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1
Welcome


Omar opened the call and welcomed the participants to the call. 
2
Objectives 

- The goal is to collect feedback following upload last week of TP-2018-0199 (Restructuring initial thoughts)
- To discuss about the comments received from ITU-T

- No decision will be taken at the meeting as the goal is to collect input and raise discussion.

3 Contributions
	TP-2018-0199
	Restructuring initial thoughts
	O. Elloumi on behalf of TP leadership


Presented by Omar.
This document propose to restructure the Working Groups 
The rationale of such restructuration is described in the 1st clause. It provides input from Gartner report.
The report indicates it is expected oneM2M to reach the next maturity level: making it belong to the “trough of disillusionment” part of the hype curve.

Moreover, there is recently a drop in the number of participants. It is quite normal due to the maturity of the platform. The base is stable and we need to figure out the next steps.
The Consolidation need appears in many Fora (AllSeen and OIC). oneM2M is unique on its approach and we are confident that no consolidation is required  for the moment.

The initial thoughts are:
1. Need to enhance focus through bringing experts together

2. As the specifications mature, need to have a lower number of parallel streams to wider peer feedback

3. Be careful when adding new features, must be strict on requirements

4. Maintenance and improvements are key, possibly make a core set of specifications that should not be disrupted with new feature development

5. Resume the industry day:
· Extremely important to reach out the market and new actors. The intent is anyway to allow WG to work in parallel, to not impact the technical work.
6. It was felt that the developer guides are a good initiative however they do not go far enough. There is a clear need to further educate developers 

7. Need to make concrete efforts to reach out to industry groups and develop partnerships with them to prepare white papers etc. This will get our name known and we will also gain valuable input from them (e.g. IIC collaboration)

Proposal:
Omar reviewed one by one each points of the proposal 

1. Consolidate ARC, PRO and SEC into a single group: core technology and security

Comment: 

· The market requires Security to be considered from the beginning of the standardization process. We want to create more synergy between SEC and ARC .
2. Keep other working groups: REQ, MAS, TST
Comment:

· REQ tasks is specific and requires to be standalone. It does not make sense to merge.
· MAS would need interaction with ARC, but the work on Information model for instance could be independent.

· TST will need to work with PRO but it is clear that due to the specific Testing expertise, it makes sense to keep it independent.
3. Resume the industry day at every TP meeting, when needed working groups could meet in parallel. Strenghthen link with open source initiatives.
Comment:
· It requires involvement from local PT1 hosting the meeting

· The relation with open source initiatives needs to be further defined.
4. Limit the number of Face to Face TP meetings to 5 maximum per year with the objective to leave more time for experts to work on quality contributions, ensure geographical balance. 

Comment:

· Karen has sent a proposal for the list of 5 TP ( see TP-2018-0193R02-Proposed_Meeting_Dates_2019)
· She is collecting comments by email for adapting the proposal and make a revision.
5. Open for more discussion (possibly speaking in favour of creation of ad’hoc group):

a. How to do more for developers, link to open source projects, etc., 

b. how to increase focus on devices, IPEs

Comment:

· We need to get the discussion on the device approach.

6. Timeline:

It is suggested that discussion continues until mid-July to collect feedback, new ideas and ensure wide consensus. It is projected to implement the new structure during TP#37 if consensus could be reached by then. In the meantime the TP will continue to encourage working groups to collocate meetings in the interest of creating synergies and ensuring wider peer review and critical mass.

Comments:

After presentation from Omar, the floor was opened to questions and comments:

Enrico: worried about merging ARC, SEC and PRO without MAS. It would also make sense to include MAS, for instance the active participants in both WG ARC and MAS are usually the same. At least, if we go the proposed way, (having MAS independent), we should avoid ARC and MAS sessions at the same time.

Dale: the proposal makes sense. But one concern anyway as mixing ARC and PRO would need some coordination. It is different tasks.

Said: oneM2M is a service Iot layer but we should also take in account the device side. oneM2M is not device agnostic and we should not let the other SDO to deal with device domain , because they will proposed their own platform as the service layer and not oneM2M.
Colin: MAS and Core being separated is a problem if the sessions are in parallel, meaning the MAS community will never be able attend the core. It is a problem for technical work/
The counter argument is that the information model should not be directly related to the Core.
Colin replied the Device Management activity of MAS will suffer of the non-attendance to the Core delegates.

Enrico: the problem getting MAS and Core separated is because mainly we don’t have enough people to handle both activities separately
Yongjing: as a chair of MAS, he is open to different solutions, merging core and MAS or any other. His concern is also that as a delegate, he would like to attend the core WG and he will not be able to do it if MAS is running in parallel.

