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• Linux Foundation meetings involve participation by industry competitors, and it is the 

intention of the Linux Foundation to conduct all of its activities in accordance with applicable 

antitrust and competition laws. It is therefore extremely important that attendees adhere to 

meeting agendas, and be aware of, and not participate in, any activities that are prohibited 

under applicable US state, federal or foreign antitrust and competition laws. 

• Examples of types of actions that are prohibited at Linux Foundation meetings and in 

connection with Linux Foundation activities are described in the Linux Foundation Antitrust 

Policy available at http://www.linuxfoundation.org/antitrustpolicy. If you have questions 

about these matters, please contact your company counsel, or if you are a member of the 

Linux Foundation, feel free to contact Andrew Updegrove of the firm of Gesmer Updegrove

LLP, which provides legal counsel to the Linux Foundation.

Anti-Trust Policy Notice



Workshop on streamlining of ONAP's release process, including connection to use cases and 
requirements

Part 1:

• Observations and Analysis → Discussion

• An alternative ONAP release paradigm

Part 2:

• Reviewing the present release process from the perspective of both alternatives

Agenda
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London Architecture Overview

what are out?
• AAF
• Logging Framework
• MUSIC
• VID
• APPC
• TOSCA Parser
• DCA Design Studio
• Portal



Component Modularity & Decoupling 
(Study Items) – ONAP ARCCOM

ONAP Mainstream Architecture aims to facilitate ONAP adaptation and extensibility 
for Service Providers / DevOps. The following would be study areas:

• More component/sub-component modularity and independence

• Component interface and behavior normalization / standardization

• Extensible, customizable and substitutional component functions and mechanisms

• More Choreography patterns (not only orchestration patterns)

• Well-balanced common/platform services vs. autonomous services

• Pick & choose and Aggregation of functions

• Unified and Platform-level security and logging across ONAP and SP OAM & Network 
Resource domains

• ONAP Mainstream Architecture skeleton outline

https://wiki.onap.org/display/DW/ONAP+Mainstream+Architecture


The ONAP Potluck

Wikipedia:

A potluck is a communal gathering where 

each guest or group contributes a different, 

often homemade, dish of food to be shared.

• “Dishes” could come in different shapes and forms

• Code

• Testing

• Documentation

• Method and process improvements

• LFN fee

• Business intent to use ONAP code ?

• ….

• Participants share recipes and learn from each other

• There is no “à la carte” menu

• Free lunch is a possibility, but it is beneficial for open-
source consumers to engage in the community

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dish_of_food


Sense of urgency – my reflection

• ONAP is challenged – face the facts

• Getting bashed in the industry – even at the ONE Summit in Seattle

• Managers in member companies – moving people to new assignments

• People focusing on the next new thing

• Only a few companies are actively contributing

• Not likely that we can attract a large number of new contributors

• Suggested actions

• Right-size the ambition level

• Be opportunistic regarding use cases → SMO (O-RAN)

• Modularize

• Create autonomous projects – abandon the platform releases → “traditional” open-source

• “Umbrella” activity to drive collaboration, global requirements and best practices
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• Individual components (run by self organising teams)
• The teams dictate their own processes and timelines

• Centers of excellence

• Flexible dialogue with users

• Continuous development and responsive deliverables

• Cluster of components guided by use cases
• Bringing greater value than individual components

• Useful in marketing

• Platform
• Limited to demos, PoCs and field trials

• No smooth upgrade

• Attracting a lot of requirements. The scope is way beyond what can be expected from a “normal” open-source 
community

• Would need an army of designers to bring to an acceptable level, based on vendor experiences

We need to get more agile and better at managing expectations

What is consumable in ONAP?



Proposed Alternative Process

Component A
Projects → Components

• Continuous

development

• Dedicated team lead 

by the PTL

Component B

Component C

Component D

Continuous deliveries with direct feedback from users
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Release Management task Review - Google Docs

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1Jqu6jXyHkG_hFcKeSaih_PH_90mfQs8fGRdNk4xxF04/edit

