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1 Reason for Contribution

There is a list of 15 outstanding issues related to the incorporation of the IMS in OMA. The Arch WG has scheduled a session to discuss these issues during their meeting in London on April 1st. The reason for this contribution is to address each issue in relation to the comments provided in Documents OMA-ARC-2004-0079 through 0093 and by others over the ARC email reflector.

2 Summary of Contribution

This contribution provides additional comments to either support, modify or object the conclusions reached with respect to each of the 15 outstanding OMA IMS WI issues in Documents OMA-ARC-2004-0079 through OMA-ARC-2004-0092. Furthermore, it proposes resolution for each point as summarized below:

Point 1 

( Agreed, should be closed.

Point 2.1 
( Disagreed, should be further discussed.

Point 2.2 
( Disagreed, should be further discussed.

Point 2.3 
( Agreed as modified, should be closed.

Point 3 

( Agreed as modified, should be closed.

Point 4 

( Disagreed, should be further discussed.

Point 5.1
( Agreed, should be closed.

Point 5.2
( Disagreed, should be further discussed.

Point 6 

( Agreed, should be closed.

Point 7 

( Agreed, should be closed.

Point 8 

( Agreed, should be closed.

Point 9

( Resolution is proposed, should be closed.

Point 10
( Agreed as modified, should be closed.

Point 11
( Agreed, should be closed.

Point 12
( Agreed, should be closed.

Point 13
( Agreed, should be closed.

Point 14
( Agreed, should be closed.

Point 15
( Agreed, should be closed.

An important point with respect to some conclusions reached when addressing interoperability issues is as follows. Requirements for interoperability between a candidate IMS enabler (to be incorporated into OMA service environment) and other OMA enablers should be treated in the same fashion as they are treated for any two OMA enablers. Furthermore, after an IMS enabler is identified and agreed for incorporation into OMA, a separate WID is needed to collect IOP requirements and develop IOP testing specifications. Certainly, it is NOT within the scope of the current OMA IMS WI to address IOP requirements.  
3 Detailed Proposal

Point #1

Is interoperability between the IMS domain and other SIP deployments in the scope of the OMA IMS WI?
Conclusion (Doc#0079)

Interoperability between the IMS domain and other SIP deployments is not in the scope of the OMA IMS WI.

Additional Comment

Interoperability across any interface between IMS entities and entities outside the two 3GPP and 3GPP2 systems (e.g., other SIP deployments) should normally be handled by either one of the two or jointly by the two organizations responsible for the two ends of the interface. If the “other SIP deployments” happen to be in OMA, then OMA could very well be the organization in charge of the interoperability testing (IOT). In this case, the question of IOT will be properly handled by the OMA IOP group, and a new WID would be required for both IOP requirements and IOT specifications. Certainly, the current OMA IMS WI should not have anything to do with this IOP/IOT question. 

Proposed Resolution

Agree with the conclusion and the closure of Point #1.

Point #2

Is interoperability between the IMS domain and other OMA enablers that provide functionalities also included in IMS or that require functionality also included in IMS in the scope of the OMA IMS WI?

 Point #2.1

Is interoperability between the IMS domain and other OMA enablers that PROVIDE functionalities also included in IMS and that DO use IMS in the scope of OMA IMS WI?

Conclusion (Doc#0080)

Interoperability between the IMS domain and other OMA enablers that PROVIDE functionalities also included in IMS and that DO use IMS is in the scope of OMA IMS WI.

Additional Comment

In reference to the comment in Point#1, it should be clear that under the additional assumption of “DO use IMS”  such interoperability must be handled by OMA in coordination with 3GPP and 3GPP2. However, the whole issue of the IOP/IOT must be handled within another WID, hence outside the scope of the current OMA IMS WI.   

Proposed Resolution

Disagree with the conclusion and the closure of Point #2.1.

Point #2.2

Is interoperability between the IMS domain and other OMA enablers that REQUIRE functionality also included in IMS in the scope of the OMA IMS WI?

Conclusion (Doc#0080)

Interoperability between the IMS domain and other OMA enablers that REQUIRE functionality also included in IMS is in the scope of OMA IMS WI.

Additional Comment

The main objective of bringing IMS to OMA is not to re-invent the wheel, and obtain a higher rate of return on the industry’s investment. This point is a clear case of fulfilling such an objective. For those OMA enablers requiring functionalities that are ALREADY present in the IMS, an interface for interoperability should be established. The work related to the IOP/IOT issues can very well be carried out within OMA. However, it’s beyond the scope of the current OMA IMS WI.  

