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1 Reason for Contribution

Since the last OSPE requirements meeting a number of concerns have been raised as to the misalignment between the original OSPE WID and the proposed OSPE RD scope and motivation. This contribution proposes changes to the scope and the motivation sections of the RD to achieve the alignment required.

2 Summary of Contribution

This contribution proposed changes to both the scope and the motivation sections of the OSPE RD. Changes to the motivation section also attempts to describe the benefits as well as the motivation of the OSPE 

3 Detailed Proposal

1. Scope
(Informative)

This specification defines the use cases and requirements for the OMA Service Provider Environment (OSPE). The OSPE addresses the need for a standardized environment/infrastructure for developing and deploying services.

As service providers try to expand their offerings and deploy more and more services they need to improve new services' time-to-market and associated development, integration and maintenance costs (i.e. life-cycle costs) to stay competitive. 
Lower service life-cycle costs can be achieved by reducing administration (provisioning, O&M, etc.) and integration costs of the components used to build up services.  Implementation and deployment of new services and enablers in the current non-standardized environment commonly results in considerable incremental cost, delays in service availability, interoperability issues, and service management complexity.  Standardization of at least some reusable components would allow their sharing across multiple services, reducing development, integration, and maintenance costs.

This OSPE intends to achieve the following specific goals in this area:

· Reduce deployment and lifecycle costs and improve service/component time-to-market:
· By defining standard interfaces to components it will be possible for service provider to more quickly and cost effectively build new services by re-using rather than duplicating infrastructure-provided components and common data. Components for which interfaces will be defined may include data stores, subscription management, user profile storage, authentication tables, privacy repository, device profile storage, etc. 
· The component standard interfaces will not only cover the functional usage of the components but also the required lifecycle management functionality of these components. That may include interfaces to facilitate integrating, deploying, managing, monitoring, upgrading and removing a component in/from the service provider environment. 
· The modularization of the environment will let enabler developers focus their energies on developing enabler implementations, concentrating on the specific technology, rather than infrastructure functions.  Since these enablers will use standard interfaces, service providers will require less time and expense to add (integrate) these enablers and their components into the environment because the standard interfaces will eliminate much of the custom systems integration work currently required.
In addition to the specific OSPE goals, the key objective is for the OSPE, in its design, to fulfil the following design principles:
· Allow component interchangeability;
· Allow the multi-vendor mixing-and-matching of components by defining their interfaces and having consistent semantics of shared data/schema across these components. To achieve such replaceability/reusability of components, we must provide mechanisms to support the full life cycle of components. This can be achieved by specifying standard component interfaces to handle aspects such as installation, configuration, administration, versioning, etc.
Section 5 of this document contains use cases describing the issues related with enabler development, deployment, integration, administration, maintenance, etc. Section 6 contains requirements extracted from the use cases presented in section 5.
2. References

2.1 Normative References

	[RFC2119]
	“Key words for use in RFCs to Indicate Requirement Levels”. S. Bradner. March 1997.
URL:http://www.ietf.org/rfc/rfc2119.txt

	
	

	
	<<Remove unused reference rows! >>


2.2 Informative References

	[Dictionary]
	“OMA Dictionary”, version 0.1, Open Mobile Alliance(, http//www.openmobilealliance,org/

	
	

	
	

	
	


3. Terminology and Conventions

3.1 Conventions

The key words “MUST”, “MUST NOT”, “REQUIRED”, “SHALL”, “SHALL NOT”, “SHOULD”, “SHOULD NOT”, “RECOMMENDED”, “MAY”, and “OPTIONAL” in this document are to be interpreted as described in [RFC2119].

All sections and appendixes, except “Scope” and “Introduction”, are normative, unless they are explicitly indicated to be informative.

<<OR

This is an informative document, which is not intended to provide testable requirements to implementations.>>

<<If needed, describe or declare using appropriate normative references the additional conventions that are used.>>

3.2 Definitions

Definitions contained in [Dictionnary] are not repeated here.

