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1 Reason for Contribution

Comments on subscription profile versus subscriber profile are under discussion as part of GSSM ADRR work.
2 Summary of Contribution

This contribution presents an analysis of the notion of profile and the implications with respect to the discussion at hand..
3 Detailed Proposal

3.1 Technically what is a profile enabler?

A profile about a particular subject is an abstraction to access and manipulate data that relates to the subject of the “profile
”. 

As any other OMA enabler and consistent with the OSE, a profile enabler provide
 one or multiple I0 interfaces to access and manipulate the data.

The data itself can originate from one or multiple data repositories via southbound interfaces.  So in general the profile does not own or store the data that it exposes. It allows data aggregation / federation. Implementations can of course include data repositories.

3.2 Technically what is a profile enabler?

A profile enabler may consist of:

· Northbound interfaces (I0) and specific bindings to support:

· Profile data operations like:

· Data access

· Data Manipulation

· Profile management like:

· Data transformation management

· Data aggregation / federation management

· Security

· I1
 

· Data schemas:

· Schema for:

· profile data type

· Aggregation / Federation rules towards other schemas

These operations may be data type agnostic or specialized for specific data types. 

3.3 How specifications of different profiles
 may differ?

Different profiles enablers may differ by:

· Different data type support for data type specific data manipulation/access operations

· Different standardized schemas

· Different management operations

Note, that specifications of profiled by other standard bodies (i.e. without following the notion of enabler”) may also include the specifications of the data sources or data owners. Such specifications may therefore also differ based on the data source or data owner.

3.1.1 Data type agnosticism of profile enablers

A priori, because schemas are expected to be extensible, it may be a more elegant design to enable support of extensible / customized schemas and aggregation/federation rules by ensuring that the data access and manipulation operations exposed by I0 are generic (data type independent).

In such cases, the I0 interface is common across profile enablers. Only schemas and management differ
.

3.1.2 Additional Operations

Besides data access and manipulation, an enabler may certainly offer other operations. Such additional operations will most probably differ from one context of data (e.g. profile type) / usage to another.

Logical grouping of functions should clearly separate the profile operations from other operations
.

3.4 A view on subscriber profile

Independently of whatever may the connotations of OMA on-going work. 

Subscriber profile refers in the broadest sense to any information about a subscriber that it be:

· OSS related (e.g. inventories of assets)

· BSS related (e.g. bill details, history of purchase, usage etc…)

· Network related (e.g. HLR or HSS)

· Application / enabler related (e.g. application preferences or usage history
).

3.5 A view on subscription profile

Subscription in a narrow sense is understood as the subscription details for a particular service of a subscriber
.

Subscription profile defines then the set of subscriptions of a subscriber with a service provider
. 

It is anybody’s guess as to what services are included or not. Per the OMA dictionary (OMA-ORG-Dictionary-V2_7-20081023-A): Service: A selection from the portfolio of offerings made available by a service provider, which the user may subscribe to and be optionally charged for.  A service may utilize one or more service enablers.

To be a subscriber with a  service provider, certainly implies having a subscription with the service provider and it qualifies as a “service subscription” per the definition above. 

As a service provider collects information about the subscriber either for its BSS (e.g. CRM), OSS (assets, provisioning), network or applications, the definition seems undistinguishable from the definition above of subscriber profile
.

3.6 What is GSSM?

OMA GSSM addresses two aspects:

· A profile feature: service subscription profile

· Service subscription data.

· A point of disagreement today is that as previously discussed, we believe that any data that relates to a subscriber is “service subscription” data and any service subscription data is “subscriber data”.  Other seems to exclude some information about the subscriber as not being service subscription data
.

· Furthermore, if the enabler is well designed, data access and manipulations should be data type independent. GSSM respect that principle
.

· Additional context specific operations: subscription validation

· These are well separated from the profile manipulation

Note that GSSM does not specify today:

· Schemas

· Management interfaces

3.7 What could Service User profile be?

A subscriber profile is depending on the point of view:

· Complementary information about the subscriber that would not be contained in GSSM / different from the service subscription profile

·  In any case it also includes the service subscription data

3.8 What are the differences?

3.8.1 Nature of the data accessed or manipulated by different enablers

So it seems that the only disagreement is about the data about the subscriber that would be subscriber profile but not service subscription data, if it exists… It seems to focus on information that the subscriber would have with a service provider that is not specific to a particular service
. 

