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1 Reason for Contribution

During several meetings of the CD and REQ CPNS AHG, there have been architectural discussions. Sometimes, these have been captured in the minutes of the meeting discussions. In such instances, they have been summarized here. 
2 Summary of Contribution

Some architectural components have functions which have been discussed from time to time. 
3 Detailed Proposal

7. Architectural discussions captured in minutes

The following architectural discussions have been captured in the following minutes. Note that this is not a complete list of all the discussions, just those which are relevant in light of agreed requirements and other discussions.  
7.1 OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0009-MINUTES_21Jan2009_CC
ZTE asked what the topology of the P2P network would be, if it was intended to be local only, or global. 

Qualcomm responded that both were possible, although the use case only gave local as example. 

ZTE noted three points: 1. It should be clear if the use case applies to global or local networks, since these are different. 2. What would be the advantage for the local area? 3. If the use case stretches across the whole network, is this not outside the scope of CPNS? There are many other groups, for instance IETF, who deal with this type of technology. 

Qualcomm responded as follows: 1. The use case is just one example, it applies to local as well as global. 2. There are quite a few benefits, for instance providing users with the ability to share data among themselves without a global connection. 3. The technologies developed by others, e.g. P2PSIP in the IETF, could be use by CPNS. 

NEC asked about the definition of P2P networks in the document. It narrows the scope too much. It should say something like “connecting personal network elements” or something like that. 

Huawei supported this, and noted that the formulation could be “a PN of PNE:s”. Define PN, and it would be clear. 

NEC noted that this may make the definitions circular. 

7.2 OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0034R01-MINUTES_04Feb2009_CC
? Referring to the following sentence in the document, ‘In particular, it is foreseen that devices in the networks covered by the CPNS work will use UPnP technologies, and we solicit feedback on the appropriateness of the solution and how our two groups can work together to optimize the effect of our joint and separate efforts’, there was a suggestion to avoid the part that gives the impression that UPnP platform will be used. This is not correct and we are not sure about this.
7.3 OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0050R01-MINUTES_10Feb2009_Macau
“and her son agrees” – implies there is a way for someone to accept – which is useful and may give rise to other requirements.

7.4 OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0060-MINUTES_25Feb2009_CC
Huawei asked if it was not possible to have an enrolment server when there was no WAN connection. 

Qualcomm responded that deferred authentication is possible, i.e. you are authenticated when you are connected, and when the connection is lost, you can still retain the authentication. In addition, you can establish the trust relationship through physical presence (like Bluetooth pairing). Or you can have an implicit trust relationship by virtue of control, like UPnP. 

Ericsson noted that there is a fourth model as well, where the enrolment server is established through a negotiation between devices. 

SKT asked about the relationship between P2PSIP and UPnP. 

Qualcomm responded that they do not overlap, they solve different problems: P2PSIP is a method to establish a connection, UPnP about device description. 

SKT then asked if the PN Server could not be one of the peers. 

Qualcomm responded that it certainly could, this would be a different model than has previously been discussed. This would however be a very architectural discussion. 

DoCoMo asked if P2PSIP was assumed to be based on IP. As this was the case, they then observed that this would have implications for using P2PSIP when supporting other non-IP-based connectivity, such as IrDA and NFC. 

Qualcomm responded that the non-IP devices would have to go through a proxy to access the IP network. 

Ericsson wondered aloud if this would not be a role for the PN Gateway. 
7.5 OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0062-MINUTES_04Mar2009_CC
•
OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0040-INP_UI_Transfer.zip

Comments

Commented that the UI to be transferred to the PNE doesn't have to be on the PN GW, it can also be on another PNE. The requirement should be changed to something like "The CPNS Enabler SHALL support providing to a PNE the User Interface of another PNE."

Discussed whether it would be acceptable for the user to use the PN GW directly to get access to it's UI, to avoid having to transfer the PN GW's UI to a PNE. Commented that user studies show strong user preferences for accessing information from the device where it is intended to be used. 

Commented that the CPNS Enabler should be able to transport the UI and then it should be up to the PNE whether to use it or not. 

