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Meeting Agenda

	Group Name:
	CAB
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential

	Format:
	Face to Face (Macau pre-meeting)

	Date:
	2009-02-05

	Chair:
	Cristina Badulescu

	Secretary:
	TBD


1 Meeting Arrangements

Date

Day

Meeting Times






Feb 5

Thursday
09:00 – 10:00
10:30 – 12:00
13:00 – 15:00
15:30-18:00
Feb 6

Friday
 
09:00 – 10:00
10:30 – 12:00
13:00 - 15:00
15:30-17:00
2 Agenda Topics

1 Roll Call

2 Call for Scribe

3 IPR Call

“Each Member will use its reasonable endeavours to inform timely the Open Mobile Alliance of Essential IPR as it becomes aware that the Essential IPR is related to the prepared or published Specification.  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.”
4 Review and Agree Agenda

The attention of members is drawn to the fact that some of the documents taken in this meeting may be LATE as defined in the OMA process.  The OMA process defines actions members may take, including objecting to taking a decision on these documents.  Members are invited to raise concerns when the relevant document is taken in the meeting

Latest version of this document.
5 Review and Agree Minutes of Previous Meetings

	Contributions
	Creation Date 
	Upload Date 
	Late?

	OMA-MWG-CAB-2009-0041-MINUTES_28Jan2009_CC.zip

	2009-01-29 08:07:42
	2009-01-29 08:20:39
	Yes 


6 Status of Open Action Items

	Actions
	Responsible 
	Details 
	Due date
	Status

	CAB-2008-A024
	CAB AHG
	CAB AHG to come back with requirements to PAG for XDM 2.1 to support re-active authorization for XDM subscriptions, new functionality around XDM forwarding (i.e. disposition rules).
	2009-01-28
	OPEN

	CAB-2009-A002
	Thinh Nguyenphu
	Thinh Nguyenphu to create a PAG input contribution based on OMA-MWG-CAB-2009-0004 and upload to the PAG docs area
	2009-02-09
	OPEN




7 Current or Continuing Work Activities

AD Contributions

	Contribution
	Source
	Upload Date
	Late?

	OMA-MWG-CAB-2009-0010R01-INP_OMA_critical_issues_with_XDM_and_Synchronization.zip
	Orange
	2009-01-27 14:20:18
	No 

	OMA-MWG-CAB-2009-0018R01-CR_CAB_architectural_diagram.zip
[RIM]

Official Position: We support this input:

OMA-MWG-CAB-2009-0018R01-CR_CAB_architectural_diagram.zip
Comments: We agree on the general necessity to include an architecture baseline in the AD. However, we have serious concerns on a few interfaces and components presented in this CR.

Moreover, there is an overlapping CR on the same topic in ‘OMA-MWG-CAB-2009-0037-CR_CAB_Architecure_Diagram_Baseline’ which also attempts to present an architecture baseline for the CAB AD, therefore we strongly urge the group to consider only the common components/interfaces in the two documents during the pre-meeting and defer the controversial ones to the following week.

Here is some rational to our concerns in 18R01:

· XDM-X: We would not like to see this interface in the AD diagram until we have an answer from the PAG group on the feasibility of this interface. We cannot have something in the diagram for which we do not have a technical solution. We can however have some text in section 5.3 in this regard to indicate that we will be “pursuing”” this functionality from PAG and it best to refrain having something in the AD diagram. The AD diagram should be very clear and should include only those pieces that we have full clarity on.

· Shared XDMSs: Based on the discussions during the last couple of conference calls, it is unclear if CAB will utilize or re-use any Shared XDMSs from XDM. Based on this rationale, we would like to keep this open until we can conclude precisely on which of the Shared XDMSs we will re-use in CAB. Note that we already have an editor’s note in a few outstanding CRs (e.g. #11R01) indicating that Shared XDMSs are FFS which should suffice in the baseline AD.  If we do decide later on to define shared XDMSs we should include such box. Further, we would prefer to expand the CAB XDMSs box to enlist the various XDMSs we have agreed in the group such as Address Book XDMS, PCC XDMS, User Preferences XDMS, and User Policies XDMS or have a separate figure to decompose the CAB XDMSs box.

