N5-040486

Piscataway report for Parlay Board and TAC discussions

Please note that the following is not the official opinion of the Parlay Board or TAC or any of its members, but represents the views of Richard Stretch.

Items under discussion at the Board Face to Face meeting:

· A large number of White papers were identified
· Parlay Board Elections
· Backwards compatibility of the Parlay API and rules for Deprecation were produced

· Discussions on how to increase the output of the Parlay X specifications

· Parlay Strategy Score Card produced (the take-up of Parlay in the industry)

· Standards relationships discussed (how to better co-ordinate output)

· Initial plans for the next Member meeting in November (Barcelona)

Deprecation and BC

The board reviewed three different solutions for deprecation and subsequent removal of methods from specifications.

A method of scoring was applied to each of these solutions and from this the highest scoring solution was chosen.  This solution you will find in the liaison sent to this meeting from the board in N5-040473.  The process which was used and the arguments for and against these options can be found in the imbedded doc below:
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White Papers

A number of White papers were proposed by members of the board.  It was felt that these papers would give further information to member companies of Parlay and also generate interest in defining further documentation output from Parlay.  These were:

1.Business Value of Parlay
2.Idiot’s Guide to Parlay (what it can do and what it isn’t)

3.Parlay and Web Services

4.Parlay Applications and Services – available and/or deployed AND Adoption of Parlay

5.Role of Parlay in an SDP 

6.Role of Parlay in a SIP based network

7.Parlay and Enterprises

8.Parlay and IN evolution

9.Role of Parlay in IMS

10.Cross network provisioning 

11.Parlay and NGN

12.Parlay and JAIN

13. The relationship between the OMA and Parlay architecture

14. Parlay for Broadband
The target for these papers is production before the next member meeting in November.

Parlay board elections

Elections took place for a number of vacant board positions.  Some of these vacancies were because some of the board members term had come to an end.  Note that those members whose terms had been completed were viable for re-election.  New companies elected to the board include Sprint and Orange and a new board member from Alcatel replaces Chelo Abarca.

Increasing output of Parlay X specifications

A discussion took place concerning this issue and it was proposed that instead of awaiting a complete new major release of Parlay X, we should be considering a rolling output of new services, as and when they are proposed and solutions defined.

Standards relationship

The board considered their various relationships with standards bodies and other external bodies.  One area discussed concerned the close relationship that is effectively made with 3GGP in the OSA specs.  This is good, however it does have some negative connotations, as all new interface suggestions need to have equivalent 3GPP stage 1 definitions satisfied.  This can cause problems for smaller company members who do not have representation in 3GPP and may therefore remove confidence in Parlay.
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Objective

		The objective of this presentation is to show the process that was undertaken in deciding which option for deprecation is most apropriate.









Page *



Summary

		Comparison of three options for backwards compatibility and deprecation of old methods.

		Have combined three options into single document, made consistent table for analysis, and ranked the options. With surprising results.
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Objective for Conf Call

		Complete evaluations

		Agree rankings



		Consider alternates

		Agree recommendation
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Background

		Parlay Major Releases are about 2 years apart



		Version		Published		Interval

		Parlay 1.0		Dec 1998		n/a

		Parlay 2.0		Jan 2000		25 months

		Parlay 3.0		Dec 2001		23 months

		Parlay 4.0		July 2002		18 months

		Parlay 5.0		After July 04		> 24 months
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Comparison of Options





		Community		Impact Option 1
1 full release		Impact Option 2
forever		Impact Option 3
2 full releases		Notes

		Application Developers
(VASP)		High		Low		Medium

		Platform Vendors		Medium
High		Medium		Low

		Network Operators		High		Low		High

		Parlay Spec		Low		None		Low

		Market		Med / adverse		None / positive		Med / adverse

		Summary 
Lower impact  is better		11.5		4		9		High =3
Med=2
Low=1



































Page *



Backwards Compatibility-Option 1

(N5-040092 )

		This is the “keep compatibility for one full release” option:



	At each major release (Parlay 5.0, Parlay 6.0 etc.), we delete, using the CR Process, all deprecated methods, and unused types, which were in the specifications before the previous major release.



	i.e. for Parlay 5.0, we delete all deprecated methods which were in the specification version on which Parlay 4.0 was based (Parlay 3.2), for Parlay 6.0, delete all which were in the specification on which 5.0 was based (Parlay 4.2)
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Option 1 - Impact Assessment





		Community		Impact		Notes

		Application Developers
(VASP)		High		Need to update, re-test, and re-release applications.Testing/certification of applications towards different vendors maybe costly for deprecated API’s.
Note this assumes Gateways support only a single major release and not a release range. Suggest the real impact is medium/low.

