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1 Reason for Change

This change request proposes updates to the definition on the following terminologies. The relevant comments indicated in parentheses. 
· Identity (A024) – to be removed as the definition will be introduced in OMA-Dictionary according to the on-going OMA-Dictionary discussion in ARC (see doc OMA-ARC-2009-218R0x).
· Identifier (A026) -- The reference to Group Identity was removed to avoid incompatibility in the definition. 
· Group Identifier (A026, A036, A037) – The definition necessary from NGSI point of view is not of Group but of Group Identifier. The definition of Group Identifier was modified to address incompatibility issue as well as clerical as pointed out. The definition of Group could be different in different context and thus should not be introduced. Also, definition of Group in IMF is too restricted.
· Pseudonym (A029, A038) – to be modified to clarify the meaning.
· Service Recommendation (A030, A031, A032, A033, A034, A035) -- to be modified to clarify the normative part of description and to add more examples for clarification as requested.
· Multimedia List (A188)
Relevant comments and their resolution agreements by the group from RDRR on 20090818 are copied below.
	A024
	2009.07.27
	T
	3.2
	Source: Oracle

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0177-INP_NGSI_RD_Oracle_Review

Comment: Why entity and identity instead of principal and principal identity?

Proposed Change: Consider updating as proposed
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

ARC is working on the “identity” definition.

Decision: to keep open unitl it is completed to avoid duplication of work.

Usage of wording entity/principal ( keep open until decision on A002.



	A026
	2009.07.27
	T
	3.2
	Source: Oracle

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0177-INP_NGSI_RD_Oracle_Review

Comment: Identifier uniquely maps to identity vs group identifier may be a bit unclear or incompatible as explained… For example, in a group it may not be that obvious how the uniqueness applies…

Proposed Change: Check and fix if needed
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

Action:

 To be solved with A036, A037 


	A029
	2009.07.27
	T
	3.2
	Source: Oracle

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0177-INP_NGSI_RD_Oracle_Review

Comment: Qualification “in the context of a dedicated relationship to the Identity” is unclear. What does it mean?

Proposed Change: Explain or remove
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

To solve consistently with A038

	A030
	2009.07.27
	T
	3.2
	Source: Oracle

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0177-INP_NGSI_RD_Oracle_Review

Comment: “Representation of an opportunity to use a new service to the end-user”: unclear. It is an invite, notification, recommendation. It is an offer not a representation of an opportunity,..

Proposed Change: Update to address the comments
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

Response:

Change: “Representation of an opportunity” ( “Offer”

CR 98 provided

	A031
	2009.07.27
	T
	3.2
	Source: Oracle

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0177-INP_NGSI_RD_Oracle_Review

Comment: “A URI pointing to the service in the network”: unclear. If the service is not accessed via URI this is not correct and still the statement is almost normative (Shall). Imagine a system where the service notifies without any request from user… Why is there a URI in such a case?

Proposed Change: Update to address the comments
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

Response:

“where the service notifies without any request from user… 

·  the offer includes the possibility without a request of the user

Why is there a URI in such a case?”

·  this statement is not related to the question above. If a service is offered, then the user must get a service access to make use of the service. This can be an URI (either to access the service directly or to get the service configurations or guidance (it’s up to the SP))

CR 98 provided



	A032
	2009.07.27
	T
	3.2
	Source: Oracle

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0177-INP_NGSI_RD_Oracle_Review

Comment: “A URI pointing to the service in the network”: unclear. The URI in many case may not point to service but to a) acceptance of service b) subscription management of service c) CRM / self service d) similar cases

The text and definition should be updated 

Proposed Change: Update to address the comments
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

To be solved with A031

	A033
	2009.07.27
	T
	3.2
	Source: Oracle

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0177-INP_NGSI_RD_Oracle_Review

Comment: “A representation of the service recommendation to the user (e.g. icon)”: unclear. How can this be addressed if the recommendation is passed in channel where icons are meaningless (voice call, voice mail, SMS, …)… especially noting that the statement is almost normative (Shall).

Proposed Change: Update to address the comments
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

Response:

The comment is asking to extend an example list. This is not really necessary.

CR 98 provided

	A034
	2009.07.27
	T
	3.2
	Source: Oracle

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0177-INP_NGSI_RD_Oracle_Review

Comment: “An invocation tag that states if the service should be invoked and displayed automatically or manually by the receiving user”: unclear. The statement is not really understandable. It also seems limited to a very particular assumption in terms of how this is interacted with, which is surprising, especially noting that the statement is almost normative (Shall). It should be more implementation independent and execution environment independent.

Proposed Change: Update to address the comments
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

Response:

The invocation tag indicates the action towards the user which can be defined by the service provider. There are only 2 possible actions (automatically execute the service or wait for manual agreement of the user) besides the 3rd option to not do anything, which would lead to no offer at all.

The comment is therefore not clear, what cannot be understood here.

If the commenter does not clarify further, it is proposed to CLOSE the comment.



	A035
	2009.07.27
	T
	3.2
	Source: Oracle

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0177-INP_NGSI_RD_Oracle_Review

Comment: Considering the comments before it is suggested  that for service recommendation, we do not require to normatively (or sounding normatively) require all the aspects described in the list

Proposed Change: Update to address the comments
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

Response:

The definitions shall not imply any requirements-styled wording.

