[bookmark: _GoBack]CCSM Telecon/Webex, 15 March 2022

Attendees
E. Barkley, D. Bliss, C. Ciocirlan, A. Crowson, M. Gnat, C. Haddow, H. Kelliher, M. Unal 
Agenda and notes (as adjusted at the telecon)
1. General Announcements 
a) CPIF is a published CCSDS Standard!  -- thank you and congratulations!  
b) CCSDS Spring meetings will be in a virtual format (formally announced as such by CCSDS Secretariat)
c) Updated MD- & TD-CSTS books in CMC polling for agency review (went through CESG review without conditions) 
d) Splinter session (CSTS & CSSM) held on March 1 with with regard to the FRM in a managed service context
e) W. Eddy confirmed at the new book captain for the FRM MB (which has been submitted for polling for release for agency review)
f) FRM SANA registry promotion to approved registry is in progress (with Tier 1 definitions)
g) Follow-up CESG meeting re FRM & SOIS EDS and SIS DTN BP scheduled for 17 March
h) DSN apertures being updated in the Sites and Apertures registry
i) E. Barkley will propose a BOF for cloud computing at the spring meetings 
Spring Meetings Planning
a) Agreed to hold meetings in ~2 days/week format (similar to Fall 2021 meetings)
b) The best weeks for holding the virtual meetings are the weeks of May 2, May 9, and May 16
a. May 19 and 20 noted as exclusion dates
c) E. Barkley to propose exact meeting dates
2. Action Items Check
a) 4 action items closed
b) 1 action item postponed to next telecon
c) 2 action items postponed to spring meetings 
d) 5 new action items added 
e) See updated spreadsheet for details
3. SPDF ICS
a) Reviewed the trial ICS appendix
b) Agreed that this is a good approach
c) Agreed that all of the conditions should be collected in a table near the start of the ICS annex
d) E. Barkley agreed to continue working on the what will now be the ICS appendix based on the trial example and send to C. Haddow for review/inclusion into the SPDF
e) C. Haddow agreed to update the SMURF ICS with a similar approach to that being taken for the SPDF 
4. Recap of Splinter Session on FRM + Managed Svc Context
a) walked through the meeting notes of the March 1 splinter telecon session
b) See annex for a copy of the notes
c) E. Barkley to follow up with H. Dreihahn re producing examples in FRM for incorporating configuration meta-data per splinter session
5. SMURF AD Review Comments
a) Updates pending 
6. Service Agreement Inputs
a) Postponed pending development of a spreadsheet to help “normalize” and/or compare/contrast inputs received
b) Agreed to hold a splinter session to get this going
7. CPIF XML instance in GitHub – make public?
a) Agreed to add the CCSDS website in the comments section of the example and refer to that for information on the CPIF blue book
b) Agreed to that XML Examples repository on GitHub can be made public
8. XML Schema Version # vs file names in GitHub (not addressed)
9. Management Service APIs
a) Took a look at the AWS Ground Stations APIs documentation (https://docs.aws.amazon.com/ground-station/latest/APIReference/Welcome.html)
b) Noted that this is an input for consideration with regard to the eventual management service recommendation for future CSSM work
c) Also noted that this example should be considered from two perspectives
a. As an inputs/example of something that CSSM can consider for developing the future management service recommendation
b. An opportunity where CCSDS has more advanced concepts, data format definitions, etc. 
i. E.g., AWS Ground Station has nothing like the FRM to draw from
10. AOB (none)
a) Excel spreadsheet for collection FRM parameters for managed service context consideration
a. M. Gnat walked through the spreadsheet has drafted to assist with classifying FRM parameters with regard to the five levels of configuration discussed at the FRM and managed service context splinter teleconference
b. agreed that the spreadsheet is a very good starting point to assist with reviewing the FRM parameters for classification with regard to managed service metadata
c. populating the OID fields and the descriptions of the parameters looks to be laborious given the numbers of parameters
d. further investigation is warranted into ways to automatically populate the OID fields and the description fields in the spreadsheet
i. but in the on this will require a parameter by parameter review for classification with regard to the proposed managed service metadata
Next Telecon
[bookmark: _Presentations]Our next telecon date will be on March 15.
(See Annex on next page for FRM + Managed service splinter telecon notes)
Annex – FRM + Managed Service Splinter Telecon notes
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CSS Area Splinter Session on FRM and Service Management

 01 March 2022



Attendees

E. Barkley, D. Bliss, H. Dreihahn, W. Eddy, M. Gnat

Meeting notes 

1) See attached presentation for background and discussion re different levels or strata with regard to configuration parameters in a managed service context

2) Walked through the different strata for configuration parameters in a managed service context

a. Level 0 – configuration parameters are not exposed to end (mission) user

b. Level 1 – configuration parameters are at the level of a service agreement (information applicable for the duration of the service agreement)

c. Level 2 – configuration parameters are at the level of a configuration profile (information applicable for multiple tracking passes)

d. Level 3 – configuration parameters are at the level of a service package (information applicable on a per tracking pass basis)

e. Level 4 – configuration parameters are at the level of an event sequence (information subject to change during a tracking pass)

3) the different strata were generally recognized as being okay/correct with regard to cross support service management

4) noted that some of the configuration parameters in the FRM are in fact complex data types (containing multiple parameters) and that some of the components of the subtypes may not necessarily be applicable with regard to configuration profiles