Commented that the requirement could be changed to "providing necessary interface to the PNE for requesting a certain service in case the PNE doesn’t have such an interface." 

Discussed whether this is within the scope of the CPNS Enabler. Commented that this may not mean transferring of screen images, instead more like interaction primitives of the user interface.  

Concluded that we need to discuss this further via email.
7.6 OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0064R01-MINUTES_11Mar2009_CC
•
OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0051-CR_Introduction_for_CPNS_RD._Merging_2009 0019 and_2009_0013.zip, NEC/SKT

Comments

This input from NEC and SKT on the Introduction section was also seen before and was brought to the group again for a review after changes and corrections made based on comments received during the Macau meeting. 

NEC brought to group’s attention some last minute comments from Qualcomm, that suggest removal of CPNS server completely, with which NEC did not agree and added that these comments and suggestions for changes from Qualcomm came from a very peer-to-peer implementation perspective. 

Ericsson, we need to separate the functionality from the physical elements and added that these suggested changes were very confusing.

Qualcomm, if we can clarify somewhere in the text that this is about functions and not elements and also emphasise the existence of two implementations we would be ok

SKT, asked whether we need to say that since that we already have requirements and use cases that state the existence of two different implementations.

Referring to the PNEs description text, “..entities that are wirelessly connected to the PN GW”,  Ericsson suggested to remove ‘wirelessly’ since may not always be wirelessly connected. 

NEC, that is fine, the whole point of CPNS enabler was to enabler wireless connectivity between PNEs, but will modify this sentence. 

In addition, referring to the Applications description, ‘The Applications which may reside either on the device or on the network provide functions to support the CPN’, said that applications use CPNS and CPNS use applications and we should not focus as where they reside. 

Samsung, questioned the need to have Applications at all and suggested to remove ‘either’ since this may cause problems if proper applications are on one side but not on the other side.
7.7 OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0066-MINUTES_18Mar2009_CC  

•
OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0054R01-CR_call_switch.zip

Comments

ZTE read the document. 

Ericsson noted that they had tried to understand what the document was about, and that it seems to be about telephony. This implies requirements like quality of service, real-time signalling, and so on. However, the CPNS WID only talks about data communications services. 

ZTE responded that the BOF had considered this use case. 

Ericsson asked about the relevance of this, since this work is governed by the WID. Ericsson also noted that if telephony is what they wanted to achieve, perhaps the PAN_EPNM work item in 3GPP that was just discussed might be more fruitful, as 3GPP is much more experienced in producing systems for voice services than OMA. 

Ericsson then asked why the use case was called “user statistics”. ZTE responded that they had made an error, which would be corrected. 

NTT DoCoMo asked what a “conversation” is. Is it a voice conversation, and in that case, is it a CS (cirquit switched) service? Furthermore, does not this use case overlap the requirement to switch between PNE:s that has already been agreed as CPNS-HLF-006?

At this point, a delegate answered a different phone call while remaining on the line, causing some confusion. 

After the other phone call had ended, ZTE responded that the scope is different, CPNS-HLF-006 talks about context-dependent switching of gateway functions but the scope here is to switch a session between two PNE:s. 

Qualcomm then noted that the use case could also be seen as covered by CPNS-HLF-020, and there is no need to repeat the requirement. 

Samsung observed that the requirements could be modified according to the comments, making the first requirement something like “Should support switching from gateways to PNE:s during content delivery” or something similar. 

SKT clarified that the WID focused on data services. The real-time, QoS-dependent services would not be in scope. 

ZTE then responded that they thought their requirement was clearer than CPNS-HLF-020. 

SKT then noted that if the requirement focuses on switching, it is different. 

DoCoMo noted that the problem is the data delivery, and the switching of the session. 

Samsung preferred to agree the use case before the requirement. But at this point, both the use case and requirement seems to be a source of confusion. 

Chair then decided to close the discussion, which was not leading anywhere (the above represents the relevant highlights) and had taken far more than the 25 minutes allocated to it. There had been a number of comments on the different requirements and use case. 