		Platform Vendors		Medium
High		Lowest  impact cost on testing  deprecated APIs for only 1  release cycles.  
Higher cost  associated with testing and certification of    application developer’s.  Different migration plans means more to manage
Overall feel Vendor cost is medium. Migration plans can be mitigated through offering multiple release support. Test effort can be efficiently budgeted

		Network Operators		High		Operator is faced with managing yearly update and re-release applications. Risk that operators may question if it is worth the time and effort.
Operator risk only high if insist on offering a single major release. If multiple releases supported, risk can be low.

		Parlay Spec		Low		Minor effort to remove deprecated items from Rel N in Rel N+1 specification.

		Market		Med		Cannot just say “Parlay has backwards compatibility”
Can say “Parlay has backwards compatibility roadmap“
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Backwards Compatibility-Option 1





P 3.2      P 4.0      P 4.2      P 5.0      P 5.1      P 6.0      P 7.0



   A            A       A>A1    A>A1     A>A1       A1          A1



   B         B>B1    B>B1    B>B1      B>B1       B1          B1



   C            C           C        C>C1     C>C1      C>C1       C1



   D            D           D          D            D         D>D1     D>D1



   E>E1   E>E1     E>E1     E1          E1           E1          E1
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Backwards Compatibility-Option 2

(N5-040093)

		Never delete deprecated methods

		Consequences:



Backwards Compatibility is preserved indefinitely

Specs may look untidy (lots of deprecated methods)
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Option 2 - Impact Assessment





		This is the “never delete deprecated methods” option:



		Community		Impact		Notes

		Application Developers		Low		No need to update an application which is working
Applications should run forever as nothing is ever deleted from specs
However, expect regression testing to be required to confirm with new versions of application servers (or gateways)
There exists a potential for discrepancy between deprecated method semantics and different vendor implementations

		Platform Vendors		Medium		The amount of work support and test deprecated methods grows forever and is never reduced
Increased costs

		Network Operators		Low		No need to update an application which is working
However, expect to still have to regression test application with new application server or gateway software releases which is normal procedure as usual


		Parlay Spec		None		No specification changes required.  Spec will grow over time. 

		Market		High / positive		Can just say “Parlay has backwards compatibility”
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Backwards Compatibility-Option 2





P 3.2      P 4.0      P 4.2      P 5.0      P 5.1      P 6.0      P 7.0



   A            A       A>A1    A>A1    A>A1      A>A1    A>A1



   B         B>B1    B>B1    B>B1     B>B1      B>B1    B>B1



   C            C           C        C>C1     C>C1     C>C1     C>C1



   D            D           D          D            D         D>D1    D>D1



   E          E>E1     E>E1    E>E1     E>E1      E>E1     E>E1
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Option 3 - Summary

		This is the “keep compatibility for two full releases” option:



At each major release (Parlay 5.0, Parlay 6.0 etc., or in ETSI terms, V1.1.1 of each ES 20x 915 specification), we delete, using the CR Process, all deprecated methods, which were identified as deprecated in the specifications at the major release 2 releases previously (Parlay 3.0, 4.0 respectively).



i.e. for Parlay 5.0, we delete all deprecated methods which were deprecated in the Parlay 3.0 specifications; for Parlay 6.0, delete all which were deprecated in the Parlay 4.0 specifications. 



		Reference:



Backwards Compatibility in OSA/Parlay, Option 3

joint-API-group, N5-040219

Meeting #27, Miami, FL, USA. 10-14 May 2004
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Option 3 - Impact Assessment





		This is the “keep compatibility for two full releases” option:



		Community		Impact		Notes

		Application Developers		Medium		No binary compatibility forever (contrast IBM S/370, which has had binary compatibility since 1964)
No source compatibility forever (contrast Unix, which has good source compatibility since early 80s)
Matches Windows model (old apps don’t always work)
Need to update, re-test, and re-release applications at a minimum of every 2 years (may impact small developers)

		Platform Vendors		Low		Need to continue to test deprecated APIs for 2 full release cycles (approx 4 years). Likely cost  ~5% total test budget over “remove immediately”
Additional management costs due to application developer’s not all migrating away from deprecated function at the same time

		Network Operators		High		Need to update and re-release applications every 2 years. 
Cannot buy an application and keep it running forever if it uses deprecated functions (even if the underlying SCF still works)

		Parlay Spec		Low		Minor effort to remove deprecated items from Rel N in Rel N+2 specification. 

		Market		Med		Cannot just say “Parlay has backwards compatibility”
Can say “Parlay has backwards compatibility roadmap“
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Statement concerning Backwards Compatibility Parlay Releases

Original Slides from Parlay Board Decision





P 3.2      P 4.0      P 4.2      P 5.0      P 5.1      P 6.0      P 7.0



   A            A       A>A1    A>A1    A>A1      A>A1      A1



   B         B>B1    B>B1    B>B1     B>B1       B1          B1



   C            C           C        C>C1     C>C1     C>C1       C1



   D            D           D          D            D         D>D1    D>D1



   E          E>E1     E>E1    E>E1     E>E1        E1         E1

Option 3 – 




















































