.
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