ZTE was encouraged to provide a new version, but solicit comments via email before providing it.
7.8 OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0068R01-MINUTES_25Mar2009_CD_Joint_CC
•
OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0055R01-CR_support_IMS_service.zip [ZTE] 

ZTE introduced the document, and indicated that it was discussed at Macau, for which proposed requirements were sought.  The proposed high level requirement is:

“The CPNS Enabler SHOULD enable the PNEs to register in the IMS network and use the IMS services.”

Comments

Huawei: should identify what IMS service is desired to be supported.

ZTE: Doing so is not necessary.  There are many such possible IMS services and premature to constrain.

Qualcomm: what is meant by the requirement?  If both network and mobile support IMS, it would mean IMS ts automatically enabled.  What more does CPNS have to do?

ZTE: at Macau, the discussion indicated that PN GW is necessary to enable PNE to access IMS service.  ZTE’s intention is that since IMS is important to operators, would like PNEs to be able to access IMS services.

Qualcomm: not questioning the use case, but asking what exact function is to be performed by CPNS Enabler to support IMS services access.  It seems ZTE means that PN GW should be able to send IMS Registration.

ZTE: suggestion here is that PN GW should support necessary functions in conjunction with PNE to access IMS services.

Ericsson: if PNE supports IMS, then there is no issue.  If not, then PN GW has to support IMS on PNE’s behalf.  As such he thinks the requirement is OK.

Samsung: asks ZTE to explain he thinks IMS important to operators and users.

ZTE: for example, IMS provides call control with QoS and security assurance leads to better user experience.  Some operators are already deploying IMS and they think it is the solution for next generation networks.  IMS offers open network environment.

Samsung: what does open network environment mean?

ZTE: example is interworking with CAMEL services for call control.

Samsung: agree there are lots of IMS services, but which ones are important for CPNS?  IMS mainly refers to pt-pt services, not for general content delivery.

Ericsson: we had such discussion before on PNM; Ericsson thinks IMS supports more than live communication services.  Thinks IMS would avoid reinventing the wheel.

Samsung: we need to further consider PoC and IM in conjunction with IMS services. It is too early to decide a specific Network in RD stage. At least, we need to study further in AD stage whether IMS is appropriate for CPNS or not, even though Samsung thinks that IMS is one of the candidate networks between CPNS server and PN GW.  Chair: this requirement imposes architecture support for IMS.  Furthermore, requirement does not explain what and why for IMS support.  From SKT’s view, he does not feel it belongs in RD.  IMS can be supported in future AD work, but is not necessary to be specified in RD.

Qualcomm also supports SKT’s view.

Ericsson: suggests ZTE to modify the CR to indicate the use cases and associated requirements to be supported.

ZTE seeks clarification.  Chair indicates that the desired IMS services to be extracted and reformulate the CR with those and use cases.
•
OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0049-INP_CPNS_Wayforward.zip [NTTDoCoMo]

Proposes to use the architecture diagram they provided as starting point for CPNS.

Comments

Ericsson supports this as starting point architecture.

LGE also supports, but wonders why server is necessary?

DoCoMo: some sort of service discovery function is supported here.

ZTE: why should service discovery request go to CPNS Server in one diagram but go to dedicated service discovery server in another?

DoCoMo: trying to indicate the discovery function can be owned by operator or by another service provider.

Qualcomm: re. different boxes named in diagram: would prefer to clarify what are the functions for each box; e.g. CPNS box could support service discovery, authentication, resource management, etc.  Slide 13 does not detail all the necessary functions.

DoCoMo: would be willing to update diagram to describe each of the entities shown.

Ericsson: suggest that CPNS agrees with the architecture shown in this document as starting point for AD architecture.  Could then refine by standard CR process.

Samsung and QC would prefer starting with more functional-based architecture than the one shown here.

QC and Samsung agreed to submit alternative functional architecture diagram(s) for future meeting.

DoCoMo suggests architecture proponents work offline together to propose a single architecture proposal.

