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The following content was extracted from the email discussion titled ‘OSA WSDL’ that occurred on the CN5 mailing list. This information is provided to provide context and initial input for the OSA WSDL Realization topic.
1. Which of the following avenues of action should be pursued (or is there another)? 
 - (1) continue to publish the WSDL as currently generated 
 - (2) drop the WSDL realization from OSA 
 - (3) define a work plan to create a more reasonable WSDL output to replace current WSDL 
Appium: 2

AePONA: 2 or 3 acceptable

Incomit: 2

Telcordia: 2

IBM: 2

Appium

Furthermore, for 1) and 3):

we would prefer to see the currently OSA WSDL being removed from the OSA/Parlay specs as fast as possible. We believe that keeping them is not of any value , they are not in a proper state to be really useful, but  may contribute to possibly market confusion?.  We do not believe there exist a market need for OSA WSDL. The amount of effort to create a more reasonable OSA WSDL output seems to be quite a big task and the market benefits limited, if any. Therfore choice 3 is not advocated by Appium

Incomit
>Alternative 1 and 3 are not reasonable for Incomit due to:

>- There is no wide front to continue the work on the API

>- Risks of overlapping between OSA/WSDL and ParlayX

>- There is no market need right now for the OSA/WSDL

>- The API may get very hard to use, which contributes to loosing the point of having Web Services support

AePONA
(On 2) This is a course of action that may be acceptable. However a major consideration must

be to ensure how to maintain alignment between OSA, and Parlay X Web Services, and

how we guarantee that we dont end up with divergent and competing specifications.

(On 3) This is a course of action that may be acceptable. Whilst this represents a possibly non

trivial activity, a clear distinction and speration of OSA capabilities and pattern

realisation for Web Services, and the benefits of Parlay X abstraction  would result.

IBM

Given the amount of effort required, the wasted effort preparing for Piscataway, and the lack of consensus on requirements (with little opportunity for this to be resolved based on lack of input in Piscataway and lack of progress since then), there is little value in expending additional resources on this activity. Therefore choice 3 is not advocated by IBM.

Choice 1 is not a reasonable course to follow, given that this is not current and wastes other peoples time that try to use this content from the published specifications.

2. For the avenue you advocate, 
  2 (a) Does this apply to both Framework and Services or do you advocate different approaches for each? 
Appium: Both

AePONA: See comment
Incomit; Both

IBM: Both

AePONA

In the context of Web Services, a framework introduces additional 'architectural' considerations

that do not apply to other services, either OSA or Parlay X. Therefore the Framework

should be resolved independently of services.

  2 (b) What does this mean for the relationship between OSA and Parlay X Web Services? 
Appium
This means that Parlay X is the only Web Services (with its own "parlay X" brand name) for telecom.  The Parlay X higher level abstraction focus should still apply and secure that Parlay X remains a complementary technology reather than a competing one with the OSA.

No conflict between Parlay X web service and OSA. The Web Services framework naturally becomes a part of the the Parlay X web services specification work (and not the 29.198 OSA). Furthermore, the mapping ETSI TR (also referenced by 3GG) for Parlay X web services mapping to OSA becomes an important deliverable to secure a possible realization using OSA /Parlay APIs - and it will improve interoperability having a recommeded way for the implementation of this mapping.

AePONA
This is a major concern. Divergent and competing specifications from a joint activity

would be a disaster to the market, damaging take up and deployment of mature OSA

specifications and confusing the scope and future direction of Parlay X.  Dropping the

OSA WSDL  would require careful consideration and agreement on how the

relationship between OSA and Parlay X can continue to be complimentary rather

than competitive. 

Incomit
This means that the ParlayX is the only Parlay telecom Web Service interface. The ParlayX will still have the same focus as it has right now.

IBM
Parlay X Web Services no longer conflict with OSA WSDL. The mapping of Parlay X Web Services becomes a more important part of the deliverables to ensure ability to implement using OSA. Web Services Framework activity becomes an infrastructure activity for 29.199 document set (covering message aspects) and a decision needs to taken on where Framework interfaces will be defined (for example if a Framework WSDL is defined, is it part of 29.199 or a different document set). Should not try to mix content into 29.198.
  2 (c) What actions are required to make progress (if choice is to replace current WSDL)? 
Appium: N/A

AePONA: See comment
Incomit: N/A

Telcordia: N/A

IBM: N/A

AePONA

First and foremost we must reach a decision in Barcelona, based on considerations

from all participants. Once the decisions are reached, preparing an action plan and work

plan to deliver the required results is necessary.