5) H. Dreihahn demonstrated a potential approach for incorporating additional metadata into the FRM working with xsd:annotation elements

6) H. Dreihahn indicated he will send some trial examples for this approach to M. Gnat

7) E. Barkley and M. Gnat noted that the CSSM WG will have to pay more attention to the FRM and work on classifying the FRM parameters for SM configuration

8) The CSSM WG will need to identify/define the proper metadata/annotation terms to use

9) Agreed to revisit this issues no later than the spring 2022 meetings (early May) 



-----presentation---
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Metadata for the FRM in a managed service context


E. Barkley


15 Feb 2022








Introduction/Fundamental Considerations


FRM indicates a parameters as being configurable or not


This is perfectly correct from a strict FRM perspective; for example, of course antenna pointing mode is a configurable item from an abstract functional point of view


In a managed service context not all items are by definition “configurable”


Seems rather unlikely that, for example, a JAXA mission will be configuring a NASA antenna’s angular tracking rate


Rather the service provider, say DSN in this case, is obligated to properly track the JAXA spacecraft and the antenna angular tracking rate/pointing is managed by the DSN on behalf of the mission


There are in fact different “strata” of configurations when considering the resources in a managed service context


Metadata definition considerations are on the following slides


Missions are likely to be pre-disposed to stating their telecom configuration needs from their (spacecraft) perspective rather than a ground station perspective


SM configuration profile, to promote inter-operation, should allow for expression from a mission’s perspective


E.g., missions are more likely to think along the lines of our spacecraft has a low-gain and high-gain antenna and it has the following characteristics…


Of course these have their counterparts in the FRM, but the mission configuration profile is essentially “portable” and should not be bound to a particular aperture to promote inter-operability 


I.e., a mission should be able to state, in this example, two profiles (low-gain vs high-gain) vs 2 x n where n is the number antennas to be used  (this seems like it will dilute the ability to interoperate and/or limit provider capability to select among fungible assets) 








Proposed Configurable Stratum 0


SM Configurable: Never Exposed


  Reserved as exclusive domain of provider and/or always internally set by the provider to meet service needs 


    May be related to idiosyncratic equipment settings


  Example from FRM:  antContrAngularRate


    Definition: Configures and reports the azimuth and elevation angular rates in 1/1000 degrees per second at which the antenna shall move when antPointingMode is set to 'slew'.


    Discussion: Cross support service users never command the antenna pointing mode (how much more complicated shall we make the SMURF?) let along the slew rate.  A provider typically does this as managing the service in general











Proposed Configurable Stratum 1


SM Configurable: Duration of Agreement


  Fixed for the duration of the service agreement; something that is unlikely to change during the lifetime of support for a particular spacecraft


  Example from FRM: ccsds401CarrierXmitNominalCarrierFreq 


    Definition: Configures and reports the nominal transmit link frequency in Hz and - if known - the observed best-lock-frequency of the spacecraft receiver in terms of offset from the nominal transmit frequency. Furthermore, the parameter configures and reports if the transmit link frequency shall be ramped to compensate the oneWay Doppler offset and rate. 


    Discussion: A typical uplink nominal (rest) frequency is not likely to change during the lifetime for which a mission is supported, or at least the rate of change is infrequent -- maybe as result of on board hardware degradation. 


    Note: the definition seems to introduce two parameters and it is not clear how ramping vs non-ramping with this one parameter is accomplished.  Perhaps an update to the FRM is needed? 











Proposed Configurable Stratum 2


SM Configurable: Reuse for Multiple Tracking Passes


  Likely the same value over many tracking passes; perhaps most likely change is with regard to a mission phase (cruise, vs. encounter, etc) 


  Example from FRM ccsds401CarrierXmitRngModIndex 


    Definition: This parameter configures and reports the peak modulation index for the ranging signal in 1/100 radians. If the ccsds401CarrierXmitSymbolStreamModType is 'bpsk', concurrent transmission of telecommands and ranging signals is not possible.


    Discussion: A ranging modulation index for a given carrier is likely to be used over several different tracking passes, but could perhaps differ for a particular profile (e.g, more power desired for ranging for a particular circumstance) -- which would be on a per profile basis











Proposed Configurable Stratum 3


SM Configurable: Set per Tracking Pass 


  Needs to be stated on a per tracking pass basis


  Example from (in development) FRM dorScanPattern 


    Definition: TBS


    Discussion: The communication geometry changes on a per tracking pass basis, so the targets and their ordering in the scan are for the particular tracking pass











Proposed Configurable Stratum 4


SM Configurable: May Vary Intra-Tracking Pass


  Needs to be modifiable during a tracking pass


  Example from FRM: CarrierRcptNominalSymbolRate


    Definition: This parameter configures and reports the nominal received symbol stream rate in 1/1000 symbols/second. Except if ccsds401CarrierRcptPredictMode is set to 'none', the demudulator will however be configured to the nominal symbol rate corrected for the oneWay Doppler offset because in general the symbol clock is generated by the transmitting end, i.e., the spacecraft, independently of a carrier received by the spacecraft and therefore subject to the oneWay Doppler shift. However, this parameter does not report any applied Doppler shift.


    Discussion: Deep space missions will often "ride the bandwidth curve" -- symbol rates increase when tracking "high" in the sky and decrease when tracking "low" in the sky 











Discussion
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