Chair: the group agreed that this document is a good example. We can develop a diagram after discussing some INPs from Qualcomm/Samsung.

 But still there were some opinions that the group has to consider some other sides (expressed as some functional entities, whatever) so the Chairman suggested [for actual actions see document].

7.9 OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0071-MINUTES_01Apr2009_CD_Joint_CC
•
OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0052-INP_Architecture_PNE.zip [LGE] 

Comments

Agreed to delete the EN1 and EN2 interfaces since they do not lead anywhere. 

Discussed whether the EE1 and EE2 interfaces are within the scope of CPNS. Argued that it's best keeping them for the time being until we know whether they are needed. 

Discussed whether they would be needed for peer-to-peer communication within the PN, or whether the PNEs in that case would communicate via the PN GW. Argued that a direct communication between PNEs could be needed to optimize the data communication characteristics between those.
•
OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0053-INP_several_servers.zip [LGE]

Comments

Commented that the CC1 and CC2 interfaces are needed for the case of CPNS Enablers being situated in different operator domains. 

Commented that these interfaces would be needed to support users having multiple subscriptions to different service providers, and to exchange device capability information between CPNS Servers belonging to different operators e.g. in case of a game being played using two PNEs under those different operators. 

Discussed whether it needs to be stated that roaming shall be supported. 

Commented that we really need to agree on a basic architecture diagram as a base for discussion and changes.
7.10 OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0075-MINUTES_08Apr2009_CD_Joint_CC
•
OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0073-INP_Functional_Architecture_Proposal_for_CPNS.zip [Qualcomm]  

Comments

Slide 15: Johan (Ericsson) asked if there are multiple service and device description formats? Qualcomm responded that having one format would be good, but could argue that service descriptions are better left to the applications that use CPNS (WSDL, UPnP etc.)  

Slide 10: Sichen (Huawei) asked about reference points between between CPNS entities – does this mean between two PNEs directly?  Qualcomm replied that this is correct if both PNEs have the connectivity function.  

Slide 13: regarding publication and discovery, we already have Presence enabler in OMA, could this be reused?  Qualcomm replied that slide 14 talks about device and service information; could also include presence here, but presence is not suitable for service description, which does not use IMS based techniques, more like UPnP.  

Johan thinks presence can be used – rich presence description in IETF, can embed device descriptions in these XML documents.  Should look into how heavyweight OMA Presence would be.

Jeonghoon: on slide 6, service consumer has discovery functions, consumer could also be publisher, is this covered?  Media player might publish its information to CPNS Server/PN GW.  

Slides 10/11: PNEs can talk to each other, but in P2P diagram this is not shown (PNEs don’t have directory functions).  Qualcomm: connectivity function is symmetric, but it may not be physically possible if PNEs don’t have physical connectivity; for PNs of different users, PN GWs are needed. 

Slide 16: common CPNS functions outside scope, what does this mean?  Jeonghoon feels that extensions of OMA enablers may be needed for CPNS; Ranjith will change wording, this is not clear.  

Slide 19: PN GW is shown as supporting publication and discovery; but on slide 21, directory function is also shown; Jeonghoon believes GW needs directory function in client-server deployments for PNE and PN information.  Slide 19: CPNS Server needs GW function as well, CPNS Server may need to forward data from app server to PN GW.  Ranjith feels that consensus of Macau discussions was that app data goes directly to the app, not thru CPNS Server (but Johan notes that signalling might go thru the CPNS Server).  

Sungjin (Samsung): this contribution does not show overall architecture at all, there are no reference points for common enablers.  Document mainly covers service discovery and gateway functions, some of which may not be in scope of CPNS.  PN GW is not the only service offered; app server and CPNS server could also be.  

Qualcomm: later versions will show overall picture with interfaces with existing OMA enablers; will merge P2P and CS pictures into one.  Qualcomm believes that discovery and publication are important CPNS functions.  These are fundamental CPNS services for enabling converged networks.  Connectivity function handles seamless switching, as required in CPNS RD.  

