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References

The various board proposal papers and presentations are available at: 

They can be found on the Interface Program community document repository at the following link: 

	Documents > Root Folder > TIP All > Steering Team > Minutes > 2010 > Interface Strategy - Board Paper 2010 > List Documents 


There are 3 documents 
Interface Strategy BP 56 - the original proposal - 

Interface Strategy BP 58 - the revised one which considered the many review comments & suggestions offered and was presented to the Board.  

Frameworx and immediate Interface Priorities - The slide pack which Aileen presented to the Board and at the TIP Steering meeting the following week. 

2
Rationale

During the FM harmonization meeting on June 17, Nokia Siemens Networks has been asked to identify the conflicts between the ongoing 3GPP/TMF alignment/harmonization studies and TMF BP 58-10 in a written contribution (outlined in section 2). In addition, Annex A contains the NSN Feedback on TMF BP 56-10 (initially sent to TMF staff, and hereby provided to a wider audience as FYI).

3
Detailed Discussion
Nokia Siemens Networks hereby providing the following feedback: 

· Nokia Siemens Networks provided already detailed feedback on TMF BP 56-10 (which had a list of options the board was supposed to decide on), while TMF BP 58-10 essentially removed viable options (including the option of reuse 3GPP defined interfaces), and limited the current TMF interface strategy proposal to option 1 (TIP) and option 5/4a (adapters)... for a detailed Nokia Siemens Networks feedback on TMF BP 56-10 see also Annex A.
· Comments on TMF BP 58-10 with respect to impacts on 3GPP/TMF harmonization/alignment studies (noting that there are many other questionable/objectionable aspects within this document, though not listed in this contribution):

· 4-2: the ongoing model alignment study currently has no agreement on how the model alignment is to be accomplished, while TMF BP 58-10 already assumes “extending the SID with the 3GPP wireless model” – so far the study only envisioned to define a relationships (“touch points”) between the TMF model(s) and the 3GPP model(s), while these models are continued to be developed and maintained by the respective organizations
· 4-3: the ongoing FM harmonization study currently has no agreement on the need for such an extensive tool-based interface work – therefore such a TMF decision already assumes the development of new interfaces, and ignoring the option of reuse as well as ignoring the fact that the majority of the necessary interface capabilities is defined already by 3GPP (and given that these interfaces are generic in nature, they can be applied to management of non-3GPP technologies as well)

· 4-4: the ongoing FM harmonization study currently has no agreement on the “Use (of) the harmonized MTOSI-OSS/J TIP Interface work” – therefore such a TMF decision already assumes the development of new interfaces, and ignoring the option of reuse as well as ignoring the fact that the majority of the necessary interface capabilities is defined already by 3GPP (and given that these interfaces are generic in nature, they can be applied to management of non-3GPP technologies as well – also noting that the TIP IF’s are not even available yet, while 3GPP's generic management interfaces are available and matured)

· 5: same comments as outlined on 4-2/4-3/4-4 apply
Annex A 
NSN Feedback on TF BP 56-10
Annex A contains the NSN Feedback on TMF BP 56-10 (initially sent to TMF staff, and hereby provided to a wider audience as FYI). 

Dear all,
 
Nokia Siemens Networks is pleased to see the different players in the industry working towards harmonized and converged management solutions. As you may know Nokia Siemens Networks is supporting these activities very actively in the different organizations, having provided detailed technical and business analyses. Also internally we have been looking at this issue well before the topic emerged on the agenda of the different standards organizations and industry fora. In this context we would like to emphasize also that we have been deeply involved in the development of MTNM/MTOSI in the TMF, and we are also a main contributor to the IRP Framework in 3GPP. We have implementations of all mentioned interfaces. For these reasons we believe we are in a good position to provide well justified recommendations to the industry on the way forward.
 
And based on aforementioned expertise we have studied the draft “TMF Equipment Interface Strategy” you sent to us for review, and strongly recommend to the TMF Board to choose Option 3, enhanced with
 

·        Alignment of the TMF SID with 3GPP Generic Model definitions, to enable management of wireline and wireless networks (noting that this model alignment activity is already agreed between 3GPP and the TMF)
·        Enhancement of 3GPP Interface IRP’s to ensure that specific wireline aspects as identified in respective TMF BA’s are included in 3GPP Interface capabilities (noting that such interface harmonization activity has already started between 3GPP and the TMF with respect to FM, and can easily be enhanced toward PM & CM)
 
The reasoning for our recommendation is as outlined below:
 
Clear separation of Interface and Model
Only this clear separation allows interfaces to be re-used for the management of different network technologies, thereby limiting the number of required interfaces. This requirement is not met by MTOSI. We hence recommend to phasing out MTOSI, and stop developing it further. Extending it to wireless management does not seem to be a viable option. The 3GPP IRP Framework in contrast has been developed right from the beginning with this architectural principle in mind. The TM Forum Interface Program seems to follow this approach now as well, but the interfaces are not ready yet.
Conclusion: Existing 3GPP IRPs and planned TIP Interfaces meet equally well this requirement. MTOSI does not meet this fundamental requirement and therefore should be excluded from all further considerations.
 
