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1 Reason for Contribution

Asking for clarifications about the use of Content Categorization Rules.
2 Summary of Contribution

The current CBCS AD still has interfaces, figures and text that are ambiguous. In particular, this is true when it comes to the use of Content Categorization Rules, and the currently defined CBCS interfaces. The detailed section describes the specific issues. Resolving the issues may require either better explanation/justification, or may result in removing the ambiguous content altogether.
3 Detailed Proposal

Some issues with Categorization Rules:

1. It is not clear when such Categorization Rules are being processed (to what they apply). All current text in the AD that refers to Content Categorization Rules only refers to their management, but not to their processing.

2. Are Content Categorization Rules to be being applied when CBCS-1 is being used? In that case, two possibilities exist:

a. Content Categorization Rules have to be always applied (it is part of the Content Categorization behaviour). If that is the case, the description in the AD needs to reflect this, but this raises a further question, namely isn’t in this case the behaviour of Content Categorization component the typical PEEM behaviour, which leads to the logical conclusion that such component is realized via PEEM, hence should not be a CBCS component, and that CBCS-1 becomes a derivation of PEM-1, hence should be renamed PEM-1. Clarification is needed.

b. An alternative view could be that Content Categorization Rules may exist, but do not have to exist, hence the Content Categorization Component does NOT behave like PEEM. If that is the case, the description in the AD needs to reflect this, but in this case it is very questionable why the Content Categorization component would expose a PEM-2, since the fact that it uses or not rules, seem to be an implementation choice. Furthermore, such implementation choice either should not be mandated in the AD, or alternatively, it should be realized via a dependency to an external PEEM (i.e. Content Categorization component would call PEEM to see if there are any Content Categorization rules that may apply). Clarification is needed.

3. Alternatively, the Content Categorization Rules may not apply to the process of finding the categories associated to content via CBCS-1, instead may apply in the process of provisioning categories. In this case, they are processed when invoking CBCS-2 interface (the former CBCS-3 interface). If that is the case, the AD text should reflect this. However, there are issues with this alternative as well:

a. First of, the need and use of CBCS still require justification (see 0013).

b. Assuming the need/use of CBCS-2 is justified and agreed, the question still remains about how Categorization Rules apply when CBCS-2 is invoked. As in alternative 2, there are two possibilities, and they need to be addressed in similar fashion. In summary:

i. If Categorization Rules are processed when CBCS-2 is used to do some categories association provisioning, if they are ALWAYS used, then Content Categorization component appears to be similar to PEEM, so it can be implemented using PEEM, and therefore CBCS-2 may become a flavour of PEM-1. Clarification is needed.

ii. If Categorization Rules are NOT always processed when CBCS-2 is used, then the use of such rules is either an implementation choice (hence should not be part of the normative section) or ht euse of rules can be delegated to an external PEEM. In either of those cases, Content Categorization component does not need to expose a PEM-2 interface. Clarification is needed.
4. Finally, there is a possibility that Categorization Rules may apply to both CBCS-1 and CBCS-2. If that is the case, isn’t it more likely that CBCS Categorization component needs to invoke a PEEM instance that handles the rules for it? If that the case, that would require removing the PEM-2 interface being exposed by CBCS Content Categorization component, and instead list PEEM as a CBCS dependency. Clarification is needed.

5. In conclusion, we believe that the use of an invocation of Categorization Rules is not sufficiently explained and justified to support a PEM-2 interface being part of the CBCS specification. Furthermore it is possible that there is no need for discussing Content Categorization rules as part of the CBCS enabler, if this is purely an implementation choice. While there may be a valid use for the Content Categorization Rules, and therefore for a PEM-2 interface to manage them, the explanations need to be clear and consistent with the rest of the AD; currently multiple interpretations are possible. Affected normative sections include 5.2 (figure 1), section 5.3.2 (Content Categorization Component description), section 5.3.4 (PEM-2 description) and section 5.4.5 (Flows, figure and text). Note that resolution of this issue may be dependent on the resolution of an issue raised in contribution 0013.
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

The recommendation is to open an action item to clarify/justify the use of Content Categorization Rules, and their relationship to the different interfaces. It is recommended that champions of the issue are identified and assigned the action item.
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