He does not like the name “core technology and security”. 
The name seems long and strange, not very often seen in other SDOs. He would prefer to keep it short as ‘Core WG’.
· The scope of oneM2M 

JaeSeung: Recently JaeSeung discussed with organisations that use oneM2M, working in vehicle domain , building etc .. What they told him is oneM2M is very good but the work done is half of the cake. These verticals spend a lot of time and effort to provide a solution from oneM2M adapted to their domains. They collect data but they have to build their own database for instance. oneM2M provided basic things , but the verticals have to add semantics, information context, etc … The service providers need to implement a lot of thing in addition to onem2M. The main comment is that oneM2M does not provide enough, for domain specific verticals like for instance Smart City.
oneM2M should provide more on top of its architecture to go to more domain specific. JaeSeung suggested we could select some domains like Smart city, vehicle. We could provide service logic and the ‘vertical’ service provider could really use the standards as it is.

Said fully agree on this comment. The business unit requires to be more specific. oneM2M is to general and we are not able to use it without a lot of effort to implement it.
The conclusion is on this topic on the scope of oneM2M  raised by JaeSeung is that we should go on to be domain independent on the architecture, but we should maybe provide domain specific adds-on,  to enrich the service on a selection of domains.
Omar: mentioned the collaboration with Zigbee dotdot
Said: proposed to change the WG names to make them more attractive. MAS name is unclear for the external community or marketing. By going to acronym, we lose the meaning of the activity and its attractiveness.
TST name should be linked to Certification. At least to indicate the TST WG is preparing test case for certification. Good message to spread on marketing point of view. It is suggested to rename TST as “Testing and certification enablement” for instance.

Dale: The Stage 2 and Stage 3 are different activities and they do not require the same expertise. The proposed combination of ARC and PRO would be complex.
He suggested to combine the WGs by standardization stages, like Stage 1 for REQ, Stage 2 for Architecture work (including architecture work related to security and MAS) , and stage 3 for protocol/implementing for Protocol and the corresponding Implementation work related to SEC and MAS. Testing is usually considered as the stage 4 of the standardization process.
Enrico supported this option.
This new option and the one proposed by TP leadership should be discussed furthermore by email on the TP list.
Omar: confirmed the goal is to have 2 parallel tracks for WG sessions and this will be implemented from the TP#37.
Conclusion 
Omar summarized the different discussions.

He raised the good comment from JaeSeung to me more vertical specific. The discussion of “Device” focus within oneM2M needs also to be initiated.
For TP restructuring, there are 2 options: one from TP leadership (described inTP-2018-0199) , one from Dale/Enrico restructuring the WGs by Stages. We need to go on this discussion by email. A consensus must be reached by mid July in order to be ready to implement the changes at TP#37.

TP-2018-0199 was NOTED
4
Status WPM
Roland provided a time schedule of WPM, adapting it with the timeline of the 5 TP meetings proposal for 2019 and 2020.
The schedule is made from a document TP-2018-0193R02-Proposed_Meeting_Dates_2019 which is not yet agreed. We collect some input at the moment.

5
ITU-T transposition
On ITU-T website, the oneM2M specifications have been published in the Y.4500 series
See https://www.itu.int/itu-t/recommendations/index.aspx?ser=Y
Everything is there except the transposition of TS-0003 Security. The concern from ITU-T is that some of the RFCs have to be updated. The second reason is that ITU-T has some concern with Lawful Interception. The oneM2M standards does not include this feature and it seems to be required by ITU-T

Omar: There are good comment from ITU-T that we should take into account for the Rel 3.

Colin: Lawful Interception is excluded from the scope as oneM2M initially wanted to be independent of nationwide concerns. If we want to allow such LI implementation, we need experts. Colin took the action to initiate a discussion in the TP list. The ITU feedback was helpful.
	TP-2018-0198
	ITU-T_comments_and_resolutions
	Nokia


Presented by Shane

The document shows the results from the ITU-T AAP comment resolution meeting where ITU has invited the oneM2M experts and rapporteurs of TS.

Omar asked to the WG chairs to trigger CRs for Rel 3 , to take in account the comments from ITU. As described in document TP-2018-0198. And to report back the changes. 

It is important that we take into account the comments and fix our specifications asap, especially as some of our specification references are obsolete. 

( Action: Laurent to send an email to the TP Coord on behalf of the TP leadership in order to ask WG chairs to take in account the comments and trigger the creation of Rel 3 CRs if required. If no action is required, it is asked to report it.
SEC received several comments from ITU-T. Omar suggested we reply to ITU on these comments. Write CR to resolve the comment or not.
The SEC is not meeting in Washington DC but Omar asked Wei to have a look on the ITU comment on Security.
TP-2018-0198 was NOTED
	TP-2018-0197
	Response to LS from GCF SC-ILC on Joint Meeting with GCF
	TST WG


Already agreed by correspondence not need to open it.

6
Any other business
There was no other business to discuss.
7
Closure of meeting

Omar thanked the participants and closed the call.
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