Sungjin does not feel that OMA should handle connectivity; this is for other groups like 3GPP and Bluetooth SIG.  Qualcomm responded that the intent is to focus on application-layer connectivity.
7.11 OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0080R02-MINUTES_21Apr2009_Helsinki_F2F
•
OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0042R01-CR_Cool_and_useful.zip [Ericsson]

Comments

Intel commented that there are at least 14 different protocols for service discovery, which makes IOP an almost impossible task. 

Qualcomm mentioned that the standards which should be interoperated with should be “publicly available”. 

Orange mentioned that this was assumed in OMA, and could be defined in the normative or informational references. 

AT&T mentioned that the requirement presented in this document hits the sweet spot for CPNS. 

SKT noted that this would widen the scope of CPNS to serve different PMP:s. There is also lots of potential different standards which need to be addressed. There is a worry about time to market, if the testing becomes to onerous. 

NEC agreed to the requirement in general, and said that the functions could be defined in the AD. 

Intel noted that it would take time to make the testing if everything was covered. Also, is the requirement futureproof?

Ericsson stated that it thought it would be possible to cover all widely deployed technologies in the future as well.

SKT worried that the “SHALL” in the requirement would make testing excessive. 

Ericsson responded that since OMA is contribution driven, this would depend on the OMA members. If there were no contributions, then there would not be anything to support. 

Intel worried that there would be a very large number of devices to test as well. 

Ericsson responded that this is why the testing needs to be defined in terms of well-defined standards with strict IOP guidelines, e.g. DLNA. But the requirement was requested to be generalized in previous meetings. 

TI said that in many similar cases, there is an editor’s note stating that the requirement will be further defined during the technical specification phase. 

Ericsson agreed to add such an editor’s note, and submit a new revision for discussion during Wednesday morning.
•
OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0038R01-CR_Zone_Based_Service.zip [SK Telecom]

Comments

Presented by SKT. The changes are mainly to add the concept of the gateway being in a fixed position, and immobile. 

Ericsson commented that the term “fixed” was maybe not the best choice of words; it should probably say something like “least resource-constrained”. There are conceivable scenarios that do not imply the gateway being fixed. The first requirement should say something like “limited geographical area”, and the binding of the area to the radio bearer would not be useful. 

Huawei commented that there is no need to mention the gateway. The enabler should be able to discover PNE:s. 

AT&T said that the CPNS Entities instead of PNE:s. The “zone” implies something which may be too narrowly defined. Entities which are accessible, either directly or through a gateway. The “zone” is too narrow (it is about the discovery). 

Huawei: The discovery is already there. This UC implies that the discovery is limited to a specific location (conference room, restaurant). 

AT&T: The zone could include anything in the range of access point. 

Ericsson: But it is a specific location, like conference room or restaurant. 

LGE: Can we have more than one gateway in the geographic area? 

DCM: No need for the term “zone”, it should say “geographic area”. 

LGE: Can we do a network of gateways with this?

SKT: Yes, that would be possible. We also need to discuss the CR to 076, since we need some discussion on the discovery mechanisms as well. There are already requirements covering the delivery mechanism. 

On the last requirement, the CPNS Enabler should support the authentication, not do the authentication itself. 

NEC: The requirement does not mention the use case, it is generic. Second, there is a CR which says “SHOULD authenticate”. 

SKT mentioned that this was the first time it was discussed. However, the discussion will be done in document 44. 

AT&T mentioned that the “fixed PN GW” definition is limiting. 

SKT mentioned that this definition will be removed.

Samsung commented that it was not easy to know when you were inside or outside a restaurant. 

Ericsson commented that there are methods to do this already. 

AT&T commented that there could be other filters than the position which could be applied.  

SKT will upload a revised version.
•
OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0073R01-INP_Functional_Architecture_Proposal_for_CPNS.zip [Qualcomm Inc.]

Comments

This was a power point presentation describing a proposal for CPNS functional architecture diagram. 

Group debated on this and made a number of comments. 

Qualcomm presented the slide. They also provided a description of the changes, which mostly were clarifications. 