· XDM-7:  Regarding XDM-7, we fail to understand why this exists between the CAB Server and XDM Enabler. XDM-7 from XDM 2.0 AD is between Search proxy and Shared XDMSs. If this is based on the agreement to use XDM for searches in XDM-based documents then we already have XDM-5 between CAB Client and XDM Enabler which should suffice. Now, for external directories, our understanding is that it is still an open issue with the editor's note in Section 5.3.2. We strongly believe that is not appropriate to use XDM-5/7 for searches to external directories especially considering that data sources will not be in XML. As explained on several occasions it is technically impossible to search across non-XML documents using Xquery and it will be a mistake to assume this to be the case without further discussion in the group. In this regard, we have submitted our proposal/thoughts on this issue in input ‘OMA-MWG-CAB-2009-0044-CR_Contact_Search_Functionality’. We strongly urge the group to consider this issue and discuss it in the following week to reach a possible resolution

· NNI: We would like to understand how the re-use of XDM NNI in CAB would work in practice. For XDM enabler itself, it makes sense however re-using the same NNI in CAB is not obvious and clear for us. For e.g. do we see direct interaction between the XDM Enablers in different domains? We think the scope of NNI in CAB should be between different CAB domains and not between multiple XDM domains.  We would imagine the interactions happen between multiple CAB servers (in different domains) directly and not between the XDM Enablers directly as show in the figure. We would like to have further discussion on this issue prior to agreeing to it in the CAB AD diagram. Perhaps PAG or ARC can clarify this for us?

· CAB Client representation: We are not happy with the CAB client representation in this CR which seems to indicate that a CAB client embeds XDM and DS clients. In this regard, we have submitted input OMA-MWG-CAB-2009-0045-CR_CAB_Client_Decomposition to clarify the issue and representation of CAB Client. We recommend the group to review this CR or defer this issue to the following week.

Official Position: We strongly recommend deferring this input to the following week based on the above comments/rationale, and therefore OBJECT, particularly in agreeing to the list of interfaces/components listed above. For other parts of the diagram we are happy to support.

[Sprint] 

Comments:

These comments can also be applied to 0009R01 and 0037 as well. 

Disagree with showing XDM-X because it does not exist.   Would prefer the inclusion of an editors note [Depicting of non-sip notification is FFS]

There is no need to show remote CAB XDMS(s) in a remote environment unless there functionality is different than what will be defined in the CAB enabler.  It is implied that the remote XDM enabler has Shared and CAB XDMS(s).  

OMA DS depiction does not follow the ARC best practices.  Would prefer to depict CAB-001 and CAB-002 interfaces and include text in the AD (see below)

This current depiction would infer that they DS client and XDMC are either embedded in the CAB client or some how being used by the CAB client (which will not be standardized).  The current description of an XDM or DS enablers do not describe nor define client interface(s) or how other enabler clients could use them.  These clients are simply functional entities that reside on a device.  Hence, showing these clients are for information only, in fact they could be removed in the final drawing).  Suggest depicting the CAB client as shown below.
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Suggested text to be included in Section 5.3 for the interfaces the CAB group will actually define.

5.3.X CAB-1

The CAB-1 interface is exposed by the CAB Server to allow other functional components (such as the CAB Client) to access functionalities of the CAB Server.

Supported functionalities include:

•
Converged Address Book synchronization
•
Contact share request
•
Contact import request (e.g. contact(s) from non-CAB system or legacy address book) 
The protocols used for the CAB-1 interface are HTTP and [OMA DS].
5.3.Y CAB-2

The CAB-2 interface is exposed by the CAB client to allow other functional components (such as the CAB Server) to access functionalities of the CAB Client.

