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1 Reason for Contribution

Documents OMA-ARC-2006-0151 has been submitted.
2 Summary of Contribution

This document responds to comments in OMA-ARC-2006-0151.  Responses are captured in change marks.
We want to thank the author of OMA-ARC-2006-0151. The proposals have inspired next steps with OMA-ARC-2006-0158-PEEM-AD-clarification and OMA-ARC-2006-0146R01-PEM-1-TS-template-concept.

3 Detailed Proposal

3.1 OMA-ARC-2006-0142-PEM-1-TS-baseline-update
3.1.3 Discussion of recommendations

We note that a baseline has already been uploaded as OMA-TS-PEEM_PEM1-V1_0-20060430-D, following the agreements in Vancouver. 

The work on PEEM TS will encompass a TS on of PEM-1 and a TS on PEL. More details will depend on the work on PEL. The PEM-2 issue has not yet been discussed and can’t be disposed based on PEM-1 discussions. Once these issues are settled we can finalize the decisions on PEEM TS.

Discussion of proposed changes to the TS baselines is presented in the section 3.1.4.

3.1.4 Discussion of proposed changes

· Binding is not a notion to proper to PEEM or PEM-1. If a definition is needed and not provided by OSE or OMA Dictionary, it should go to the OMA Dictionary.
The point to take away is that binding is a notion that must be defined in such a way that the PEM-1 TS can reference and use the definition.  Initial definition can take place in the context of the PEM-1 TS.  If the same definition is applicable outside the scope of the PEM-1 TS, it seems opportune to identify and alternate location for the definition.
· Template binding may be defined. Such a proposal is made in 0147.
We encourage submissions that address issues, e.g. the issues mentioned in 142.
· 0142 does not define template but 0147 provides a proposal to that effect.
We encourage submissions that address issues, e.g. the issues mentioned in 142.
· 0147 adopts the proposal to replace normative template by standard PEM-1 template. This also addresses comment jlb1.
We encourage submissions that address issues, e.g. the issues mentioned in 142.
· In section 5.1.1., the addition of “technology neutral” is not warranted. Per 147, a BLOB can represent and convey any data structure that it be technology neutral or not.
The addition of “technology neutral” was inspired by the specific technology implied by the normative reference: J2SE. This clarification was also suggested in Vancouver. Yet, it has not made it into the uploaded version of the baseline.  
· Comments jlb2, 3 and 4 refer to the statement about preamble for error status code, internal and external policy reference templates. We believe that the MAY statement is currently appropriate as it leaves options to do so or not as one should be able to do. Positioning it as a preamble is also quite an appropriate design for input and output data. We therefore recommend that for now this is a useful statement and it remains in the draft TS. It can only be revisited later on if the current statement is invalidated.
Consider to see also 146R01.  146R01 attempts to include the ‘preamble’ notion and the fact that BLOBs can be surrounded by mandatory and typed preambles (i.e. template parameters).  In the context of 142, however, we argue that the term preamble is not defined.  We suggest that a preamble is a template parameter, however, we are not aware of a template parameter by the name of or describing “error condition”, “internal policy”, or “external policy”..  That inconsistency or lack of clarity is sufficient to request clarification or even, barring the clarification, propose removal.
3.2 OMA-ARC-2006-0143-PEM-1-TS-definition-of-template
3.2.3 Discussion of detailed proposals

· We recommend considering the definition of PEM-1 template and derived terms that we proposed in 0147. In particular we would not recommend that the generic term distinguishes identifiers from other types. We prefer the view that template is just a specified set of attributes. If some templates include explicit identifies among the attributes, it’s fine but it’s a particular case.
We would like to see a motivation for preferring some definitions in 147 over some definitions in 143.  It is not clear to us if the author suggests that “identifiers” are some kind or (other) “types”.  We anticipated that an ‘identifier’ would be understood as some characters used to identify, name or characterize the nature, properties, or contents of a set of (typed) data elements.  Note that, from our perspective, BLOB may be a valid type or even ‘regular template’.  Please clarify the preference for the term “attribute’.  Would a PEM-1 message that contains an unidentified BLOB but is surrounded by (unidentified) preambles to convey error condition, internal and external policy reference be what the author has in mind?  Are preambles are identified by their offset in either bites, bytes or words (where words consist of either 16, 32 or 64 bits)?  If so, we recommend this should be clarified in the TS.  Additionally, in this case, we consider that determining the offset in order to retrieve the template parameter or preamble is a binding issue.
· The concept of PEEM application is unclear. In general fro PEM-1, we should speak of PEEM requester to be consistent with PEEM AD terminology.
Section 4 of the PEEM AD includes “Policies are associated with resources, and/or requestors and/or requests”.  For example, a CBCS policy is associated with a resource.  It is insufficient to claim that a E requestor captures the implications of having another enabler specialize the framework provided by PEEM.  In the case of CBCS, there are CBCS requirements on what we call PEL, PEM-1 and PEM-2 in PEEM.  Clearly, having CBCS realized through enhancing some PEEM deployment, means that there is impact on the deployment beyond the E requestor only (i.e. also in the PEEM implementation and its PEM-1, PEM-2 and PEL).  I would expect that the same line of reasoning holds for GPM.  Concluding, we feel that PEEM application is also a term that conveys reuse of PEEM specification.  Use of PEEM through a particular E requestor is also a form of PEEM use, but this form is insufficient for CBCS and GPM cases. 
3.3 OMA-ARC-2006-0146-PEM-1-TS-template-concept
3.3.3 Comments to section 3
3.3.3.1 Master and regular templates