Proposed Resolution

Disagree with the conclusion and the closure of Point #2.2.

Point #2.3

Is interoperability between the IMS domain and other OMA enablers that PROVIDE functionalities also included in IMS and that DON'T use IMS in the scope of OMA IMS WI?

Conclusion (Doc#0080)

Interoperability between the IMS domain and other OMA enablers that PROVIDE functionalities that are available in IMS and that DON'T use IMS is not in the scope of the OMA IMS WI.

Additional Comment

In this scenario, we are confronting two sets of similar functionalities/capabilities/enablers that are present in OMA and IMS. Aside from the decision to select the needed functionalities/capabilities/enablers from either OMA or IMS (by the use of an acceptable selection process), and once they are selected, there is certainly no need for interoperability between the competing sets of functionalities.   

Proposed Resolution

Agree with the conclusion (as modified) and the closure of Point #2.3.

Point #3

Are requirements on interoperability between enablers that are based on IMS and any enabler other than those already identified in Points 1 and 2 above in the scope of the OMA IMS WI?

Conclusion (Doc#0081)

Requirements on interoperability between enablers that are based on IMS and any enabler other than those already identified in Points 1 and 2 above are not in the scope of the OMA IMS WI.

Additional Comment

The word “any other” could be inclusive of those cases already addressed in Points 1 and 2 if taken out of context. In agreement with the discussion in Doc#0081, it is suggested that the text “any other” be further qualified to exclude those enablers that fall within Points 1 and 2 above.   

Proposed Resolution

Agree with the conclusion (as modified) and the closure of Point #3.

Point #4

Are use cases analysing the implications of introducing IMS dependencies or IMS based enabler within OMA in the scope of the OMA IMS WI?

Conclusion (Doc#0082)

Use cases analysing the implications of introducing IMS dependencies or IMS based enabler within OMA are not in the scope of the OMA IMS WI.

Additional Comment

Each and every potential usage of the IMS enablers in OMA must be fully explained, and rationale and justifications must be presented along with relevant use cases. In doing so, comparative analysis must be conducted between existing IMS functionalities and those of OMA to show that the chosen IMS capability/functionality/enabler is needed within the OMA service environment, and that no OMA enabler exists with the same features.

Proposed Resolution

Disagree with the conclusion and the closure of Point #4.

Point #5

Are the interoperability implications across the value chain (instead of within / among solely IMS SPs) of requiring that some enablers can be based on IMS in the scope of the OMA IMS WI? Are we implying that under certain circumstances OMA enablers may not interoperate with each other (or be available to other actors) based on the underlying network technology?

Point #5.1

Are the interoperability implications across the value chain (instead of within / among solely IMS SPs) of requiring that some enablers can be based on IMS in the scope of the OMA IMS WI?

Conclusion (Doc#0083)

Interoperability implications of interfaces involving actors in the value chain who are involved in interfaces 1 are in the scope of the IMSinOMA WI, and interoperability implications of interfaces involving actors in the value chain who are not involved in interfaces 1 are not in the scope of the IMSinOMA WI.

Additional Comment

Implications and impacts due to IOP along the value chain falls within the scope of the IMSinOMA WI if and only if any IMS functionalities/capabilities/enablers play an active role in the chain. Investigation into the implications of interoperability is certainly different from the work of preparing IOP requirements and IOT specifications, both of which are outside the scope of the current OMA IMS WI.

Proposed Resolution

Agree with the conclusion and the closure of Point #5.1.

Point #5.2

Are we implying that under certain circumstances OMA enablers may not interoperate with each other (or be available to other actors) based on the underlying network technology?

Conclusion (Doc#0083)

No, we are not implying that under certain circumstances OMA enablers may not interoperate with each other (or be available to other actors) based on the underlying network technology.

Additional Comment

Not clear as how this 2nd question relates to the IMSinOMA WI! In general, in multi-service enablers environments such as OMA and IMS, it is possible in some use cases when not all enablers of the environment would fall within the value chain. Therefore, not all enablers will interoperate in all cases. So the answer would be “yes, under certain cases, there may not be a need for an enabler to be in the value chain of a service application. 

In disagreement with the conclusion of Doc#0083, this question requires some more clarifications as what is meant by “under certain circumstances”? Is it meat specific cases of service provisioning, or in general? Providing some examples could be helpful.

Proposed Resolution

Disagree with the conclusion and the closure of Point #5.2. 