	Component
	A replaceable/reusable unit in the service provider system that is responsible for a particular set of functionality and associated information

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


3.3 Abbreviations

	AoC
	Advice of Charge

	DRM
	Digital Right Management

	GMLC
	Gateway Mobile Location Center

	MMS
	Multimedia Messaging Service

	MMSC
	Multimedia Messaging Service Center

	O&M
	Operation and Maintenance

	OSPE
	OMA Service Provider Enviroment

	OTA
	Over-The-Air

	PPG
	Push Proxy Gateway

	SMS
	Short Message Service

	SMSC
	Short Message Service Center

	SP
	Service Provider 

	WAP
	Wireless Application Protocol


4. Introduction
(Informative)

The motivation behind the OSPE may be described from the perspective of the main actors involved with application development, application deployment and application consumption. These actors can be identified as:

· End-User

· Service Provider

· Application Developer

4.1 End-User

Currently, End user experience tends not to be consistent across services offered by their Service Provider, e.g. there tends to be limited focus on user centric and service centric capabilities. Therefore, from the End-user perspective, the benefits of OSPE and component re-use will primarily be driven from an improved service experience, i.e. improved services consistency and coherency. This may simply be in the form of a consistent way in which the end-user if charged for consuming services, or the way in which end-users are informed of error situations across multiple services. The OSPE will help drive a consistent and easier means in which end-users subscribe and consume services offered by their Service Provider. The end-user would also benefit from a wider choice of richer and affordable services.
By standardizing the environment/infrastructure for developing and deploying services, OSPE will additionally promote the modularity and re-use of components. By re-using and leveraging components such as message store, notification, user-profile, charging and billing it is possible that individual services offered by the Service Provider will avoid, for example, the need for an end-user to repeatedly supply their personal service preferences and settings for each individual service that is offered by the Service Provider. Similarly, by leveraging common payment components it would be possible for the end-user to avoid having to specify their credit card details for each individual service that each offers the ability to purchase items. 

Another example would involve leveraging a common user-profile, which, when used across several individual services, each service offering the ability to provide personal information such as weather, rail or road information, would avoid the need for the end-user repeatedly having to submit, configure and request information specifically targeted towards the end-user's home area.
4.2 Service Provider

From the Service Provider's perspective, the motivation  for the OSPE is twofold:

· 
· The integration and deployment of services is complicated and expensive, and in many instances the costs involved make some services commercially unfeasible;
· It is difficult and expensive to provide different services to the end-user in a uniform and coherent manner;
The OSPE and component re-use addresses the desire to reduce (for the reasons mentioned above) the duplication and inconsistent use of data in different storage systems as well as the redundant functionality between each new service developed and deployed. For example, each service implementation tends to have its own subscriber database, or its own way of authenticating subscribers or accounting service usage. At present it is very difficult to deploy services that shares or leverages common data stores or the same functionality, e.g. the inconsistency in which messaging services (email, MMS, SMS, voice mail) are developed and deployed.

The benefits of the OSPE and component re-use are:
· A means to provide different services to the end-user in a uniform and coherent manner, i.e. improved end user experience;
· Improved service offerings, including time-to-market:
· Reduction in integration efforts for new services;

· Ease the development and deployment of services by reusing components, such as user- profile, which historically are developed repeatedly for each service and cannot be re-used by the other services (resulting in non-satisfying time-to-market as well as high costs and inconsistent user interfaces across multiple services);

· Facilitate integrating, deploying, managing, monitoring, upgrading, adding and removing components by standardising the components and their management interfaces. This will also encourage multivendor and hence component plug and play and component reusability.
4.3 Application Developer

By defining interfaces into functions like subscriber management, user profile storage, authentication, privacy, etc, Application Developers can invoke such functions in a standard way and therefore reduce the need for services integration efforts when adding a new service enabler into an existing environment.

By standardizing the environment/infrastructure for developing and deploying services, OSPE will eliminate the need for the Application Developer to develop proprietary and operator specific mechanisms for the deployment of new services thus increasing the time-to-market for application creation.

By promoting the modularity and re-use of components, the OSPE will in addition allow the Application Developer to speed their time-to-market because they will not need to re-develop those components that are already in use for existing services, but can depend on reusing these functions when necessary. This will inadvertently allow Application Developers to focus their expertise on developing a larger number of richer applications rather than concentrating on infrastructure issues.

4 Intellectual Property Rights Considerations

Not known.

5 Recommendation

To agree the proposed changes as described in section 3, and include in the OSPE RD.

�I think this should be "enablers and applications".  Delete rest of sentence.


�How is this bullet different from bullet.  I would limit first bullet to reducing time to market for developers by not having to write common functions.  Second bullet is time to market for SP by eliminating need for integrating functions the same function that is in new enabler and that is already in the environment.
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