It is not clear what the value is of introducing the distinction between master and regular template. We believe that at this stage, any template may be part of a bigger template composed of standard and / or custom templates. So any template would qualify as a regular template. Until this assumption is proven incorrect, why should we introduce such concepts and models?
We have clarified this aspect of 146 and added that there is a minimal set of parameters to be included in a master template.  Any parameter can be a candidate for a regular template.
3.3.3.2 Flows
We are fine with the discussion of flow. Note however that by definition we propose that a template may apply to PER only, PEA only or to both. For example, in 0093R03 the notion of error / status code template applies to PEA. For specific binding sequences of PER and PEA may have to be defined. We believe that section 5.3 in OMA-TS-PEEM_PEM1-V1_0-20060430-D correspond to the corresponding recommendation in 0146.
In addition we recommend that the error codes are part of the mandatory parameters for a PEA.
3.3.3.3 Bindings

We have no opinion on a Diameter binding. We recommend however that this be treated as a candidate MAY binding for now (possibly with an editor’s note stating that we need to later decide if it is a MUST. We have seen no compelling reasons to treat Diameter as a MUST so far in 0146. Learning from the approach is not a motivation for a MUST.
There is no MUST in the recommendation.  But we gather that there is no resistance to the recommendation to consider Diameter as a candidate for the normative binding section in the PEM-1 TS.
3.3.4 Discussion of other recommendations

There are no reasons to impose that templates be defined in plain English and or ABNF at this stage. Templates will be defined as we decide to define them based on input and agreements. As works progress we will decide if we have formalism inconsistencies that require converging to a common model. We are not yet at that stage. A UML representation for example may be as acceptable.
We disagree here.  At present there is an absence of a formalism, unless the formalism is “free text in English”.  In order for OMA members to evaluate and contribute effectively to a transparent specification development process for PEEM PEM-1, it is strongly recommended to consider a more formal approach that includes 
· identifying whether a template parameter is of a certain (simple of complex) type, e.g. 32-bit integer, 256-character string, Boolean, etc.,

· whether a template parameter is mandatory or optional,

· how the template parameter is identified, and

· a description of the parameter.

This information would greatly help in assessing whether a template parameter for the same purpose is already or more-or-less specified as part of the PEM-1 work, what the purpose is of the template parameter and what impact is of adding the parameter to the template.
At the moment there are no clear instances of templates with template parameters in the TS.  This seems an opportune moment to formalize how to contribute to the template sections in the TS.  This is a good time to decide between UML, XML Schema and/or ABNF as formal template specification techniques.  At Telcordia, we feel that XML Schema is technique that is very well suited for exchange between different parties (e.g. developers of E requestors and developers of PEEM instances).  XML Schema can be seen as means to convey a ‘contract’ between components; it is tool and human readable.  UML can be derived from XML Schema for graphical modeling purposes.
Furthermore, we do not understand nor agree on the proposed distinction between treatment of master template and regular template (notions that we also propose not to introduce anyway – see section 3.3.1.1).
This is clarified in 148R01.  We hope that you can reconsider whether you can agree with the recommendation given its clarification.
As the document mostly just encourage such submissions according to the view described in 0146, offering alternate views is probably all what is needed at this stage.
The document recommends that ARC settles on a formalism using which template submissions can be made. Alternate views are encouraged.  We hope that through successive contributions we can agree on the formalism to be used.  Upon agreement, we should consider documenting the formalism according to which template submissions must be made in the TS (e.g. an appendix).
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 recommend that ARC considers and agrees the responses in section 3 of this document when dealing with 151.
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