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1 Reason for Contribution

A number of input contributions have been prepared for the ARC PSA meeting in Osaka. AePONA would like to provide some feedback and comment on the PSA contributions (0015 through 0021) during the scheduled PSA session in Osaka, in order to contribute constructively to the debate on these matters.

2 Summary of Contribution

Feedback and comments on the PSA input contributions (0015 through 0021) are provided in the detailed proposal section that follows. General comments are raised first, followed by comments specific to individual contributions.

3 Detailed Proposal

General Feedback:

For the changes put forward in contributions 0015 through 0021, it must be clear what the requested action and justification is, after all, this background information shall be needed to ensure that OMA is adhering to the agreed procedures for OMA to maintain and correct existing specifications. Therefore, identification of which versions of the specifications are being targeted for change, and the basis or category of the CR need to be clearly presented.

In addition, the procedure or process for this, taking the current 0015 through 0021 contributions as examples, needs to be more fully understood in order to allow companies to prepare contributions adequately, and to plan for any follow up. To date, mention of using the existing OMA Liaison process to allow OMA to maintain the 3GPP specifications (in a manner similar to MMS) has been made. In practice, what dependencies does that introduce for PSA activities? Questions that warrant some discussion include:

· Once a contribution has been agreed in OMA ARC: is there a need to prepare an equivalent 3GPP CR, or CR cover sheet – in which case is it necessary to capture the same information required in the 3GPP CR cover within the OMA contribution documents?

· Is the plan to group and submit CRs as bundles to 3GPP under the cover of a single liaison? Also, how does OMA schedule the liaison to 3GPP? For example if we agree contributions during the Osaka meeting does that mean that they go forward to the next 3GPP CT plenary, or are they held back until further CRs are in place in order to minimise the liaison overhead and risk of overlapping changes? Is the plan to work to multiple / regular updates, or infrequent / bulk updates? In either case, synchronising OMA liaison plans to the 3GPP CT calendar is necessary (I understand the practice in 3GPP CT5 was  to take CRs to plenary twice a year to minimize travel demands – going forward as OMA will do this via liaison do we adhere to the same approach or send CRs to every plenary when OMA has agreed them?).

	Dec 2008 

	TITLE 
	TYPE 
	DATES 
	LOCATION 
	CTRY 
	

	3GPPCT#42 
	OR 
	3 - 5 Dec 2008    
	Athens  
	GR  
	

	Mar 2009 

	TITLE 
	TYPE 
	DATES 
	LOCATION 
	CTRY 
	

	3GPPCT#43 
	OR 
	4 - 6 Mar 2009    
	Biarritz  
	FR  
	

	May 2009 

	TITLE 
	TYPE 
	DATES 
	LOCATION 
	CTRY 
	

	3GPPCT#44 
	OR 
	27 - 29 May 2009    
	US  
	US  
	

	Sep 2009 

	TITLE 
	TYPE 
	DATES 
	LOCATION 
	CTRY 
	

	3GPPCT#45 
	OR 
	16 - 18 Sep 2009    
	EU  
	EU  
	

	Dec 2009 

	TITLE 
	TYPE 
	DATES 
	LOCATION 
	CTRY 
	

	3GPPCT#46 
	OR 
	2 - 4 Dec 2009    
	CN  
	CN  
	


OMA-ARC-PSA-2008-0015-INP_TERMINAL_LOCATION_NOTIFICATION_DURATION

I am not sure whether the change sought is particularly necessary. The introductory text for the StartGeograhphicalNotificationRequest includes the following statement; “The number and duration of notifications may be requested as part of the setup of the notification or may be governed by service policies, or a combination of the two.”’ In addition, it is clear that any attempt by the application to request more than that supported by the service policy will be truncated to that of the service policy (ie if the policy is 1 hour and an application asks for 24 hrs, the application receives 1 hr!). This behaviour is clearly documented, “If the duration requested exceeds the time allowed in the service policy, then the value in the service policy will be used.” As the TimeMetric parameter in question is optional, along with the fact that the application is also provided with an EndNotificaton method (section 8.2.3), applications are already able to start notifications up to the maximum operator policy supported, and to cease when they desire. Adding support for a zero duration which actually equates to the maximum value allowed is counter intuitive. If the objective is to override the operator policy – why would such a security threat be introduced into the API? If it is desired to offer an ‘unlimited’ service; surely this can be done by setting the policy for the service accordingly?

OMA-ARC-PSA-2008-0017-INP_SMS_DELIVERY_STATUS_INFORMATION_FAILED_REASON

OMA-ARC-PSA-2008-0018-INP_MMS_DELIVERY_STATUS_INFORMATION_FAILED_REASON

I agree that such a change may prove useful to applications that may wish to alter behaviour or contact the service provider as a result of the information available or provided, and assuming that it is permissible for the operator to share such information.

OMA-ARC-PSA-2008-0019-INP_SMS_SERVICE_ACTIVATION_NUMBER_URI_RANGE

OMA-ARC-PSA-2008-0020-INP_MMS_SERVICE_ACTIVATION_NUMBER_URI_RANGE

I agree in principle that adding the ability to provision or register multiple activation numbers (short codes) in a single invocation is something that would simplify applications and hence be a useful improvement, however I don’t believe that the changes proposed are workable, so we recommend further consideration of the solution before applying consistently across the PX specifications. At present the ‘StartSmsNotificationRequest’ supports a single SmsServiceActivationNumber that is not guaranteed to be unique, (from 8.4.1 “Note that the use of criteria will allow different notification endpoints to receive notifications for the same SmsServiceActivationNumber”) and in return generates a correlator, a string that identifies the requester and SmsServiceActivationNumber. Hence different endpoints using the same shortcode (with different criteria) would obtain a different correlator. A problem arises if the change to extend SmsServiceActivationNumber to an array of URI rather than a single shortcode is made. In that case, assuming the array contains 5 shortcode values, the correlator generated is a single string, therefore when a message is received that matches the notification criteria, it can be sent to the application but the application cannot be informed for which of the 5 shortcodes it relates too.

I don’t believe therefore that the changes proposed represent a viable end-to-end solution that wont introduce other issues or interoperability headaches, and would ask that there is a refinement of the solution to address the initial problem of needing multiple registrations.

OMA-ARC-PSA-2008-0021-INP_TERMINAL_LOCATION_DISTANCE_NOTIFICATION

In principle I agree that the use case presented is an interesting and potentially valuable service scenario. That said however, I don’t quite see that this warrants specification of ‘business value’ native to the PX API itself, i.e. thereby ensuring that the service and business logic is implemented ‘south’ of the Parlay X API, rather than implemented in the Web Service application domain ‘north’ of the API. After all we are in the business of specifying APIs and Web Services for the enablers, not specifying or standardising the set of services that can be offered. I would need to understand why this service scenario demands a change to the API other than mere convenience. 

Furthermore, the use case presented is also a new requirement and not a change or correction to existing functionality. If it is agreed that the use case warrants specification as part of the PX API, the requirement must first be introduced and approved before we can accept the contributions. This may therefore represent the first topic for new requirements in OMA, as adding further requirements to 3GPP release 8 – and hence the current scope of PSA work item in OMA is not an option.

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

Consider the detailed proposals contained in this contribution as part of the PSA discussions on contributions 0015 through 0021 during OMA PSA session in Osaka.
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