Supported functionalities include:

•
Converged Address Book synchronization request
•
Contact share response

•
Contact import response

The protocols used for the CAB-2 interface are HTTP and [OMA DS].
OMA-MWG-CAB-2009-0018R02-CR_CAB_architectural_diagram.zip

	Nokia Siemens Networks
	2009-01-28 21:58:39
	No 

	OMA-MWG-CAB-2009-0018-CR_CAB_architectural_diagram.zip
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	2009-01-20 19:49:04
	No 

	OMA-MWG-CAB-2009-0018R02-CR_CAB_architectural_diagram.zip
	
	
	

	OMA-MWG-CAB-2009-0039-CR_CAB_section5_per_architectureDiagram.zip
 [Sprint]

Please find attached my comments regarding 0018R01.  Some of these comments apply to 0009R01 & 0037 as well.
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	2009-01-28 22:04:39
	No 

	OMA-MWG-CAB-2009-0006-CR_CAB_Server.zip
[RIM]

Comments: We support the intent of this input, however since there is an overlapping CR addressing the same section (OMA-MWG-CAB-2009-0038-CR_CAB_Server_Functional_Description), we would like to defer this input to the following week. Detail comments for your consideration are as follows:

· The first line “….acts as the contact point for Converged Address Book” seems to suggest that CAB Server is only used for the address book. CAB Server has many functions in it and it is not just an address book contact point. Perhaps we are missing the point or intent of this statement? Please rephrase to say some generic for e.g. “CAB Server is a server entity that supports or comprises of the following functions”.

· Rename Converged Address Book Manager to Data Synchronization Manager: Rationale: The name is too restrictive to indicate that only address book can synchronized. In our view, the function naming should be generic to accommodate other types of data to be synchronized with DS as well. We therefore think it is appropriate to consider renaming of this function.

· Contact Subscription Function: 

· Bullet a. It is not clear what is meant by this statement “the contacts selected by the CAB User”? Need clarification.
· Bullet b. Does the step of retrieving the policy performed by this function or is to local to the XDMS hosting the PCC data? It appears that the policy is controlled by the XDMS itself. Moreover, you are making an assumption that Shared Policy will be used without modifications. In fact, we would like to say that is CAB User’s policy as opposed to Shared policy and remove the note. We can figure this out in the TS phase.

· Bullet c. Remove “(i.e. personalization preferences)”. We do not have a definition for this and “i.e.” looks very strong in this context.

· Bullet e. Remove this bullet. This was never discussed before in AD and it is premature to say that we will need a Contact Status XDMS. You are assuming that the list of subscriptions are stored persistently in the XDMS in some form, which is very misleading.

· We need to be clear or specific on which sub-functionality of contact subscription is based on XDM Enabler. We cannot have a blanket statement like “These functionalities are based on the on the XDM Enabler [OMA XDM]”. If we are certain about a specific step that is based on XDM functionality we should say that in that step but not have generic foot note like this one.

· Interworking Function:

· Bullet a. This bullet is loaded! We should consider splitting it into different bullets. For e.g. it is not clear why we say “…and yellow and white pages directories;” at the end when sentence beginning it referring to importing functionality. It is very confusing.

· Several key functions are missing from the description of Interworking Function. Please see the input #0038 for more information.

Official Position: We strongly recommend deferring this input to the following week based on the above comments/rationale, and therefore OBJECT, particularly agreeing to the list of non-overlapping descriptions. For overlapping parts of the CAB Server description, we are happy to support.


	Thinh Nguyenphu, NSN
	2009-01-20 20:12:39
	No 

	OMA-MWG-CAB-2009-0011R01-CR_CAB_XDMS.zip

	Ericsson, RIM
	2009-01-20 22:04:20
	No 

	OMA-MWG-CAB-2009-0012R01-CR_CAB_User_Preference_XDMS.zip
 [Sprint]

· Receive subscription requests and notifies subscribers of changes to CAB user preference XML documents stored in the network 
This bullet seems to be describing CAB server functionality than that of a preference XDMS. 

 
In regard to subscriptions, the CAB server either passes the subscription request to the end user or acts on them based on a user preference.

 
However, I do understand the need to store and act on a view filter that could relate to a subscriber that is contained on an approved subscription list.  Either the CAB server maintains lists and acts upon them or we define a new functionality in the architecture which can filter notifies and updates based upon the view filter established for a subscriber contained on an approved subscription list.  To me an approved subscriber view is not a user preference.