Clear separation of Information Agreement (IA) / Information Service (IS) and Interface Implementation Specification (ISS) / Solution Set (SS)
Interface technology changes over time but the underlying management problems do not, especially in case the interfaces are designed in a versatile and technology neutral manner. Hence a clear separation between IA/IS and ISS/SS is required. The IRP Framework as well as the TIP Framework follow this approach. Experience has also shown that during standards interface development the the majority of time and resources are spent on the specification of the IA and the IS (definition of the requirements for and the semantics of the interface). Production of the ISS/SS is a straightforward engineering process of little concern (usually completed in a few hours or days). Tools are used for the mapping by individual member companies, though agreements on the usage of specific tools has been considered unnecessary in 3GPP (in addition it shall be noted that tools have a different lifecycle then IA/IS and ISS/SS, and therefore introducing an unnecessary dependency). And especially if there are only a few generic interfaces, generation of the ISS/SS (when the IA/IS is agreed) is not a worry at all. This is why we believe availability of and dependency on tooling is not an advantage, rather the opposite. In addition, with tools there is the risk that more time is spent on setting up and maintaining tools than time saved later on. This is especially true when the IA/IS need to be mapped to the next interface technology after XML and all the tools have to be upgraded.
 

Conclusion: The IRP Framework of 3GPP meets this requirement. The TIP Framework meet this requirement in principle, while noting that currently only one interface technology seems to be supported.
 
Maturity of Specifications
The majority of the 3GPP IRPs have been specified years ago and enhanced gradually over the last couple of years. The core set of IRPs is now stable and has not been changed any more for a long time. TIP Interfaces in contrast are still under development.
Conclusion: Above mentioned reasons are clearly in favor of adoption of 3GPP Interface IRPs for the harmonized solution.
 
Available implementations
3GPP IRPs are widely deployed for years. They are supported by all major equipment vendors and integrated in the operator's OSS. They do not suffer from childhood diseases any more. TIP Interfaces are not yet specified.
 

Conclusion: Above mentioned reasons are clearly in favor of adoption of 3GPP Interface IRPs for the harmonized solution.
 
Migration Cost
3GPP Interfaces are deployed, TIP Interfaces are not. Moving to TIP Interfaces would require the whole mobile and wireline world to change its implementations. The wireline world will have to move to new interfaces anyway. Re-using the 3GPP Interfaces would save at least the mobile operators from migrating to new interfaces.
 

Conclusion: Above mentioned reasons are clearly in favor of adoption of 3GPP Interface IRPs for the harmonized solution.
 
Network Equipment Vendor View
Despite the lack of any written statements, Our observations and discussions with other major equipment vendors seem indicate that the adoption of the 3GPP IRP Framework and the 3GPP Interface IRPs is also their preferred solution. Any other decision means ignoring the industry, which in turn means that such other decision will have very limited industry backing as well as resources to develop the respective specification … and the failure of such specifications is foreseeable in this case.
 
Resources
Adoption of the 3GPP IRP Framework and 3GPP Interface IRPs for the converged solution includes the necessity to align the TMF SID model (which since V9 has the wireline resource model included) with the respective 3GPP generic model definitions. We are willing to provide resources to the TMF as well as to the joint 3GPP/TMF model alignment activity to do this work. And we would expect also other companies to do the same, simply because this is the solution according to their interest.

 
Enhancements to 3GPP interfaces
3GPP Interfaces are not carved in stone, and 3GPP has always stated their willingness to enhance them to incorporate additional requirements emanating from e.g. wireline management scenarios or OS-OS deployment scenarios.
 
Models / SID
When pursuing a clear separation between interfaces and models the models can be handled quite independently. For models it is necessary to differentiate between the network technology specific part and the network technology neutral part. The network technology neutral objects may have a suitable home in the TMF SID, while the technology specific parts are developed in the respective organizations (give that these organizations have the technical expertise). Details of necessary organizational relationships can be sorted out later.
 
Experience with the adoption of the 3GPP IRP Framework by other organizations
As an example it can be stated here that 3GPP2, WiMax Forum and also ETSI TISPAN already adopted the IRP Framework and designed their own models based on their management needs. This worked well and represents hence a proven approach demonstrating the re-usability of the IRP Framework for different management needs including wireline management.
 
Timeline
Adoption of the 3GPP IRP Frameworks is the only possibility to come in a reasonably short time to a converged management solution. Only this solution will have sufficient resourcing and industry backing to be implemented.
 
All of the above makes us strongly believe that the industry has no other choice than the adoption of 3GPP Interfaces for converged management solutions - hence restating that Nokia Siemens Networks strongly recommends to the TMF Board to choose Option 3 (as outlined in the draft “TMF Equipment Interface Strategy”), enhanced with
 

·        Alignment of the TMF SID with 3GPP Generic Model definitions, to enable management of wireline and wireless networks (noting that this model alignment activity is already agreed between 3GPP and the TMF)
·        Enhancement of 3GPP Interface IRP’s to ensure that specific wireline aspects as identified in respective TMF BA’s are included in 3GPP Interface capabilities (noting that such interface harmonization activity has already started between 3GPP and the TMF with respect to FM, and can easily be enhanced toward PM & CM)
 
Failure to adopt this approach will result in missed opportunities for the TMF, and may lead to a situation that the industry will seek solutions elsewhere.
 
We kindly ask the Executive Committee to take the NSN recommendation and the related reasoning into account when discussing the issue on April 29. We know it is very hard to give up interface development work in TMF (having been a main contributor to this work ourselves), but there seems to be no other viable alternative. Also, the real work is on models since they represent the real management capabilities, not the interfaces to access these models. These interface are stable and require little maintenance work once implemented, in contrast to models, which have to be designed or adjusted every time a new service or network technology is introduced. For the root/top part and generic parts of the network model (i. e. the parts of the model not depending on the actaul network technology modeled) the SID may be the suitable home. Our recommendation is hence a true two way harmonisation between TMF and 3GPP where each organisation needs to give up something.
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