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1 Reason for Contribution

This input contribution is made to initiate some discussions that will lead to the clarification of some of the current thinking and concepts behind LFC as it stands today.

There are a number of discussion items listed below. At this stage the submitters do not have a clear enough understanding of the issues in order to agree with the requirements or propose alternative solutions for those.

2 Summary of Contribution

This contribution raises a set of questions and comments on several of the requirements in the current RD.

3 Detailed Proposal

The Questions and comments are listed below and numbered.

Issue nr 1

3.2. Definitions 

	Look and Feel
	Appearance and behavior of the device’s user interface.


Should “Look” and “Feel” be defined separately? The motivation for this would be that one can change the look and the feel individually and independent of each other.

Look could apply to identifiable objects (elements) such as UI elements, softkeys, Background pictures, ringtones, menu items, logos and so on. It might be worth to better define this in order to get a more detailed understanding of what is being aimed at here.

Feel could include how user interface actions are performed such as behaviours, sequences, linked applications and so on. However we believe that some more detailed discussion needs to be spent on this topic in order to better understand what is being meant here and not just assume that the generic term “look and Feel” means the same thing to everybody.

Issue nr 2

4 Introduction

Start-up / Shutdown sequences

What do these sequences really imply? Are they really only the startup and shutdown? Are flows (how applications are invoked from within another application), or how different applications are linked with each other also expected to be covered in this section. If so should there be specific requirements for these?

Issue nr 3
LFC-HLFR-002: 

The enabler supports an interface requesting management operations. These operations can be initiated from anywhere, i.e. from in the terminal domain, from the SP’s domain, or from a third party SP.  Any principal with the right credentials, i.e., an Authorized Principal, should be able to perform management operations.

Issue nr 4

	LFC-HLFR-010
	The LFC enabler SHALL provide a mechanism to ensure changing the primary language used on the mobile device does not change any other part of the look and feel
	LFC 1.0


This should be true of any settings change and not only specific to language. We should consider making this requirement more generic.

Issuee nr 5

	LFC-HLFR-012
	The LFC enabler SHOULD support a mechanism that allows for a LFC package to be marked as the default package on the device
	LFC 1.0


 In fact this notion will differ from implementation to implementation. This is really about the activation of a package for any given situation. Note that for any given situation I might have downloaded and installed multiple packages and only can activate 1 at a time. So if this is the case then this requirement is really covered by LFC-HLR-000 and should therefore be removed.

Is the notion of default settings useful only when a setting is “removed”, or some other time?  What does the system do if the package does not have a setting that is removed?  Why not just allow a default for each setting?

Issue nr 6

	LFC-HLFR-014
	The LFC enabler MAY support a mechanism to query the LFC client for which LFC packages are set as the default for a client.
	LFC 1.0


Packages may not set all Elements and a package may not be responsible for all the settings

Issue nr 7

	LFC-HLFR-015
	When a LFC Element Setting is deleted from a Device, and a default value exists for the LFC element, the LFC Enabler SHOULD revert to this default value.
	LFC 1.0


Default needs to be more precisely defined

Issue nr 8

	LFC-HLFR-017
	The LFC enabler SHALL support a mechanism to mark LFC elements as non-modifiable.
	LFC 1.0


This needs to be carefully thought through. Is this an authorization question i.e. who can do this or is this a “this enabler implementation must support the rejection of the request being made to change a setting” question.  Who makes the decision that an Element is not modifiable – this seems outside the scope of this enabler. Must there be a “non-modifiable" concept, or is it sufficient to say that nobody is authorized to change a setting? The actual mechanism to perform setting of the Element is implementation-specific so the spec merely needs to say that the setting might not be successful, and then this notion of modifiability is outside scope of enabler.

Issue nr 9

	LFC-ADC-001
	If the remote LFC management is supported, then the LFC enabler MUST support a mechanism that generates notifications as a result of LFC operations.
	LFC 1.0


We don’t understand this requirement or if it would actually be a function of the enabler itself. When is a notification required?  Does the enabler need a management operation to identify who to notify and when and how (SMS/email/phone call)?

Issue nr 10

	LFC-USA-002
	The LFC enabler SHOULD support a mechanism to inform the user of the status of LFC operations.


	LFC 1.0


Is this different from ADC-001?  Will users be able to get status while an LFC operation is in the middle of being performed?  Why isn’t this just the response to a request to the LFC interface?

Issue nr 11

	LFC-OSR-003
	The LFC Enabler SHALL NOT apply LFC Element Settings under error conditions.
	LFC 1.0


What is an error condition?  Does this mean that if LFC detects an error (like unauthorized person) that it does not complete the request?  What other types of errors?  This is normal design for an interface – the response to the request contains an indication of whether the requested operation was performed or not.  Is this something different from that?

Issue nr 12

LFC-OSR-004: 

This is an architectural and TS decision. If really needed it should minimally be re-worded to “The LFC enabler MAY use OMA DM for the provisioning of LFC Element Settings” in order to avoid dependencies to specific enabler versions.

Issue nr 13

LFC-OSR-005: 

The choice of alternative downloads should be left to the AD phase where they can be specified in more details

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

It is recommended that the OMA REQ LFC reviews this input contribution and addresses each one of the questions and comments raised in this document. Once those are addressed appropriate actions should be taken for each one of them.
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