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1 Reason for Contribution

Contribution comments to OMA-ARC-OSPE-2008-0017-INP_Considerations_SID_for_OSPE_TS has been submitted.  
Summary of Contribution

This contribution presents comments to Comments to OMA-ARC-OSPE-2008-0017-INP_Considerations_SID_for_OSPE_TS.
The comments are also provided as Member Company committed to support reopening and finishing OSPE (Prague decision) and as liaison officer on TMF SDF side for the OMA ARC/TMF SDF work register/liaison on OSPE.
2 Detailed Proposal

3.1 Comments to Slide 2
It seems that the intention of this contribution is confusing “opportunities to collaborate on OSPE for TMF SDF” between OMA and TMF versus “opportunities to collaborate between OMA and TMF”. The work registry was explicitly created to address the latter base on the need expressed by OMA ARC to determine if work on OSPE should be pursued and the immediate needs of TMF SDF match by OSPE. 

We have separately identified the relationship between TMF SDF (e.g. see in OMA-ARC-OSPE-2008-0003-INP_Proposal_OSPE_in_TMF_SDF).

The work registry focuses on the OSPE deliverable for TMF SDF and the associated time line. We also note that the Prague decision was also very clear in not modifying significantly use cases, requirement and design at least for the current release which is the main focus of the work registry.
There is no doubt in our mind that other opportunities to collaborate exist between TMF and OMA. However they should not be in the scope of the work registry. Modifying it in an open ended manner would not be OK as it would negatively affect time line, committed deliverable both on OMA and TMF side. 
3.2 Comments to Slide 3
As a member company at TMF SDF, we would not fully agree to the blanket statement of the last bullet and rather refer to the TMF SDF BA document which for examples as also strong requirements on reusing widely accepted technology not limited to the Telecommunications industry. As a result we strongly question that NGOSS contract will be “tapped”…
3.3 Comments to Slide 4
Please see contributions OMA-ARC-OSPE-2008-0003-INP_Proposal_OSPE_in_TMF_SDF and OMA-ARC-OSPE-2008-0016-INP_Considerations_for_Input_Section_5_TS. It explains the relationship between TMF SDF and OSPE. It also address directly the mapping proposed in slide 4 with different view.

It seems that OMA-ARC-OSPE-2008-0017-INP_Considerations_SID_for_OSPE_TS restates, with problematic positioning, what we explained in OMA-ARC-OSPE-2008-0003-INP_Proposal_OSPE_in_TMF_SDF.
Besides our view that OSPE-4, OPSE-5 and OPSE-6 are not really API to define in OPSE, we note that in our view: 

· OPSE-1, OPSE-2 are TMF ISS Resource Management FI, not TMF SDF SMI. It is obvious as these interfaces are not interfaces of the managed resource (i.e. SDF service). 

· We are Ok with the positioning of OSPE-3

· We believe SDF SMI maps to I1 and as explained in OMA-ARC-OSPE-2008-0016-INP_Considerations_for_Input_Section_5_TS, OPSE should not explain how I1 is implemented. So OPSE-4, OPSE-5 and OPSE-6 may be pieces of I1 but certainly not an indication on how it should be implemented.

3.4 Comments to Slide 7
3.4.1 LCHM-HL-3
Frankly, even TMF SDF is looking at metadata repositories and catalog TMF ISSs, instead of inventory. Surely as suggested in OMA-ARC-OSPE-2008-0017-INP_Considerations_SID_for_OSPE_TS, an inventory can be used. But the point is that the TMF scope and context will be defined in SDF not necessary agrees with the suggestions. This should not affect OPSE.

3.4.2 LCHM-HL-4
Frankly, in our opinion, there is no relationship between TMF trying to eventually get its acts together with TIP versus this requirement.
3.5 Comments to Slide 8
3.5.1 LCHM-HL-5
See our comment in section 3.2 about NGOSS Contract. We certainly would not support any work at OMA around a methodology that is used only as silo approach by TMF outside the bounds of conventional SOA approaches, defined as what is widely used across industries.
3.5.2 LCHM-HL-6, -7 and -8
eTOM may matter and this is where TMF SDF will help as it allows eTOM to manage the lifecycle of the services. 
These requirements have nothing that would imply NGOSS contracts!

3.6 Comments to Slide 9
3.6.1 LCHM-HL-9
We recommend considering OMA-ARC-OSPE-2008-0016-INP_Considerations_for_Input_Section_5_TS. With the operations discussed there, we can support all the TMF SDF needs and we are consistent with PLM activity.

We believe that TMF SDF is way better positioned to coordinate with TMF PLM and feedback to OMA OSPE any resulting considerations that would impact it instead of asking OMA ARC to do so for OSPE.

