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1 Reason for Contribution

It seems as MAE still not share the same vision of DCD. The main problem is:

· Is DCD an enabler that can provide benefit to all applications and services?

Or

· Is DCD an enabler for a specific type of application and service?
Taking a more client centric approach the problem can be stated as:

· Is the DCD Client Application a generic application that communicates with the DCD server and acts as a service to other applications in the device by providing DCD content to them?

Or
· Is the DCD Client Application a specific application that not only communicates with the DCD server but also renders and presents content to the user?
This contribution:

· Points out inconsistencies in the current version (Draft Version 1-0 – 05 December 2005) of the DCD RD.

· Where possible make tangible suggestions for changes to resolve the inconsistencies.

· Where it seems as the group does not have a common view presents alternative solutions to the problems.
2 Summary of Contribution

See 1 Reason for Contribution.
3 Detailed Proposal

1. Problem statement

The last paragraph in section 1, Scope states:

“The DCD enabler enables an application and its delivery to be enhanced by making it available asynchronously and through automatic means though it does not specify detailed DCD applications, or how to render those applications”
Furthermore, the last part of section 4, Introduction states:

“As illustrated in the use cases and specified in the requirements, the DCD enabler’s primarily responsibilities are for establishment and management of arrangements for periodic/on-demand content delivery between a DCD-enabled server and a DCD-enabled client. These responsibilities include, but are not limited to, the key functions of:

· Content (channel) selection/subscription

· Content delivery on-demand or as scheduled

· Content personalization and customization

· Content storage management

· Content charging

The content delivered by DCD may be presented to the user or otherwise used by the DCD-enabled client, depending upon the nature of the DCD-enabled client application. User interaction with the content may result in further content delivery within the scope of the DCD enabler, or outside the scope of the DCD enabler (through other OMA enabler clients).

The DCD enabler will leverage other OMA enablers for these functions, as available and supported by the other enablers.”
These statements say that we are defining a DCD enabler but not detailed DCD applications. Note that section 4 states that “the content delivered by DCD may be presented to the user or otherwise used by the DCD-enabled client, depending upon the nature of the DCD-enabled client application”. 

It is obvious that we should define requirements for a generic DCD enabler. However, should we also define requirements for the “DCD-enabled client application”?
It seems, from the text in the Scope and Introduction sections that we should not. However, there are requirements that seem to target DCD-enabled client applications. Examples:

· DCD-FUNC-14 states “The DCD client SHOULD be able to receive and to display content without user interaction”. This sounds like a very application specific requirement. What is DCD client in this requirement, a generic DCD client or a DCD-enabled client application that renders content?
· DCD-FUNC-015 states “The DCD client MAY be integrated in the wall paper of the mobile phone”. This is a “DCD application” specific requirement that does not it into the scope of the generic DCD enabler. 
· Section 6.1.1.4 contains requirements for “Content Presentation”. For example, DCD-CPRE-003 and 004 place mandatory requirements on the DCD client to support “multiple simultaneous presentation windows”. This is probably motivated for many DCD-enabled client applications but is it within the scope for the generic DCD enabler to include such application/presentation specific requirements?
Many requirements target the DCD client. However, what is a DCD client? Is it the generic DCD client or is it a DCD-enabled client application or is it both? What is included in the scope for the DCD enabler?

Furthermore, there are only two client related definition in section 3.2 Definitions:

DCD Client Application: A mobile client application capable of communicating with any DCD content server for the purpose of reception, display and storage of DCD content.  Its functionality may include authentication of the DCD content Server. 

DCD Client Device: It’s a device hosting a DCD Client application.
However, the following terms are also used in use cases and requirements:

DCD client

DCD-enabled client

DCD-enabled client application

Client Application
Other presentation clients

This is confusing as it is not clear what type of client application that is referred in the use case or requirement. 

Problem summary:

A. Terms for DCD clients/applications are used inconsistently and undefined terms are used. This creates confusion.

B. It seems as a number of requirements in section 6 are inconsistent with Section 1 Scope and section 4 Introduction as they seem to target “DCD-enabled client applications”, which probably are out of scope for the DCD enabler according to section 1 Scope and section 4 Introduction.

2. Possible solution alternatives:

Problem A is best solved by correctly defining DCD clients/applications and consistently use only these terms in the uses cases in section 5 and in the requirements in section 6. The terms to use depends on the chosen solution to problem B.
For problem B there are at least three possible solution alternatives:
Alternative 1: Keep the existing definitions.

The current definition seems to define a “DCD Client Application” that contains both generic DCD functionality as well as DCD application functionality. If this alternative is chosen the following actions must be executed:

· Update section 1 Scope and Section 4 Introduction so that it is clear that these sections are consistent with the definition of the “DCD Client Application”.
· In section 5 Use Cases and 6 Requirements consistently use terms defined in section 3.2, i.e. “DCD Client Application” or “DCD Client Device”.
Alternative 2: Define; not only the generic DCD client application, but also DCD-enabled client applications as separate client applications. 
For example:

DCD Generic Client Application: A mobile client application capable of communicating with any DCD content server for the purpose of reception and storage of DCD content.  Its functionality may include authentication of the DCD content Server as well as functionality for content personalization and customization, content charging and content notification. The DCD Generic Client Application does not render DCD content. Instead it acts as a generic DCD Client service to DCD-Enabled Client Applications.
DCD-Enabled Client Application: A DCD-enabled client application that uses the DCD Generic Client Application to provide a DCD Service to the end-user, for example by rendering DCD content. Examples of DCD-enabled Client Applications are news-ticker and news-flash applications, active wall-paper applications or active ring tones-applications. 

DCD Client Device: It’s a device hosting a DCD Generic Client Application and one or more DCD-Enabled Client Applications.

In this alternative the DCD-Enabled Client Application is included in the DCD enabler. If this alternative is chosen the following actions must be executed:

· Update section 1 Scope and Section 4 Introduction so that it is clear that the “DCD-Enabled Client Application” is included in the DCD enabler.
· Update section 3.2 Definitions according to the intention proposed above.
· In section 5 Use Cases and 6 Requirements consistently use terms defined in section 3.2.
Alternative 3: As alternative 2 but state that the “DCD-Enabled Client Application” is not included in the scope for the DCD enabler. This means that no normative requirements should be placed on “DCD-Enabled Client Applications”  but the term may be useful for informative purposes in use cases and requirements. With this view the DCD enabler is an enabler that can provide benefit to many applications and services. The “DCD Generic Client Application” acts as a generic DCD client application that serves other applications, i.e. different “DCD-Enabled Client Applications” that renders and handles content. A “DCD-Enabled Client Application” can be any application in the device.
If this alternative is chosen it must be discussed what the DCD enabler adds in addition to the OMA Push frame work and the OMA Broadcast enabler. The following actions must be executed

· Update section 3.2 Definitions according to the intention proposed above.

· In section 5 Use Cases consistently use terms defined in section 3.2.
· In section 6 Requirements remove all normative requirements placed on “DCD-Enabled Client Applications”.
· For all remaining requirements in section 6, consistently use terms defined in section 3.2.  
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

This three proposed solutions should be discussed by MAE and a decision on how to proceed in order to achieve a consistent RD should be made, at the latest at the OMA meeting in Athens December 12-16.
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