NEC noted that the diagram presented was very busy, containing a huge amount of functions. 

Ericsson asked about the service description, format and method. 

Qualcomm responded that these exist in UPnP and to some degree WSDL today. There is a fair level of detail of low-level description. Service descriptions should however be done by applications. CPNS ought to be able to support different types of service descriptions. Applications should be able to publish service descriptions in preferred format, and the clients should be able to discover it. Yesterday, there was a comment that there are 14 or 15 service discovery formats. It would be counterproductive to create our own. However, it does require quite a bit of discussion. We need to answer if there is a canonical format, or if there is a meta-format which allows for the description of mutual translation. 

The convenor, at the request of NEC, described the process of architecture diagram development. There is currently several proposals, which the proposers have attempted to merge. Documents 10 in CD, as well as document 13 in CD are attempts at doing this. These will be discussed tomorrow, and a merged diagram presented to ARC. 

SKT asked if the service description is different in P2P vs QS. 

Qualcomm responded that it should not be, it should be the same and the difference only be where the information resides. 

LGE wondered why there were three different functions performing the same thing in slide 5. 

Qualcomm responded that this depends on the actors performing these different functions. It is possible to combine the publisher and discoverer, but it is not necessary that either of these are the directory. 

Huawei wondered how these processes would work. 

Ericsson responded that the process may not necessarily work this way, depending on what we assume about the discovery and bootstrap process. If there is a traditional bootstrap and then registration process, it will be different. 

Qualcomm responded that these roles are gleaned from Bonjour and UPnP. 

NEC responded that there could be distributed directories. He also asked what the PN GW role would be. 

Qualcomm said that there could be a role for the PN GW to store the distributed database. 

Huawei was curious about understanding how the actual information was found in a distributed scenario. 

Qualcomm responded that IETF was using a distributed hash table, which means you can find information in this distributed fashion. 

LGE asked if there was a CPNS server function in the P2P system.

Qualcomm responded that the function was distributed over the peers in the P2P network. The function still exists, but it may be deployed on the different nodes. If it is regarded as a functional entity, it works. 

SKT asked about the outside enablers for device management and charging. Authentication and authorization was however assumed to be inside the CPNS server in the verbal explanation. 

The explanation (by Ericsson and Qualcomm) was that the function would be performed by the CPNS Server, but it would look up the identity in an external authentication database, and authorization would be the same. Enrolment could work the same as the authentication and authorization scenario. 

Huawei asked what would happen if connection to a central system was not available. 

Qualcomm responded that in that case, the processes may be performed by the local peers, but that would only work for a local information set. 

NEC asked how the content server (on slide 5) could publish information. 

Qualcomm responded that the CPNS server provides a publication i/f. 

Ericsson asked what would happen if the content server does not have the ability to make publications. 

Qualcomm stated that in that case there would be some kind of translation mechanism.

Some discussion followed what the translation mechanism would be, whether it would be in scope, and how it would work. There was a lot of interest but no agreement. However, the question whether this was in scope was clarified that this is mentioned in the WID. 

There are a number of different diagrams presented, which will be discussed in the CD meeting before the joint meeting with architecture. The goal is to come up with one single diagram which can be presented to ARC.
•
OMA-CD-CPNS-2009-0009R01-INP_CPNS_Architecture_proposal.zip [Samsung]

Comments

Referring to double headed arrows pointing to out-of-scope elements in the diagram, NEC stated that that there could be no arrows pointing to elements that are outside the scope, in this case, to the content provider.

Samsung presented the document. Sungjin became a father this morning, which was more important than attending the meeting. 

The diagram presented is much simpler than QUALCOMM’s. The only change that has been made is to connect service announcement to content provider. Not all comments form the teleconference have been addressed in the current version. 

NEC disputed whether the connection of the service announcement and content provider is correct, it can only be unidirectional. 

Ericsson observed that this would be part of the discovery process, which is not part of this diagram. 

Huawei observed that it is anyway not possible to have bidirectional arrows. If reference points are not used, the arrows have to be unidirectional, since they represent interfaces.

