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1 Reason for Contribution

OMA-ARC-2005-0086R01-PEEM-AD-Functional-Architecture-Sections-5.2-and-5.3 has been submitted to ARCH.
R01 adds explicit objection to agreement of OMA-ARC-2005-0086R01-PEEM-AD-Functional-Architecture-Sections-5.2-and-5.3 in its current version.
2 Summary of Contribution

This contribution provides comments to OMA-ARC-2005-0086R01-PEEM-AD-Functional-Architecture-Sections-5.2-and-5.3.
3 Detailed Proposal

3.1 Slide
As discussed in OMA-ARC-2005-0094-After_thoughts_on_ARC-0078, consistent with OMA-ARC-2005-0093-Comments_ARC-0087 and motivated in great details by OMA-ARC-2005-0091R02-functional_factorization_OSE we recommend that.
· The figure on slide 2 should be changed to Figure 1

[image: image1]
Figure 1 – Recommended change to slide 2 in attachment of OMA-ARC-2005-0086R01-PEEM-AD-Functional-Architecture-Sections-5.2-and-5.3.

· On slide 2, the 3 reference points on the top left should be grouped into one interface as discussed in OMA-ARC-2005-0094-After_thoughts_on_ARC-0078. This is illustrated in Figure 2.
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Figure 2 – Updated figure for slide 2 in attachment of OMA-ARC-2005-0086R01-PEEM-AD-Functional-Architecture-Sections-5.2-and-5.3.
3.2 Comment to main document

We do not agree with the statement that slide 2 in attachment of OMA-ARC-2005-0086R01-PEEM-AD-Functional-Architecture-Sections-5.2-and-5.3 is more adequate that slide 3 (as fixed in OMA-ARC-2005-0094-After_thoughts_on_ARC-0078). Indeed the content of the boxes in that slide clearly enumerate a set of functionality explicitly identified in the RD. The justification does not hold and seems a step backward.

So figure 3 in AD should be maintained with the changes proposed in OMA-ARC-2005-0094-After_thoughts_on_ARC-0078.
Figure 1 in OMA-ARC-2005-0086R01-PEEM-AD-Functional-Architecture-Sections-5.2-and-5.3 in must be modified as discussed in section 3.1.

Figure 2 and 3 in the AD should be maintains (as fixed in OMA-ARC-2005-0094-After_thoughts_on_ARC-0078). And not replaced by Figure 2 in OMA-ARC-2005-0086R01-PEEM-AD-Functional-Architecture-Sections-5.2-and-5.3.

Text “Only components that can be directly inferred from the requirements, and that have an exposed/supported PEEM interface have been represented in Figure 2. Other interfaces and components may need to be identified for a complete PEEM implementation, but those are not directly referred to or implied by the current PEEM requirements (e.g. a direct interface between the two identified components and a policy store to host the policies may be needed)” should be removed based on comments made above.
The two interfaces described in the text 
“
The following is a list of interfaces defined elsewhere in OMA, that PEEM uses:

· I0+P (PEEM used proxy interface)

· I0 (PEEM used forwarded and delgated interface)

“ are reference points. This is discussed in OMA-ARC-2005-0094-After_thoughts_on_ARC-0078. They should be associated to one interface also used for enabler called when delegating.
For the same reasons, the text under sections 5.3.5 and 5.3.6 should refer to that common interface. The current text is incorrect (e.g. “I0 is a symbolic notation representing the collection of any and all of the I0 interfaces exposed by other enablers” is not correct) as is and needs to be re-written based on the fact that this is one single interface. We recommend working on a text as explained in OMA-ARC-2005-0094-After_thoughts_on_ARC-0078: “generic interface to other enablers or requestors that support the exchanges of messages needed to support I0+P behaviour, I0 and the I0 of the enabler used for delegation”.
Bindings are inherited from OSE. It is not clear that text is needed on the bindings. If preferred for clarification, the text should explain the following based on the factorization described in OMA-ARC-2005-0091R02-functional_factorization_OSE:

· Interface I0 are provided with a particular binding.

· PEEM enforced policies and therefore expose I0+P with the appropriate binding

· PEEM delegates to enablers through their I0 interface and selected binding.

There is an item worth think about. Do we allow I0+P to present a binding different from I0? This should be discussed by the group nothing however:

· The RD has no such requirements.

· Complexity of imposing that capability is non negligible even if trivial at the AD level.

· Use cases for such scenarios are rare but exist (migration from older system). However, it is not clear that this is needed from a PEEM point of view. Binding adaptation is something that can be seen as built thorugh adaptation GW / proxy ahead of the OSE PE function without need for much standardization…

However it s worth discussing and we may also discuss if we want to add a layer in the OSE functional decomposition with respect to what was proposed in OMA-ARC-2005-0091R02-functional_factorization_OSE. In such case not only bindings but also interface adaptation could be supported. However this is a discussion to have in the context of the OSE not PEEM. For PEEM this is logical to consider this as out of scope of PEEM as illustrated in Figure 3 that describes where such a functionality would appear in the OSE. 

[image: image3]
Figure 3 – Possible extensions of the OSE and the associate functionality decomposition when including support for binding and interface adaptation.  

It is not clear why we need sections 5.3.11 to 5.3.17. 

1) Most are inherited from the OSE and defined there.

2) Requestors, target enablers and delegated enablers are outside the scope of PEEM and do not matter. As interface do not depend on the end point. They should be mentioned as probably end points when describing each interface 

We propose removing them for now.
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 Recommendations
We propose agreeing on the proposed disposition of the OMA-ARC-2005-0086R01-PEEM-AD-Functional-Architecture-Sections-5.2-and-5.3, so that it incorporates the proposals made in section 3.
Note that this should be understood as an objection to agreeing to OMA-ARC-2005-0086R01-PEEM-AD-Functional-Architecture-Sections-5.2-and-5.3 in its current version / revision until the essence of our comments are reflected in it.
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