June 9, 2008-06-06

SOA Limitation for Telecom (SOALT) TC – First pass of comments – stephane.maes@oracle.com 
Additional comments: lucia.gradinariu@ca.com
Initial comments from Alcatel-Lucent – mrbrenner@alcatel-lucent.com
General concerns:

1. this TC can only be successful with significant engagement from Telco operators. It is a general concern we have with the entire OASIS TMS, including no operator on the Steering Committee. But it is imperative that a good number of operators join this TC to lend it credibility.
2. too much emphasys is being placed on the potential technology solution to possible Telco issues. Telco operators want to be able to fairly leverage their infrastructure, and that is the only reason they may be willing to expose Telco services. They are not interested in promoting SOA, and even less WS, for the sake of using these technologies. They want to compete in a Web 2.0 paradigm instead. The entire charter should be revised by looking from the perspective of gaps they have NOT with respect to SOA, and even less WS*, but rather from the perspective of how existing standards can help them better compete in a Web 2.0 environment.

3. The implicit suggestion that the answer to this is SOA/WS is not healthy, unless a deliverable is included to demonstrate why this may be the right answer to potential issues that the gap analysis of standards in general against the Telco goals of competing in Web 2.0 world may identify.
1) The Charter of the TC, which includes only the following items: 

(1)(a) The name of the TC

      SOA Limitation for Telecom TC (SOALT) [Very strange name. I think we should be positive – extending / adapting SOA for telecommunications instead (e.f. ASOAT…] Agree with Stephane, title is too negative. As the first step of this work is Use cases gathering, the name can be “where and why SOA in telecoms” and the deliverables include best practices, gap analysis and requirements for extensions.
 I also suggest to be clear from the beginning if this work addresses just telecoms (traditional network operators) or can be extended to other Service and Content Providers who do not own a network.
ALU: the name indeed is not appropriate. Why not simply: SOAFT (SOAforTelco – applying SOA to telco services). Regarding the question from Computer Associates, I think the focus is on services offered by telco (that is why it is OASIS Telecom Member Section), and not for ANY service provider. Any service provider that would use such Telco services to create other higher end services, may be interested, but the focus on is on finding gaps in how Telco services are exposed – right?
 (1)(b) A statement of purpose, including a definition of the problem to be solved. 

Telecommunications services and network features are often tightly coupled, separate, and vertically integrated. Tight coupling tends to limit providers’ ability to develop new composite services that span heterogeneous telecommunications networks and IT services in a timely manner. Vertical integration reduces visibility and access to services management functions making difficult the automation of operations and business processes across stacks or organizations. 
Telecommunications operators need flexible means for managing the integration of sophisticated IP-based and application level services that require connecting multiple technologies and vendor solutions.  As telecommunications operators make the move to become service providers, the task of service management  becomes more complicated, involving telecommunications providers, content and service providers, third party networks and third party service providers. This complexity hinders the ability of telecommunications providers to offer users converged and identity based services that are available at any time, across any access network and that are device independent. 
The road to better integration and consolidation of the operations and business support systems (OSS/BSS) has been a difficult one. Experience has shown that combining time sensitive communications services in a robust and scalable manner is a difficult challenge
.
 
The IP Multimedia Subsystem (IMS) is often used by Telecommunication providers, as the preferred architecture to deliver user to user multimedia services, and subscriber and device management capabilities that for services.
 The Telecommunications industry is evolving towards hyper connectivity, whereby the number of connected devices networks will exceed the number of users
. The trend is for users to have multiple interconnected devices. Users will expect their communication services to work in a consistent and predictable manner across different devices, different access networks and different social contexts.  The ability to manage millions of subscribers, with multiple devices; managing dynamic and temporal user identities; managing user’s social contextual availability and personalities is essential in a hyper connected world.

Nowadays, telecommunications providers/operators share a common vision for implementing services
.  This vision is based on the realization of a horizontal service platform that supports network enablers and shared services that can be used to compose new services in a timely manner. In essence, what is needed is a service capable platform that provides a form of integration space for  network centric services with IT application level services by allowing  network and IT developers to view services the same way. 

Communication enabled applications (CEA
) are emerging as the preferred technology for integrating Telecom application with the Business process workflow. 
CEA builds on Service Oriented Architecture (SOA) concepts by using Web services or REST based techniques for implementing Telecomm application within a business workflow.