SKT asked what “administration” means, since it is the first time it appears. 

Samsung replied that they tried to group requirements so that the functions relating to e.g. authentication, authorization, group service have been merged in this document. The slide 7 states these functions. 

Huawei asked whether it would be possible to have internal interfaces between the different modules. Samsung did not know, and since these functions are internal to the server, did not think it has to be exposed. 

Ericsson responded that the modules would have to show those interfaces it has dependencies on, even if they are internal to a functional grouping. 

Huawei agreed to this; Samsung also agreed in principle after the discussion. 

NEC stated it would be better to remove all internal functions of the entities. 

Ericsson noted that this is what is done in document CD-010.
•
OMA-CD-CPNS-2009-0013-INP_Architecture_attempt_at_summary_for_discussion.zip 

Jean-Francois, LGE presented. 

Comments

LGE proposed to choose one of the diagrams as a basis to work on.

Diagram 1 was ideas summarized by Ericsson, NTTdocomo, LGE.

Diagram 2 was a summary of Samsung's ideas.

Members feel that interface between CPNS Server and PNGW and PNE-PNGW are not symmetric. 

Samsung proposed to delete Diagram 2 and base the discussion on Diagram 1 only. 

Connectivity was removed as it overlaps with Connection Management functionality.

There was an idea to merge Device Management and Device Capabilities functionalities but members feel that they should remain separate, 

Members pointed out that DPE and DM v1.2 currently cannot support PNE management. Discussions continued on the definitions of the functions without references to any specifications.

Device Capabilities: Any Hardware/software/network characteristics of a device. 

Device Management:  Managing/Controlling capabilities of entities in the CPNS Enabler. 

Status Management: Presence of PN, PN GW and PNE:  Online/Offline/Busy of devices? 

Statistics Management:  Whether the PNE should also process statistics is to be discussed. The name was changed to “Usage Statistics Collection & Reporting”. Whether this function should include Service Statistics, Network Statistics, etc. is to be discussed.

Service Announcement/Publication: For publishing the services which are available from a device. Any entity in the CPNS enabler can publish CPNS. Name was changed to “Service Publication & Discovery”. This function was also added to the PNE.

Service Management: Provision device with settings/parameters relevant to each service. Service Control, (Activate or Deactivate), Manage session

Connection Management: number of connections to allow, etc. management of connections between PN GW proxy. 

Discovery:  “Other CPNS Server” is for discovering PNEs, PNs in the local CPNS network and remote CPNS networks. The name was changed to “PN/PNE Discovery & Registration”.  Group management is also handled in this function.

Non-CPNS Device Proxy: Support for existing non-CPNS PNEs. Translation of service description etc. Forwarding packets to existing devices should be accomplished here too. 

Security:  Authorization. Authentication. Data integrity, confidentiality. these 4 functions can be deployed at multiple levels like device-level, service-level, etc. Underlying mechanisms might be similar.

Members did not yet understand the relevance of GPM to Privacy requirements in CPNS. It was removed from the diagram for further discussion.

Lines routing back to PN GW and CPNS Server itself has been added to denote the need for PNGW-PNGW and CPNSServer-CPNSServer interfaces.

Interfaces between Application/Service Server and each CPNS entities, PNE, PNGW, CPNS Servers were added. 

Common Security Functions were removed for further discussions.

Members agreed to remove interfaces between each internal functions of each entity, tentatively for further discussions. 

Discussion was mainly based on control signaling. Handling of service data stream will be considered in future if required. 

Members agreed that the interface for Application/Content Server interface to access PNE and CPNS Server to be in-scope.
7.12 OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0087-MINUTES_20May2009_CC
OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0081-CR_Definition_Service_Group.zip, LGE

Contains a proposed definition for Service Group to address an action item from previous meetings. 

Ericsson, the wording as it stands implies that the PNEs of the group should share all the three features, data, services and applications otherwise can not be members of groups. Is this the intent of this definition?

LGE, not neccessarily, but that what we need to discuss here. 