	Ericsson, RIM
	2009-01-20 22:07:25
	No 

	OMA-MWG-CAB-2009-0013R01-CR_CAB_Policy_XDMS.zip
	Ericsson, RIM
	2009-01-20 22:08:53
	No 

	OMA-MWG-CAB-2009-0031-INP_Comparisons_between_XDM_Forward_and_Contact_Share.zip
[RIM]

Comments: We disagree with the recommendation of this input which seeks agreement from the group to reuse ‘XDM Forwarding’ as the basis for Contact Share functionality. We have submitted our comments to this issue on doc# 0005 which was placed under R&A outlining the reasons and difference between Contact Share and XDM Forwarding functionality from XDM 2.x on why it is not appropriate to re-use XDM Forwarding as the basis for Contact Share functionality.

Contact Share functionality needs to address the followings specific aspects:

1) Send User’s request from the CAB Client to indicate or signal the data to Contact Share

2) Determine whether the recipient is a CAB or non-CAB User

3) If the recipient is CAB User, delivering within CAB environment (for e.g. by including the Contact Share information is the recipient’s address book which can be subsequently synchronized with the CAB User’s devices).

4) If the recipient is a non-CAB User, encoding the Contact Share information in legacy format and delivering it via messaging means.

As you can see, none of this functionality is currently planned or addressed in the current requirements for XDM Forwarding in XDM 2.x and it is unreasonable to suggest that XDM Forwarding functionality be used as the basis for Contact Share. In addition, there is an outstanding input (OMA-MWG-CAB-2009-0055-CR_Contact_Share_Functionality) which outlines some necessary interactions outside of the XDM Enabler components which cannot be possibly addressed with XDM alone.
Official Position: We OBJECT, based on the above comments and we strongly urge the group to defer this input to the following week for further discussion.


	Samsung Electronics
	2009-01-28 06:18:07
	No 

	OMA-MWG-CAB-2009-0017-CR_Enhancing_CAB_Client_Description.zip
[RIM]

Comments – First of all, there are several inputs on this topic and based on Cristina’s earlier suggestion we believe it is a good idea to take all the related inputs together (e.g. 0002R01, #20, #21, #45). It would be really unfortunate if the group agrees to the content of this input without reviewing other related inputs that overlap with this input.

Official Position: Defer this input to regular meeting next week (i.e. Monday)


	Nokia
	2009-01-20 13:49:10
	No 


XDM requirements to PAG
	Contribution
	Source
	Upload Date
	Late?

	OMA-MWG-CAB-2009-0024-INP_non_SIP_notification.zip
[RIM]

Comments: This input/CR does not provide adequate rationale for the new requirements. Also it seems to overlap with document #0004 that was already agreed and submitted to PAG portal. In addition, we find these requirements to be very specific to a particular solution and would like seek further clarification.  Based on the CAB requirements listed in ‘1 .Reason for Contribution’ section and the proposed requirements in ‘3. Detailed Proposal’ there appears to be an overlap between the need for non-SIP subscriptions and the Contact Subscription functionality. These are two very different concepts in our view.

Official Position: We strongly recommend the group to consider the above comments and request the author to provide a revision for group’s re-consideration.


	Alcatel-Lucent, ATT
	2009-01-21 05:12:11
	No 

	OMA-MWG-CAB-2009-0036-INP_XDM_Forward_RDRR_request_to_PAG.zip
[RIM]

Comments: Same comments as above (See under doc #31)

Official Position:  This is a controversial topic. We therefore OBJECT to this document and kindly request to defer this input to the following week for further discussions.


	Samsung Electronics
	2009-01-28 11:37:49
	No 

	OMA-MWG-CAB-2009-0029R02-INP_CAB_Requirements_CR_to_PAG.zip
[RIM]

Comments: We have discussed this document during the Jan 28th conference call, and we have present very detailed comments for each of the requirements and good reasons why we should not delegate specific requirements to PAG. They have been submitted under the R&A for doc#0005 which was used as the basis for 29R01/R02. I have also attached our comments document (#0005_RIM comments) for your convenience. I recommend that everyone please look this document to better understand why it is NOT a good decision to forward some specific requirements to PAG (for e.g. PCC and Contact Share).

Also we have attached our comments/additions with track changes on to 29R02 based on the following comments and our discussion during Jan 28th CC.

To be specific we are not against all the requirements to be forwarded to PAG, but against only the following requirements based on our comments against #0005: For other requirements NOT listed below, we are fine with forwarding them to PAG for consideration.