Is there such data? 

As argued above and following also the notions of subscriber modeled by TMF, subscriber data includes all data about the subscriber of the service provider:

· It is either attached to the main subscription to the service provider 9hence the name subscriber
)

· Or it is indeed data attached to a leaf, proper to a particular service, application, feature
.

Only two possible distinctions exist in our view
:

· A possible distinction is therefore that GSSM would only characterize data at the leaves while Service Subscriber profile would characterize root data
.

· Another distinction would be that the data at each node is subdivide into differently characterized data:

· Service subscription

· Vs. other service related data

Are these data differences invariant
?

We believe it is impossible to associate characteristics that would invariantly distinguish either type of data across different service models, service providers and / or services.

Indeed:

· Any data about the service is potentially part of the OSS/BSS service specification (TMF definition) and can be

· Accessed

· Manipulated

· Analyzed 

Service specification is part of the design of the service. Anybody can modify how the service is “specified” or design new service. So any service related data can be OSS/BSS service specification and therefore related to the service subscription. Calling it subscription, preference or usage information are artificial and non invariant distinctions.

· Any root data can become data of a new service that is designed so that it uses in its service specification. There is no way to define such a data for which no service can be built to include it in its specification.

3.1.3 Additional operations by different enablers

The GSSM enabler includes additional interfaces and operations: subscription validation. The profile (access / manipulation)is a subset of GSSM. One may consider the subscriber profile specification as that subset of interfaces and an implementation of the profile would not have to implement the validation functions. This is aligned with GSSM modular specification.
3.9 Does it matter?

The profile operations exposed by the “two profiles” are the same for data access or manipulation, even if the data type / schemas were to differ with a data type independent approach; which is what GSSM has fone
.

Data type specific aspects are captured in schemas, which GSSM has not (ye) specified

Implementations / deployment / integration  or management decide which data is aggregated
.

A specification for the subscriber profile can reuse immediately the specification for the subscription profile, and specify any schema to focus on data type specific aspects

Additional operations like validations do not have to be “reused” in a profile specification.

3.10 Speeding up in fact

GSSM defines a data type agnostic profile, so even if there were differences between:

· Subscription profile

· Subscriber profile

· Service preference

· Other subscriber or subscriber service data

They can all reuse the same profile interfaces. The differences are solely at the level of
:

· Schemas (GSSM 1.0 does not define any schema)

· I2 (out of scope at OMA for GSSM)

Isn’t it obvious that GSSM can be the base specification for nay of the above if distinctions exists and that the next steps is solely to standardize the schemas that one would want to target.

Modularity of GSSM (optionality of validation) does not impose any constraint on deployments interested only in profile functions…

3.11 Way forward?

Acknowledge that there are no reasons to re-specify a data type agnostic profile. Make the data access and manipulation interfaces from GSSM able to represent any subscription or subscriber data
.

· Clarify definition and usage of term in AD, which already states this, unfortunately in an unclear way

.

· Ensure that specification are indeed data type agnostic

· Ensure that GSSM is a generic subscriber/subscription profile enabler
.
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
We request that these comments be considered as part of the GSSM ADRR discussions and disposition of the comments.

We recommend that the group agrees to the way forward described in section 3.11.









� A separate contribution analyzes the current definition as used in AD, RD and WID to further discuss these aspects. It illustrates the 





�A profile is not necessarily “an abstraction to access and manipulate”, it is only a term that presents a restricted view inside a larger set of data. Comes from the notion f “profiling”.


�“zero or more”. No enabler has to provide an I0 (it could consist of only data definition).


�Not clear.


�The I1 concept has never been fully clarified, although occasionally attempted. Referring to it while it is not agreed what it actually is … not helpful.


�Different profiles or different profile enablers (title differs from text inside the section in that sense).


�Why not also different data access? In principle, any of the topics that could go into a “profile enabler” may be different.


�It may, indeed, be more elegant to do so. There is no mandate to do so however. Simply because different “profile enablers” are driven by market needs, rather than an academical exercise.


�What when “profile operations” may include other operations than those outlined before? There is no spec yet that defines what a “profile enabler” is. Work is being done based on a work WID, not a taxonomy that was not specified/agreed in any standards body.


�Subscriber profile also may include real-time, or near-real-time context information (e.g. presence, location, being or not in course of using some service, etc). What is described in this document (incomplete probably anyway) is only static subscriber data, and is missing dynamic subscriber data.