Point #6

Is interoperability of exchange of data (streaming and invitation in this case) initiated by client or server applications located across domains (inside and outside the IMS domain) in the scope of the OMA IMS WI?

Conclusion (Doc#0084)

Interoperability of exchange of data (streaming and invitation in this case) initiated by client or server applications located across domains (inside and outside the IMS domain) is not in the scope of the OMA IMS WI.

Additional Comment

The initiation of a data service (streaming and invitation in this case) may involve either a client or a server application located inside the IMS. In such a case, we have a case of interoperability. 

It should be clear that the existence of interoperability issues here, is similar to the case of interoperability between any two OMA enablers, requiring a separate WID to collect requirements and IOP testing specification. Certainly, it is NOT within the scope of the OMA IMS WI.  

Proposed Resolution

Agree with the conclusion and the closure of Point #6. 

Point #7

Is support of sessions that originate in an IMS domain, e.g. an operator who has deployed IMS, and terminate in an enterprise, e.g. access to corporate email, or vice versa, e.g. pushing content to a mobile employee, requires both suitable SIP messaging and resulting media streams to be streamable between the two domains in the scope of the OMA IMS WI?

Conclusion (Doc#0085)

Support of sessions that originate in an IMS domain, e.g. an operator who has deployed IMS, and terminate in an enterprise, e.g. access to corporate email, or vice versa, e.g. pushing content to a mobile employee, requires both suitable SIP messaging and resulting media streams to be streamable between the two domains is not in the scope of the OMA IMS WI.

Additional Comment

Requirements for both, a suitable SIP messaging and ensuring an expected level of streaming capacity between the IMS and enterprise domains, should not be the subject of study for the IMSinOMA WI. These are specific issues beyond determining the extent to which the IMS CSCF or its underlying streaming transport capability would meet a specific enterprise expectation or comply with its session handling protocol (if the protocol is not a standard IETF SIP)  

Proposed Resolution

Agree with the conclusion and the closure of Point #7.

Point #8

Is the requirement to establish a SIP session between mobile and some service in the enterprise of the internet that does not understand IMS SIP in the scope of the OMA IMS WI?

Conclusion (Doc#0086)

The requirement to establish a SIP session between mobile and some service in the enterprise of the internet that does not understand IMS SIP is not in the scope of the OMA IMS WI.

Additional Comment

IMS SIP is IETF SIP. All requirements for a “non-IETF Session Initiation Protocol” falls outside the IMS SIP and as such they are not subject to be addressed in the OMA IMS WI.    

Proposed Resolution

Agree with the conclusion and the closure of Point #8.

Point #9

Are interoperability issues and the implications of lack of interoperability among infrastructures for OMA enablers in the scope of the OMA IMS WI?"

Comment

No. As commented in Points#2, 3, 5 & 6, for cases or scenarios where an IMS functionality/capability/enabler is identified as a candidate actor in the value chain, the interoperability between such an IMS element or entity with entities in OMA should be addressed by a separate WID and NOT within the scope of the current OMA IMS WI.

Proposed Resolution

This point already addressed in Points 2, 3, 5 & 6, and it should be closed.

Point #10

How does running on top of IMS differ from asking that it can run on top of any network and what are the interoperability issues?

Conclusion (Doc#0087)

Work should continue on this issue after the RD phase and outside the scope of the current OMA IMS WI.

Additional Comment

Once an IMS enabler is identified as a suitable candidate for incorporation into the OSE, its requirements for IOP should be described in separate WI.  Furthermore, IOP issues should definitely be addressed, but NOT within the scope of the current OMA IMS WI.

Proposed Resolution

Agree with the conclusion and the closure of Point #10. 

Point #11

A large concern with this document is that it is trying to mandate how to support with IMS not-yet fully defined OMA functions and requirements. For example, there are Presence, Instant messaging, and Identity Management requirements that OMA is in the process of defining (the corresponding RDs have not been finalized). So it is  premature to have a normative document indicating how not-yet  specified OMA requirements can be fulfilled via IMS.

Conclusion (Doc#0088)

It is not premature to have a normative document indicating how not-yet  specified OMA requirements can be fulfilled via IMS.
Additional Comment

An objective of the current OMA IMS WI should be to help various OMA working groups prevent duplication and waste of resources. If an existing IMS enabler can meet the requirements for a candidate OMA enabler, then the already specified IMS enabler should be used, and the specification work in OMA for that enabler should be halted.

Proposed Resolution

Agree with the conclusion and the closure of Point #11. 

Point #12

Should this document be implementation and usage guidelines and not an RD?

