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1 Reason for Contribution

This contribution contains comments on the 2004-09-20 version of the STI AD that exits Formal architecture review on 2004-10-05.

2 Summary of Contribution

See above.

3 Detailed Proposal

The substantive comments are:

1. 4.2 – regarding the Policies bullet: if a policy is used to represent the behaviour of the Transcoding Platform – then the behavior seems highly relevant and thus begs the question - why is policy out of scope? How will implementations of this enabler be able to pass interoperability tests if policies are relevant to the enabler’s behaviour yet policies are unspecified? 

Also, the last statement in this bullet (which is also duplicated in section 5.3.2.3) is not comprehensible and must be clarified.

2. Figure 5 - the RPs TI-2 and TI-3 - first introduced in Figure 5 – appear to be inconsistent with the definition of Reference Point (RP) as defined in [OMA-DICT]. For example, regarding TI-2, assuming the entities Remote Content, Multimedia App Platform and Transcoding Platform are [functionally] distinct, the definition of RP implies there should be one RP for Remote Content and the Multimedia App Platform and a different RP for Remote Content and the Transcoding Platform.

3. 5.1, Figure 5 – since two distinct colors are used for the arcs, a key should be added that describes the distinction (e.g. it appears yellow arcs are in scope and grey arcs are not in scope but it’s not clear). Also it’s not clear why grey-colored arcs are used for both Charging (an unlabeled arc) and UAProf DB (labled UA-1). It should be clear to the reader which entities and RPs/interfaces are in scope (and which are not in scope).

4. 5.2 and Figure 7b – given the sparse definition of the Remote Content entity in section 4.2, the role of the Remote Content server is not clear and needs an expanded definition. For example, is this entity an off-the-shelf web server (e.g. Apache)? What architectural constraints are implied by remote in this context?  

5. 5.2 and Figure 7b – must clarify the constraint(s) (i.e. processing model) used by the Transcoding Platform to decide if the result of a Transcoding is stored in the remote content server or not.

6. 5.3.2.1 – this section should contain at least high-level information about the transcoding parameters a request may contain. In particular: are some parameters standardized - if yes, enumerate at least the most common ones and state their semantics; if no, state why not). Also, can these parameters be application-specific? What are the extensibility mechanisms e.g. parameter extensions, transcoding operation extensions, etc.?

7. 5.3.2.1 – as mandated by [ARC-PRINC], this RP/interface should be described abstractly rather than only as a specific binding. It is certainly acceptable to define a SOAP binding (although it would be more appropriate for a Specification rather than an AD) but that is not sufficient. Furthermore, specifying only a specific binding may preclude some implementations, deployments and/or optimizations. 

8. 5.3.2.1 – this section refers to profiles as a machine process-able entity yet profiles is not defined. Profiles must be defined and the AD should provide either a pointer to a Normative reference where profiles are specified or directly include a high-level description of a profile including its syntactical representation and corresponding semantics.

9. 5.3.2.2 – the processing model described here implies a request may only refer (via a URI) to external media elements that are stored in the Remote Content Database. Why does the architecture not permit the media elements to be stored in any arbitrary web server on the web?

10. 5.3.2.3 - this section refers to policies as a machine process-able (i.e. can be stored/retrieved) entity yet policy is not defined. Policy must be defined and the AD should provide either a pointer to a Normative reference of a policy or a high-level description of a policy including its syntactical representation and corresponding semantics.

11. 5.3.2.3 - the processing model described here implies a request may only refer (via a URI) to policies that are stored in the Reference Database. Why does the architecture not permit the policies to be stored in any arbitrary web server on the web?

12. 5.3.2.4 – why is this RP in scope? There is NO Normative specification of a UAProf database.

13. 5.3.2.4 – the processing model implies UAProf profiles are centralized in some type of database. This constraint must be relaxed to accommodate dynamic downloading of a profile (e.g. from some arbitrary web server).

The editorial comments are:

1. 2.2 – delete the OMA-CF reference because it is not referenced in the document 

2. 3.2 – delete the unused definitions Collaborative Context Model and Contextual Item
3. 3.2 – add definitions for: Profile, Policy, Application Policy, Transcoding Policy

4. 4.2 – change the name of the Remote Content bullet to Remote Content Database since the diagrams represent this entity as a database 

5. 5.1 – delete the sentence about STI not being a Common Function - the Architecture WG uses this term to describe internal process-related work and consequently this term should not be propagated in documents that will have public visibility

6. Figure 11 – add the RPs to the arcs

7. 5.1 – to improve readability, rather than use underlined Notes for Security, Charging and Web Services – place them in separate sub-sections 

8. 5.3.2.4 – delete the Example of UAProf retrieval … section since it is confusing and thus adds no value

4 Intellectual Property Rights

Members and their Affiliates (collectively, "Members") agree to use their reasonable endeavours to inform timely the Open Mobile Alliance of Essential IPR as they become aware that the Essential IPR is related to the prepared or published Specification.  This obligation does not imply an obligation on Members to conduct IPR searches.  This duty is contained in the Open Mobile Alliance application form to which each Member's attention is drawn.  Members shall submit to the General Manager of Operations of OMA the IPR Statement and the IPR Licensing Declaration.  These forms are available from OMA or online at the OMA website at www.openmobilealliance.org.

5 Recommendation

The author requests the STI WG to address the comments above.
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