Suggestion:

Remove the word “shall” in the definition.

CR 98 provided.

	A036
	2009.08.03
	T
	3.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent
Form: OMA-REQ-NGSI-2009-0093-INP_ALU_RD_comments
Comment: 

Do we need separate definitions for Group Identifier? If yes, let’s not make it too complicated and instead rely on [IMF] definitions. There is  Group definition in [IMF] and an Identifier definition for Group covers ANY Identity (including a Group).

Proposed Change:

Introduce Group definition from [IMF].

&

Change definition for Group Identifier to simply:

“Identifier of a Group”


	Status: OPEN
To be solved consistently with A026

	A037
	2009.08.03
	T/E
	3.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent
Form: OMA-REQ-NGSI-2009-0093-INP_ALU_RD_comments
Comment: 

Group Identifier definition – see proposed fixes, in case comment on removing Group Identifier definition is not accepted.

Proposed Change:

A reference that uniquely maps to a given set of Identifiers, each of which references a specific Identity or another Group Identifier.


	Status: OPEN
Response:

Accept comment

Action:

Assign to Editor

	A038
	2009.08.03
	T
	3.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent
Form: OMA-REQ-NGSI-2009-0093-INP_ALU_RD_comments
Comment:

Why introduce a new definition for Pseudonym, instead of re-using the one from [IMF]. 

Proposed Change:
Replace with Pseudonym definition from [IMF].
	Status: OPEN
To be solved with A029

	A199
	2009.07.30
	T
	6.7

+ NGSI-MLH-001 to NGSI-MLH-009
	Source: Oracle

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0177-INP_NGSI_RD_Oracle_Review

Comment: Multimedia list is a) undefined b) for very specific use case c) at best just a particular type of preference data / subscription data to be able to represent. This certainly does not warrant the dedicated section as it has now…

Proposed Change: Just treat as particular prefernce / setting. Also, add clarification, explanatiosn , definition of this concept WITHOUT implying very restricted application level data (e.g. only for very specific applicatiosn / scenarios)..
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>




R01: provides the missing implementation of the resolution to A030. Also, it provides a copy of relevant comments and their agreed resolution by the group from NGSI-RDRR-20090818. 
R02: provides additional updates to the definition for the Multimedia List, upon an AI assigned during the F2F Singapore meeting on 24th August 2009. The definition is mainly copied from MLH-001, but with revisions due to the same reason as provided in CR125 about the term resource. 
2 Impact on Backward Compatibility

N/A
3 Impact on Other Specifications

none
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 authors recommend to review the below proposal, agree to the content for updating the RD and close the related comments:
· A024, A026, A029

· A030, A031, A032, A033, A034, A035, A036, A037, A038
· A0199 (item a is addressed by this CR. b and c items in the comments were addressed and closed without any modification, during the F2F meeting in Singapore on 24th Aug).
6 Detailed Change Proposal

Change 1:  (optional)Brief description of specific change

3.2 Definitions

	Authorization
	A right or permission that is granted to an entity to access a system resource, or the process of granting the right or permission [RFC 2828] (see [IMF])

	Composition Profile
	Information used to describe services available for composition. The information shall contain data like:

· Textual description of the service

· the type of service provided (e.g. conferencing, voice mail box)

· specification of their functional features of offered interfaces

· the list of obligations which have to be fulfilled due to a requested access

	Context Access Language
	A language used for accessing (discover, query, provide) context information.

	Context Entity
	An entity about which context information is available. Examples: Context Entities could be users, devices, places, buildings, and many other (including virtual objects).
Information: Note: the set of entities about which context information might become available will expand over the time when new technologies become available.

	Context Information
	Any information used to describe the state of a Context Entity. Context Information can be measured by sensors, manually set by humans, derived from operations on handset s or terminals, inferred from other information, or requested from databases. 
Note: The context model MAY include information such as location, presence, profile, subscriptions. There is clearly an overlap with respective standards, but necessary to have one single information model. Furthermore, over time, the information model need to evolve by adding new context information about new entities.

	Context Information Model
	An abstract model defining the structure of the Context Information.

	Identifier
	A reference that uniquely maps to an Identity. One or more Identifiers are among the characteristics that define an Identity (as defined [IMF]). In a broader context, it includes Pseudonyms.

	
	

	Group Identifier
	A reference that uniquely maps to a given set of Identifiers and/or Group Identifiers.

	Multimedia List
	A list composed of Media identifiers (e.g. URI)

	Obligation
	An operation specified that should be performed in conjunction with the enforcement of an authorization decision or due to a triggered event.

	Framework
	See explanation in section 5.1 in [3GPP TS 23.198]

	PSA Framework
	See explanation in [OMA PSA]

	Pseudonym
	An arbitrary name used as an Identifier to refer to an Identity. A Pseudonym is usually known in the context of a specific relationship to the Identity to a given entity only.

	Service Recommendation
	Offer to use a new service to the end-user. The service recommendation defines at least the following items:

· A representation of the service recommendation to the user (e.g. icon, voice or textual announcement)

· A service entry  pointing to the service in the network (e.g. URI)
· A textual informal description of the service to be presented to the user

· An invocation tag (e.g. to states if the service should be invoked automatically or manually by the receiving user)
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