�Not narrow, that is the precise sense of the term.


�It is arguably that this is about ALL the subscriber’s subscriptions. It could be also just about 1 specific subscription. Subscription is the notion, and subscription profile defines the data for that notion. Similar to how Oracle distinguished between “profile” and “profile data”.


�Incorrect. At the minimum, the subscription profile is purely static data (as is “it does not include dynamic data such as presence, location, context, etc)”). Even for the static data the equivalency is highly speculative. Only a complete data modelling exercise as part of spec work could determine what is the “subscriber profile data” vs. the “subscription profile data” and what the relationship between the two is. 


�The previous comment applies.


�Not necessarily. It is a matter of work being market need driven. Work on the general subscriber profile data has not started (or has just started). Work on GSSM has started 2 years ago. GSSM is welcome to wait, if it makes sense, for the result of the larger Subscriber Profile work to finish, then follow (elegantly) the same approach. Alternatively, GSSM can complete its work on Subscription Profile Data, and access methods, and when time arrives, the larger Subscriber Profile Data and access WI will consider whether the GSSM approach was the most appropriate – in which case, it will re-use it.


�Maybe. We don’t know until we define it. Maybe Subscription Data is a subset, but it is also possible that they only overlap partially, and some of the Subscription Data belongs somewhere else – e.g. in the Service Data, which is separate from the Subscriber Profile Data.


�Any kind of data is only different from each other by its “nature” (whatever that may be defined as). By that argument, all data is similar or identical (except for its “nature”).


�Is the Service Subscription data fully defined in GSSM (as described here)? Which document?


�Which “tree” are we talking about? Which GSSM spec?


�Possibly, but a very premature statement: the Subscription Data could be a branch or leaf in the Service Data, a completely different tree than the Subscriber Profile Data.


�This is speculating about 2 WIs that none have delivered any of what is being speculating about. It is therefore impossible to draw any conclusion on whether the statement is acurate, mildly inacurate, or completely inacurate.


�Possibly


�Possibly.


�Since there are counter-arguments on the previous statements, it does not make sense to continue counter-arguments at the lower-levels of detail. See previous comments.


�Subscriber Profile Data is NOT data about the ser vice at all. Subscription Profile Data, on the other hand IS data related to the service.


�This is in fact the ONLY objective of GSSM. All the rest (including access to Subscription Profile Data) is included only in order to satisfy GSSM specific operations.


�A conclusion only if all of the above statements are subsumed – a notion we do not subscribe to. Furthermore, it is difficult to draw this conclusion anyway, if we purely look at the GSSM AD text.


�Of course, an implementation can always do MUCH MORE than an enabler is asking for. That does not make “the much broader approach” a specification.


�This would be equivalent to “wagging the dog by the tail”. Which is OK, only if the tail is designed so elegantly and in the right proportions, so that the wagging becomes a balanced and smooth exercise. No matter what … the wagging is assessed at the time when the broader job is to be done, not when the tail design was completed.


�Quite possible. As said before, we trust GSSM will do a super job, hence it then could be re-used. However, that will be assessed when the broader job reaches the phase of determining “how to” rather than “what to”. No company, nor any group or any WID (e.g. GSSM) is in the position to dictate what some other work activity must do some time from now. Recommendations are always welcome obviously.


�We are not in a trial, at the phase of establishing facts and using witnesses. There is nothing that needs to be acknowledged in this phase. GSSM work should continue and should specify what it was agreed to specify. If other profiles can re-use what GSSM has specified, that would be excellent, but it is too early to even predict, and definitely inappropriate to dictate.  


�If the term “Subscription Profile”, as defined, is not useful for doing GSSM work, as outlined by the RD, then GSSM should work on a better definition. The definition however MUST be on Subscription Profile, and not extend into including other terms or other data, that is not in-scope for GSSM as defined by its WID and RD.


�GSSM has to meet the RD requirements. How they meet them is the GSSM decision.


�Alcatel-Lucent strongly disagrees with this, since it is extending the GSSM WID. GSSM needs to focus on its agreed requirements and WID. Subscriber Profile is not in-scope. In fact we object even to the notion of calling this a “Service Subscription Enabler”. This is only a Service Subscription Management enabler, according to the WID – so it is to focus solely on the Subscription Management operations – a small subset of everything that can be done regarding Subscription Profile, as very well stated in this very contribution by Oracle.
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