3.6.2 LCHM-HL-11
Absolutely not! There is confusion between OSS/BSS roles of inventories and catalogs and run time repositories of service descriptions like UDDI or TMF SDF IISs metadata repositories and service catalog.
3.6.3 LCHM-HL-12
TMF SDF is already discussing this as information in metadata. Again we believe that TMF SDF is way better positioned to coordinate within TMF and feedback to OMA OSPE any resulting considerations that would impact it instead of asking OMA ARC to do so for OSPE.
Based on the above, if OMA-ARC-OSPE-2008-0016-INP_Considerations_for_Input_Section_5_TS is agreed, we believe that SMAC may not have to be directly reusing the TMF SID. We recommend however that OSPE communicated this analysis to TMF SDF with a request for feedback.
3.7 Comments to Slides 10 and 11
See comments in section 3.2. 

In addition note that our main issues with MGOSS contracts are:

· The approach is questionably aligned with conventional SOA and its alignment with SOA practice is unclear. It certainly does not seem to align with OASIS main SOA technology stack and practices
· NGOSS contracts is a siloed technology limited to TMF and Telecommunications industry while OASIS SOA is widely adopted across industries

· NGOSS contracts have not yet had any significant uptake outside TMF to our knowledge. It seems a technology seeking for a reason for being…

· NGOSS contracts do not provide anything that SOA and SCA can do.

· Strategically, binding metadata or orchestration to an interface instead letting the requester be able to generate its own orchestration / usage of the metadata is a bad approach. It prevents letting the requester decide, (re-)using the service in different context etc

3.8 Comments to Slide 13
3.8.1 LCM-AC-1
It is within the scope of OME, OSE and OSPE…
3.8.2 LCM-AC-2

We do not understand the recommendation. In OMA, GSSM can resolve that. So the requirement is satisfied. What else is there to say or to transfer?

3.8.2 LCM-AC-3

eTOM may matter and this is where TMF SDF will help as it allows eTOM to manage the lifecycle of the services. 

The requirement has nothing that would imply NGOSS contracts!

3.8.2 LCM-AC-4

Absolutely not! There is confusion between OSS/BSS roles of inventories and catalogs and run time repositories of service descriptions like UDDI or TMF SDF IISs metadata repositories and service catalog.

3.8.3 LCM-AC-5

Frankly, in our opinion, there is no relationship between TMF trying to eventually get its acts together with TIP versus this requirement.
3.9 Comments to Slide 14
3.9.1 LCM-SEC-1, -2
It is within the scope of OME, OSE and OSPE…

3.9.2 LCM-USE-1

Answer: yes, that is the approved requirement…

3.10 Comments to Slide 15
3.10.1 LCM-OSR-2

Absolutely not! There is confusion between OSS/BSS roles of inventories and catalogs and run time repositories of service descriptions like UDDI or TMF SDF IISs metadata repositories and service catalog.

3.10.2 LCM-OSR-3

OSPE will provide a way to generate the fault details. TMF SDF can use it. TMF can get it from TMF SDF. There seems to be confusion between defining the interface (OSPE will do per its RD) and exploiting it (TMF SDF integrates with business process, OSS< BSS etc)...

3.11 Comments to Slide 16
3.11.1 LCM-COM-2

We recommend considering OMA-ARC-OSPE-2008-0016-INP_Considerations_for_Input_Section_5_TS. With the operations discussed there, we can support all the TMF SDF needs and we are consistent with PLM activity.

We believe that TMF SDF can then use it appropriately. 

We believe that TMF SDF is way better positioned to coordinate with TMF on TR 142 and feedback to OMA OSPE any resulting considerations that would impact it instead of asking OMA ARC to do so for OSPE.

BTW it is not clear why it is believed that TR 142takes another approach.

311.2 LCHM-COM-3
It seems there are confusions statements. TMF has its requirements and OMA / OSPE have theirs…
The work registry is all about collaborating: OSPE can be a standard TMF SDF ISS for resource management.

TMF can then decide internally how it relates to TF missions…
3.12 Comments to Slides 16 and 17
We disagree as explained in 3.1. These items are to be addressed either internally to TMF or as part of other liaisons between OMA and TMF.
3 Intellectual Property Rights
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4 Recommendation
We recommend the ARC working group agrees to the analysis and notes document OMA-ARC-OSPE-2008-0017-INP_Considerations_SID_for_OSPE_TS. 
OMA has no proactive AI on this. TMF may decide to take on AIs. If they do so we can discuss an incoming liaison.

In any case a liaison activity of this type should not impact the current OSPE WI schedule nor derail the existing work registry between OMA and TMF SDF on OSPE.
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