NEC suggested to remove the applications as being part of the group since we do not need to imply that all the PNEs will use the same applications.

LGE, the question is whether we define the set of services or set of PNEs and PN-GWs as being a group.

At the end the group agreed to the following wording: Service Group - ‘A set of PNEs and PN-GW that share services, data and applications between themselves’
7.13 OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0093-MINUTES_03Jun2009_CD_Joint_CC  
•
OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0091-CR_Server_Definition_CR_to_RD.zip [Ericsson]

Comments

Extensive discussion followed the brief presentation, even in the absence of the NEC delegate, whose emailed questions were responded to during the discussion. Several companies (Ericsson, Qualcomm, SKT, LGE) agreed to the definition. 

The resolution was as follows: 

The updated document (0091 R01) will be agreed if there is no consensus before midnight GMT, Friday June 5. If there is no consensus on a different definition, the text in 0091R01 will be included in the RD. If there is consensus on a different definition, that text will be included in the RD. 

The points to change were the following: 

“Services PNE(s) consume and produce” should be “content services PNE(s) consume and produce”

“It will still be one single logical function” should be removed

“Implementing the gateway function or other PNE functions, or” should be removed

The old text was:

•
A functional element used for management of the PNE(s), the services PNE(s) consume and produce, and the PN GW (e.g. peer to peer functionality); and for authentication, authorization, and to communicate with external entities, e.g. Charging Enabler and Content Provider Server. This server can be distributed among the nodes (physical boxes) implementing the gateway function or other PNE functions, or implemented in a single node (box); it will still be one single logical function.

The new text will be: 

•
A functional element used for management of the PNE(s), the content services PNE(s) consume and produce, and the PN GW (e.g. peer to peer functionality); and for authentication, authorization, and to communicate with external entities, e.g. Charging Enabler and Content Provider Server. This server can be distributed among the nodes (physical boxes), or implemented in a single node (box).
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5 Recommendation

The CD CPNS AHG is recommended to reflect over the content of its previous discussions, as it notes this document. 









NO REPRESENTATIONS OR WARRANTIES (WHETHER EXPRESS OR IMPLIED) ARE MADE BY THE OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE OR ANY OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE MEMBER OR ITS AFFILIATES REGARDING ANY OF THE IPR’S REPRESENTED ON THE “OMA IPR DECLARATIONS” LIST, INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO THE ACCURACY, COMPLETENESS, VALIDITY OR RELEVANCE OF THE INFORMATION OR WHETHER OR NOT SUCH RIGHTS ARE ESSENTIAL OR NON-ESSENTIAL.

THE OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE IS NOT LIABLE FOR AND HEREBY DISCLAIMS ANY DIRECT, INDIRECT, PUNITIVE, SPECIAL, INCIDENTAL, CONSEQUENTIAL, OR EXEMPLARY DAMAGES ARISING OUT OF OR IN CONNECTION WITH THE USE OF DOCUMENTS AND THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THE DOCUMENTS.

USE OF THIS DOCUMENT BY NON-OMA MEMBERS IS SUBJECT TO ALL OF THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE USE AGREEMENT (located at http://www.openmobilealliance.org/UseAgreement.html) AND IF YOU HAVE NOT AGREED TO THE TERMS OF THE USE AGREEMENT, YOU DO NOT HAVE THE RIGHT TO USE, COPY OR DISTRIBUTE THIS DOCUMENT.

THIS DOCUMENT IS PROVIDED ON AN "AS IS" "AS AVAILABLE" AND "WITH ALL FAULTS" BASIS.

© 2009 Open Mobile Alliance Ltd.  All Rights Reserved.
Page 1 (of 12)
Used with the permission of the Open Mobile Alliance Ltd. under the terms as stated in this document.
[OMA-Template-InputContribution-20090101-I]

© 2009 Open Mobile Alliance Ltd.  All Rights Reserved.
Page 13 (of 13)
Used with the permission of the Open Mobile Alliance Ltd. under the terms as stated in this document.
[OMA-Template-InputContribution-20090101-I]