PCC related: As we have stated it makes no sense to forward them to PAG – they are very CAB specific and important that CAB addresses them. See further details in the attached document #005_RIM comments.
CAB-HLF-002

CAB-VIEW-002

CAB-VIEW-003

CAB-VIEW-004

CAB-VIEW-006

CAB-VIEW-009

CAB Notifications: 

CAB-HLF-012 (see our detail comments in the attached document #005_RIM comments)
Interface for external enablers:

CAB-HLF-017 (we don’t understand the rationale for forwarding this requirement – see our detail comments in the attached document #005_RIM comments)

Authorization – The following can be already accomplished by XDM 2.0, not clear why they need to be forwarded – please explain!

CAB-AUT-003

CAB-AUT-004
Contact Subscription: (See our detail comments in the attached document #005_RIM comments)
CAB-SUBS-001

CAB-SUBS-003

CAB-SUBS-004

CAB-SUBS-005
Contact Share related: (See our detail comments in the attached document #005_RIM comments)
CAB-SHR-001

CAB-SHR-002

CAB-SHR-003

CAB-SHR-005

To be discussed further – these are related to XDM synchronization

CAB-HLF-014

CAB-HLF-015
General comment: It appears that we are forwarding a very significant number of CAB requirements (if not all) to PAG. It would be nice to know what the expectations are from PAG: 

Is the working assumption to work on these requirements in CAB or simply wait for XDM 2.1 to address them?? It is really unclear what the intent behind this exercise is and proposal from Nokia and NSN in this regard.

Official Position: Objection, and request that you kindly defer this input to regular meeting next week (i.e. Monday). We would like to present our comments in person. BTW, there is also an overlap of this input with inputs #31 and #36 for Contact Share scheduled for Day 2 that are controversial as well.


	NSN, Nokia
	2009-01-28 21:54:42
	No 


Late documents (if time permits):

	Contribution
	Source
	Upload Date
	Late?

	OMA-MWG-CAB-2009-0009R01-CR_CAB_architectural_diagram.zip
[RIM]

Comments: Same comments as above (See under doc #31)

Official Position:  This is a controversial topic. We therefore OBJECT to this document and kindly request to defer this input to the following week for further discussions.
[Sprint]

Please find attached my comments regarding 0018R01.  Some of these comments apply to 0009R01 & 0037 as well.
	Alcatel-Lucent, ATT
	2009-01-29 04:44:08
	Yes 

	OMA-MWG-CAB-2009-0023R01-INP_per_device_xdms.zip
[RIM]

Comments: None at this point

Official Position: We are open to group discussion and assigning a disposition.


	Alcatel-Lucent, ATT
	2009-01-29 04:46:29
	Yes 


8 Future Work or Planning

a) CAB AD tracking: ~ 30% filled in. Priority on sect. 5.2 and 5.3. 

b) XDM 2.1 requirements for PAG, tracking based on INP#172R01 (for CAB-2008-A024, deadline Jan 28) :

	Item
	Document tracking
	Status

	XDM Forwarding (CAB-SHR-001, CAB-SHR-002, CAB-SHR-003, CAB-SHR-005) 
	CAB-2009-A001
INP#005 

CR#0029 

CR#0036
	open

	Subscriptions – status of XDM subscriptions (HLF-016, CAB-SUBS-003)
	INP#005

CR#0029
	open

	Non-SIP subscriptions/notifications  (HLF-005, CAB-SUBS-003, CAB-SUBS-005)
	INP#004
	open

	History function improvements (HLF-015)
	CR#0036
	open

	Authorization improvements (AUT-002, AUT-003, AUT-004, CAB-SUBS-001)
	INP#005 

CR#0029
	open

	PCC XDMS vesus Shared Profile XDMS (HLF-002, CAB-VIEW-001, CAB-VIEW-002, CAB-VIEW-003, CAB-VIEW-004, CAB-VIEW-009)
	INP#005

CR#0029
	open

	Invitation to subscribe (CAB-SUBS-002) 
	INP#005

CR#0029
	open


9 Planning for Next Meeting
· Macau meeting (Feb 9-13).

· March interim meeting – To decide. Tentative dates: March 24-27, Host: Ericsson, Montreal.

· May interim meeting– To decide. Tentative dates: May 26. Host – TBD.

10 AOB – as time permits
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