There is a growing trend within the Telecom industry towards using SOA as the software strategy for developing next generation Telecomm services. In this case, it makes common sense for investigating various means of merging IMS and SOA technologies
. 

In an SOA environment, there are general mismatches between the requirements of the IT world and those of the Telecom world in such areas as real time service composition, security, raw performance and service availability that could impede the adoption of SOA technology in the Telecommunications world. There mismatches between SOA and the Telecomm world as it relates to important characteristic of Telecom services; mainly, service level agreements (SLAs); where the Telecommunications service provider guarantees the customer a certain level of service in return for a specified payment. Equal interest exists in using SOA as enabler for:

· componentization and assembly/composition of services, both from functional and management perspectives
· automation of operations and business processes 

Limitations exist in these areas too, e.g.: SOA across administrative domains, multiple interfaces for a service, traceability of service and components dependencies, etc [Stephane gives below some good details on key points to look at]
At the IMS level, enhancements that allow IMS session oriented services to be developed, deployed and maintained using SOA software techniques and toolsets are needed
.  

As such, it is important for the Telecom industry to identify where and why SOA in telecoms and what are the current Gaps and limitations in using SOA (using Web Services and/or REST) in supporting the unique requirements of integrating telecommunication services within business applications.

Many OASIS and other open standards can play an important role in ensuring that SOA can be well adapted to Telecomm industry
.

[I think the text above misses a few of key points:

· SOA for service layer

· SOA is the way to develop many new IT/Web / web 2.0 applications. 
· OMA has standardized the service layer with a SOA blueprint (OSE), endorsed or referenced by most relevant Telco standard bodies for the service layer
· SOA and Policies become key service layer aspects (3rd party exposure, policy enforcement and management, even in network or edge of network policies)
· Parlay (which started WS interest for Telcos with Parlay X) and 3GPP have now consolidated their interest on SOA for Telcos in OMA.
· One see industry interest (and products) to evolve to Telco programming model close to SOA/SCA
.
· SOA for OSS/BSS/SDP integration:

· TMF SDF work in collaboration with OMA, OASIS and a few other bodies standardize an end to end OSS/BSS/SDP integration based on SOA
.
· See industry trends, and products / solutions that use SOA to provide such end to end integrations

· SOA for Marketplace, on boarding authoring, deployment, execution and management as these are considered by Telco SPs as new possible business opportunities and business models:

· IEEE NGSON focus on such SOA aspects

· TMF SDF targets among other things management of the  resulting services

· SOA and Web 2.0
 are the key underlying technologies.
· May be more …

So we need to understand now if with SOA specs as they are out there today we can do all that or if we have performances or features issues to address. That should be the context / objective of this work…]


(1)(c) The scope of the work of the TC.

The purpose of this TC is to identify current limitations of SOA technology 
(and its implementation using Web Services and/or REST) in support of Telecom requirements
 [All the above] in terms of testability, scalability, Service Level Agreements (SLA), reliability, support for session interactions, event based interactions, service Ontology’s, service failure modes and the marrying of IMS/SDP/OSS/BSS [I’d suggest] and SOA technologies.

The TC's output will focus on the development of a use case document that illustrates current Gaps of SOA technologies in support of Telecom needed. The TC will develop a requirement document for extending current core SOA enabling stack (Web Services or REST) in support of Telecom needs.

Scope of the work

1. Analysis, Use Cases Gathering Document
a. Collect use cases to pin point limitations and current mismatches between Telecom services technologies (including Parlay-X) and SOA implementation technologies such as Web Services and REST. Example of uses cases include:
1. Investigate needed enhancements that allow IMS session 
oriented capabilities to be made available to web based services, using industry accepted interfaces and techniques
. 

2. Investigate service management of composite services in order to incorporate abstrac​tions of individual services management mod​els, covering such aspects as configura​tion, event collection, and performance monitoring
.

3. Illustrate needed information and behavior models that should be expressed in WSDL to enable the formal expression of semantic information relating to a service. Investigate the mapping of semantic information into syntax using languages such as the Web Ontology Language (OWL).

4. Investigate the need for extensions to WSDL to allow the testing of composite services.

5. Investigate the need for extensions to WSDL to allow the expression of service failure modes.

6. Investigate the need for extensions to BPEL to address specific synchronous requirements for telecommunications.

7. Investigate the need for extensions to UDDI to allow the discovery of services based on their semantics such as failure mode, testability, reliability and composability.
8. [I think we miss issue of performances, high availability, predictable and low latencies, optimization schema, management across domains etc… i.e. making SOA carrier grade….]
9. Investigate the need to extend standards for service contracts
10. Investigate the need to extend handling identity and user profiles
2. Develop Requirement Document for recommended Web Services (and REST) extensions to address the Gaps that have been identified in the use case and Gap analysis document.