Conclusion (Doc#0089)

OMA-RD_IMSinOMA-V1_0-20040206-D should not be implementation and usage guidelines - it should be an RD.

Additional Comment

During the review and elaboration of the OMA IMS WI in TP, it was proposed to have a requirements document for this project. Considering that the objective of the WI is to identify those IMS capabilities that can be utilized within OMA environment, the argument can then go either way, Requirements Document or Implementation Guidelines. It is more of a naming issue in this case than change in the content. When it’s named an RD, it will not (and shall not) contain service requirements from an end user’s perspective. It will only describe how OMA service enablers would make use of an IMS capability (if and when it is needed.)

Proposed Resolution

Agree with the conclusion and the closure of Point #12. 

Point #13

Should OMA write requirements on how to use IMS interfaces?

Conclusion (Doc#90)

Yes, OMA has agreed to write requirements on how OMA service enablers shall make use of capabilities provided by the IMS, when it is used.

Additional Comment

None. 

Proposed Resolution

Agree with the conclusion and the closure of Point #13. 

Point #14

Isn't it more appropriate to first determine what new services will provide the best opportunities for the mobile community and then choose appropriate technologies and define how they can be used to enable those services?

Conclusion (Doc#91)

No, the approach proposed in Point#14 is not the one agreed by the TP.

Additional Comment

Determining new services and compiling requirements from users’ perspectives is not the subject of the current OMA IMS WI. Furthermore, in compliance with OMA Architectural Principles, we should not be “choosey” about technologies when it comes to 1.) the specification of an enabler to meet a set of already defined service requirements or 2.) the selection of an enabler(s) to offer services. 

Proposed Resolution

Agree with the conclusion and the closure of Point #14. 

Point #15

Do we need to illustrate the market needs for services / enablers that should rely on IMS?

Conclusion (Doc#92)

No, we don’t need to illustrate the market needs for services / enablers that should rely on IMS.

Additional Comment

If a candidate IMS enabler is to offer a new service without an OMA developed RD, then certainly we need an RD to illustrate the market needs for the service and its corresponding enabler(s.) Even in this case, a Stage 1 requirements document, which must have existed in 3GPP and 3GPP2 can be readily used. In any case, such an illustration of the market needs is NOT (and should not be) within the scope of the current OMA IMS WI.   

Proposed Resolution

Agree with the conclusion and the closure of Point #15. 

4 Intellectual Property Rights Considerations

None.

5 Recommendation

This contribution recommends resolution of the 15 outstanding issues as proposed in Section 3.














































NO REPRESENTATIONS OR WARRANTIES (WHETHER EXPRESS OR IMPLIED) ARE MADE BY THE OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE OR ANY OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE MEMBER OR ITS AFFILIATES REGARDING ANY OF THE IPR’S REPRESENTED ON THE “OMA IPR DECLARATIONS” LIST, INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO THE ACCURACY, COMPLETENESS, VALIDITY OR RELEVANCE OF THE INFORMATION OR WHETHER OR NOT SUCH RIGHTS ARE ESSENTIAL OR NON-ESSENTIAL.

THE OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE IS NOT LIABLE FOR AND HEREBY DISCLAIMS ANY DIRECT, INDIRECT, PUNITIVE, SPECIAL, INCIDENTAL, CONSEQUENTIAL, OR EXEMPLARY DAMAGES ARISING OUT OF OR IN CONNECTION WITH THE USE OF DOCUMENTS AND THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THE DOCUMENTS.

USE OF THIS DOCUMENT BY NON-OMA MEMBERS IS SUBJECT TO ALL OF THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE USE AGREEMENT (located at http://www.openmobilealliance.org/UseAgreement.html) AND IF YOU HAVE NOT AGREED TO THE TERMS OF THE USE AGREEMENT, YOU DO NOT HAVE THE RIGHT TO USE, COPY OR DISTRIBUTE THIS DOCUMENT.

THIS DOCUMENT IS PROVIDED ON AN "AS IS" "AS AVAILABLE" AND "WITH ALL FAULTS" BASIS.

© 2004 Open Mobile Alliance Ltd.  All Rights Reserved.
Page 1 (of 8)
Used with the permission of the Open Mobile Alliance Ltd. under the terms as stated in this document.
[OMA-Template-InputContribution-20040122]

© 2004 Open Mobile Alliance Ltd.  All Rights Reserved.
Page 8 (of 8)
Used with the permission of the Open Mobile Alliance Ltd. under the terms as stated in this document.
[OMA-Template-InputContribution-20040122]

