[image: image1.jpg]"sOMaQa

Open Mobile Alliance



Doc# OMA-ARC-2004-0251-Comments-on-OSE-Presentation-Re-IC-0247
Submitted to Architecture
 2004-07-30
Doc# OMA-ARC-2004-0251-Comments-on-OSE-Presentation-Re-IC-0247.doc
Submitted to Architecture
2004-07-30

Input Contribution

	Title:
	Comments on OSE Presentation related to OMA-ARC-2004-0247
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Public       FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential

	To:
	Architecture

	Source:
	Fabio Benussi, HP

	Attachments:
	n/a
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Public       FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential

	Replaces:
	n/a


1 Reason for Contribution

This document comments on some of the changes proposed in OMA-ARC-2004-0247
2 Summary of Contribution

See above.

3 Detailed Proposal

The following changes to ARC-2004-0245 are proposed:

1. Slide 3 – there are at least two problems with the first bullet: a) OMA’s focus is on specifications – not development (which implies implementation); b) independently as used in this context isn’t always bad.  That is, it is OK for WGs to work independently. However, we do want WGs to only create specifications for their enablers’ intrinsic functionality and to re-use other acceptable specifications.

Proposed replacement text follows:

OMA has NO formal policy to prevent silo-type enabler specifications from being created
2. Slide 3 – must clarify Multiple and unrelated Policy Enforcement. For starters, add a definition of Policy Enforcement to the slide’s Notes. Also, explain Multiple and Unrelated in this context (perhaps it would be helpful to include examples).

3. Slide 4 – a) add Authorization to the list of Examples in slide #3; b) delete slide #4. There is no need to introduce a complicated diagram to make a simple assertion i.e. the text in the fat red arrow.


4. Slide 7- the following sentence is not comprehensible (possibly due to a grammar/punctuation error):
 
     Because of silos, instead of sharing enablers, new settings, data, infrastructure 
    must be deployed and  configured for each.  
5. Slide 7 – need to clarify the use of Mobilization in the third bullet

6. Slide 9 – put this slide after slide 11 since it uses terms that are defined in slides 10 and 11

7. Slide 11 – add the Editorial Note at the top of section 7 (July 28 version of the OSE) to the definition of Policy Enforcer.

8. 
Slide 12 – put this after slide 14 since it uses terms that are defined in slides 12 and 13

9. Slide 13 – the definition of I0 is not consistent with the Discussion captured in ARC-2004-0232R03. In particular the group agreed to remove the referenced by part from the definition. [Unfortunately, the July 28 version of the OSE still has this bug.] 

10. Slide 17 – remove the fourth bullet since it is not in the OSE document
. 

11. Slides 18-23 – remove all of these slides since ARCH has had no discussion on their content and there have been no related inputs submitted to R&A. Additionally, the primary intent of this presentation is for ARCH to directly engage the respectful WGs for their input on the implications of the proposed OSE on their work – ARCH should not presume it knows how the OSE will affect the other WGs.

12. Slide 24 – there is no justification for creating different classes/types of specification. This confusing distinction should be removed by deleting the last four bullets

13. Slide 25 – the last bullet should replace minimal with NO. The TP’s Approval of the OSE is NOT retroactive and thus MUST NOT affect any ongoing work (i.e. Approved Work Items) in OMA.

14. FAQ slides – these should be placed in a standalone, living document that can be updated through time [rather than embedding them in this general overview of the OSE]

15. Slides 30-34 – since these slides are largely cut-and-pasted from the OSE or one of its References, delete them

16. The presentation should contain the URI of the last version of the OSE approved by ARCH

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

Make the changes proposed in section 3 before the document is presented to other WGs.










� A definition is present in the OSE document, and I do not think it necessary in the opening slides of the presentation to start with definitions. If needed, this may be dealt when presenting.


But I wonder if, instead, the problem is with the use of ‘Policy Enforcement’ in capital letters, because it refers to a key term that we introduce later on and identifies what will be one of the OMA enablers. If that is the case, would it help if we use only lower capitals in all three examples, since in fact we are using examples to indicate the needs of yet-to-be enablers due to the fact that now this functionality is achieved in multiple and different ways? (ie: the text would then contain  ‘policy enforcement’, ‘ charging and authentication’… ). And we would reserve capital letter terminology for  the enablers instead.


� a) agree. b) a visual aid (albeit informative) is needed here: it helps stick the idea to mind 100 times more than text –at least for me. Maybe slide 5 is sufficient to explain that, and do not pre-introduce the main OSE diagram which may raise additional questions. But I read from authors that they want to highlight different aspects with both slides. Would it be possible to have these aspect all covered in a single slide?


� This information is already present in the document, and that’s what most counts. What is the reason that make you feel this addition is needed for the presentation? 


�I think the message of the bullet is important and we can agree to it as Arch. However, I guess the point Art's raising is that it should not be presented as the natural fourth normative statement since it is not in the document yet.  So if we keep it here then we clearly have to present it separately. The way it has changed in R02 works for me.


�I have already stated my preference that we keep slide 18 and we have 19-23 in the background slides. 


Could we use terminology in the title that indicates these are ideas but need to be discussed with the WGs? The way it has changed in R02 works for me.


My worry is that the WGs will walk out of the presentation and not have ideas of practical effects these concepts may have. I agree there have not been any input on this discussed in Arch (probably because we still need to decide if such content would belong to the OSE or to a separate form of communication to them as a set of guidelines–in fact I believe that we must write it somewhere and ensure that we revise/discuss it with the WGs as we do so). 


�While procedurally it may be the correct statement, I would encourage those WI which are just starting work to seriously start considering this work. So that’s how I would interpret minimal, and I’d rather stick to this text. (and that’s why we need to approve the OSE quickly, else we will continue silosing)


�Yes it would be a good idea to have a FAQ document. We should probably start discussing how to do this work. However, in the meantime I think it may be helpful to leave this content in: they are in the background material after all.
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