3. Perform an analysis of existing solutions with respect to the Gaps identified in the previous steps. Identify what level of requirements is needed, and create a road map of needed requirements and extensions including the best SDO for specifying these requirements and the potential extensions to address them.
4. Security, threats and Risk analysis

· Perform Security Risk analysis and determine needed profiles for best practice. Identify technology Gaps in this area.
5. Out of Scope 

TBD.
(1)(d) A list of deliverables, with projected completion dates.

   1. Use Cases document; July 2009
   2. Requirements document; December 2009

{NEEd something on [performance / HA / …]
   3. Security, threats and Risk analysis; January 2010
   4. Road map of standardizations; March 2010


(1)(e) Specification of the IPR Mode under which the TC will operate.

       The TC shall operate under: TBD 
(1)(f) The anticipated audience or users of the work.

The output of this work will have direct benefits for the use of the SOA in Telecom including the use of SOA concepts in IMS and for the integration of Telecom services in CEA.

(1)(g) The language in which the TC shall conduct business.

    This TC will use English as the language for conducting its operations.

(2) Non-normative information regarding the startup of the TC: 

(2)(a) Identification of similar or applicable work that is being done in other OASIS TCs or by other organizations, why there is a need for another effort in this area and how this proposed TC will be different, and what level of liaison will be pursued with these other organizations.

The SOALT TC will be performing new work activities that are currently not covered by any other OASIS TC.

The TC co-chairs will coordinate closely with other bodies in order to inform  them about the progress of the work and also in order to count on their expertise in the development of the work.

Currently, there is no other work in any other SDO that overlap with the work of this TC.

(2)(b) The date, time, and location of the first meeting, whether it will be held in person or by phone, and who will sponsor this first meeting. The first meeting of a TC shall occur no less than 30 days after the announcement of its formation in the case of a telephone or other electronic meeting, and no less than 45 days after the announcement of its formation in the case of a face-t face meeting.

The First meetings of this TC will September 26-28, 2008 to coincide with 

OASIS Adoption Day in London the UK. Address is TBD.

(2)(c) The projected on-going meeting schedule for the year following the formation of the TC, or until the projected date of the final deliverable, whichever comes  first, and who will be expected to sponsor these meetings.

The TC will conduct its business via weekly teleconference call. The time of the call will be determined during the first meeting of the TC. The TC will conduct F2F meeting on as needed bases. Teleconference facilities and F2F meetings will be sponsored by the TC participants.

(2)(d) The names, electronic mail addresses and membership affiliations of at least Minimum Membership who support this proposal and are committed to the Charter and projected meeting schedule.

TBD
(2)(e) The name of the Convener who must be an Eligible Person.

TBD
(2)(f) The name of the Member Section with which the TC intends to affiliate with 
The TC intends to affiliate with the Telecom Member Section.

(2)(g) Optionally, a list of contributions of existing technical work that the proposers anticipate will be made to this TC.

* Documents are attached

           TBD
(2)(h) Optionally, a draft Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) document regarding the planned scope of the TC, for posting on the TC's website.

          None

(2)(i) Optionally, a proposed working title and acronym for the specification(s) to be developed by the TC. 

         None

�This seems to be out of context, or the relationship to the goals of this TC is not evident. The TC charter should only making statements that are directly related to its goals, not over-reach, and make sure that any such statements can be backed up. It would false to conclude (as it is quite possible from this statement) that the reason why better integration and consolidation of OSS/BSS is difficult is because there are some gaps in SOA. If this statement stays – that means such gaps are known – so why do we need a gap analysis? 


�may want to explain the relationship between time sensitive communication services and OSS/BSS integration and consolidation


�This is for sure a controversial statement tthat we do not need to bring in here….  The statements below are as valid for internet or even legacy (IN/PSTN)…


�why do we need the IMS preable for this paragraph? Maybe for the HSS? explain if this is the case


�This is a very strong statement. Where is that vision evident? I think they share a desire for ease of creation and rapid deployment of new services, leveraging their telco infrastructure – but I don’t know about a “share vision for implementing services based on a realization of a horizontal services platform”. Let me put it in very simple terms: OASIS TMS wants to help Telco operators, and we don’t have ANY operator’s input here. Yet we make statements on their behalf. This certainly is not going to endear this TC to them. This entire paragraph needs serious re-thinking. “What do operators think?” should the thread through this entire TC.


