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1 Reason for Contribution

OMA-ARC-OGSA-2008-0017R01-INP_Domains was submitted
2 Summary of Contribution

This contribution provides comments to OMA-ARC-OGSA-2008-0017R01-INP_Domains. It is to be considered in addition to OMA-ARC-OSGA-2008-0018-INP_Comments_0017 (not in replacement or superseding it).
3 Detailed Proposal
3.1 Issues

OMA-ARC-OGSA-2008-0017R01-INP_Domains does not address most of the comments and concerns raised in document OMA-ARC-OSGA-2008-0018-INP_Comments_0017.
 

Indeed:
 

1) The issues with definition of domain as raised in 0018 are not addressed (no change has even been proposed; no attempt to move towards the definition proposed in 0018 either!) in 0017R01. A definition MUST be provided before a discussion of why it helps can be accepted. 
2) The figure 1 and explanation about spaghetti picture is still not addressing our comments, namely that the spaghetti picture results from shoring connection between enablers (a la reference point) despite using interfaces. it has nothing to do with issues with eth architecture today nor is it in any way resolved by the propositions so far of domain (i.e. as a subset of enabler, no matter based on what criteria). 
3) The issues that figure 2 is incorrect has not been addressed either. Figure 2 magically removes the connections between enablers and seems to attribute that to the notion of domain. Either that is explained and supported by the new definition or the figure must be the superposition of domains on a spaghetti figure as figure 1. This figure seems at the core of the argument for the value proposition for domain. if that is the case the argument must be correct and well expressed. the current figure is simply confusing and in fact misleading. Text after seems to imply having resolved the spaghetti architecture problem without having explained credibly how anywhere. 
4) The text still does not address the major concern that domain is presented in the rest of the text as if domain would imply different kind of reuse or interactions across enablers within a domain. As we pointed out per definition of interface and model of enabler in OSE that is simply not true. Any enabler MUST be reusable by any authorized principal (with our without notion of domain, whatever the definition of domain might be)...
3.2 Proposed way forward

Therefore, we would not agree that 0017R01 has addressed our concerns expressed so far in OMA-ARC-OSGA-2008-0018-INP_Comments_0017. 
We would offer however that a way forward would be to:
a) for 1) accept the definition we propose in 0018
b) for 2) add text explaining that the spaghetti aspects also results from depicting in AD the interfaces and the connection model instead of splitting them in different representation
c) for 3) stating that this is a mapping of subset of enablers on a logical architecture where the connection models (i.e. interactions) have been removed (shown in other interaction diagram). We would then agree that the picture is "correct' and indeed simplified. A result of the analysis should be 

i) Recommending domains, may be 
ii) Recommending splitting AD to provide logical architecture where elements and interfaces are shown only and interaction models. 
iii) Recommending adding such interaction diagrams separated from currently required logical architecture (and hence updating definition / guidelines for logical diagrams not to show interactions – just exposed interfaces).

iv) One could then state that interactions models within domain only involve depicting the interactions between elements in a same model hence simplifying the analysis and representation...
d) The text should explicitly mention that domains and OGSA does not affect the view that enablers are equally reusable and able to interact with each others across domains as within domain. 
Therefore, it is possible that a value proposition of domain is in the narrowing the examples/use cases of interactions that MUST be explicitly represented / discussed in the newly introduced interaction diagram of an enabler AD, not at all implying that any limitation to 
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5 Recommendation

We disagree that OMA-ARC-OGSA-2008-0017R01-INP_Domain addresses the key issues raised in OMA-ARC-OSGA-2008-0018-INP_Comments_0017. It is not acceptable that OMA-ARC-OGSA-2008-0017R01-INP_Domain be agreed. In fact we still would like to see OMA-ARC-OSGA-2008-0018-INP_Comments_0017 properly disposed and address. 

In that spirit, we propose in section 3.2. a possible resolution that we would agree to. If this is agreeable and the text is added (re-phrased as desired by the group provided that it maintains the essence above)  we would agree to a revision of 0017 along these line. Otherwise we still maintain strong concerns and we would not accept to see 0017 Rxx agreed. 
If the above if not acceptable we recommend noting both contributions and identifying what common ground can be reached in a future combined contribution.
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