�I agree with Lucia. The term CEA is recent (2007, in Enterprise IT). It is NOT used by or in  Telco companies. It would just show how out-of-touch the supporters of this TC are with the Telco reality. Scrap it. 


�is this a fact? what are CEA and what type of business processes should they be integrated with? Is the business workflow a chain of activities ala eTOM (e.g.; order to cash) or we are talking about something else? Please explain.


�Probably the TC charter should be network architecture agnostic. The Telco operators may want to expose services, but for sure they don’t want to expose them at the granularity of anybody to control the inner architecture or technology.


�do we want to focus only on IMS? others would be  SOA for OSS/BSS or SOA for Service Delivery Frameworks.


�A word of caution: whatever goes in the TC has to be perceived as a Telco service that may be a candidate for exposure through SOA. We should be careful in making any leapfrog that may suggest that EVERYTHING in the Telco domain should be exposed through SOA (the gaps discovered will be INFINITE).


�I agree with Stephane, this may be either a poor choice of words at best, or does not belong here at all – at worst. 3GPP members would have a ball with this statement which indicates clear encroachment into what they consider their turf of standardization.


�I really do not see why this is IMS specific. Ythe same is true for PSTN/IN or internet SIP… Let’s make sure that it is clear that this work is not IMS specific.


�There is something that does not parse well in this paragraph. But in general, I think the TC charter seems to jump ahead in the conclusions that are gaps, rather than raising the prospect that there may be gaps. If we know that there are gaps, it would imply an analysis has been performed, so why the TC at all. The TC should rather identify the prospect of gaps. Alternatively, list the evidence of gaps, and then justify why an analysis is still needed.


�It would be useful to list here evidence of WHY this is needed. In other words, why/how adapting SOA to Telco would help the Telco world. I think some along the lines added by Stephane may point into that direction.


�Does this come from Telco industry direction> Where is the evidence?


�So what will this TC do, that TM Forum SDF does not – for the benefit of TM Forum?


�Stephane, you hit the nail on its head. Telcos are interested to compete in a Web 2.0 paradigm. Less interested in how to apply SOA/WS in their industry.


�Stuff that I hear from operators is that there is plethora of WS standards, and they don’t want more of it. Is this TC going to tell them which of WS are useful to them and why?


�I don’t think this is the purpose for me, if I would be a Telco operator. This assumes that we know there are limitations, when in fact it may be just there is TOO MUCH stuff out there already. I think the purpose is to identify the handful of standards consistent with SOA principles, that may be more useful to Telcos, and assess whether they have inherent limitations or not in such use. 


�define the scope of Telecom: is it newtork operators or any Service Provider? 


�Unless a large number of operators are joining the TC, it should stop at the development of a gap analysis/conclusion, based on analyzing Telco-specific use cases. No requirements document (especially because of the suggestion that this will be under the suggested IPR policy). Unless we obtain such requirements from other standards bodies where Telco companies are very active.  


�Same comment- please do not limit to IMS….


�Agree with Stephane, not a good choice of words.What you need to make available is what Telco operators are ready to expose to enhance the ability to  create new services. How much they are willing to expose is a business decision, and building a technology that is devoided of business interest does not make much sense.


�I agree with Lucia here. Do not include in the TC stuff that is done somewhere else. You may want rephrase it as: asking TM Forum SDF if they need help with a gap analysis in this area.


�Evaluate overlap with TMF SDF work, if here we focus only on composite services may be ok, TMF would import this work 


�I suggest to drop this deliverable from the 1st TC charter. Or re-phrase it to say the TC will collect requirements through liaisons with  standards bodies where Telcos are well represented (TM Forum, OMA, ITU-T, ATIS, ETSI/TISPAN, 3GPP/P2, etc)


�Remove. This may NOT be the best body for creating these requirements. It will be IMPRACTICAL to do so without massive Operator participation.


�Removing the requirements document (and maybe the road map as well) will make TC conclusion more rapid, and may result in engaging more operators.


�I don't think any Telco is asking for using SOA for IMS. They are asking how to make money, by more flexibly exposing their services. CEA – I would remove, it is an unknown term to Telco industry.





