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1 Reason for Contribution

To foster transparency of process, this contribution provides an update of the latest discussion with OMA GM, REL Committee and select members of the OMA BoD re way forward to enable the OMNA registration service in support of allocation/assignment of MC Enabler address resources -- ‘Registry-IDs’ and ‘Routing Prefixes’ (more precisely, ‘Remaining-Parts-of-Routing-Prefixes’.  Issues at hand are the potential operational impact on OMNA to support this effort, and also related business and legal implications for OMA. 

Further updates on this topic will be provided as available and relevant.

	
	


2 Summary of Contribution

Recommended methods & procedures for OMNA assignment of MC 1.0 CER address resources were first introduced in the Seoul meeting in Nov 2011.  Further refinements were processed and agreed by MC SWG in 

OMA-MC-2010-0213R01-INP_Recommendations_for_OMNA_allocation_of_MC_V1.0_Registry_IDs_and_Routing_Prefixes.zip before the Honolulu meeting.  This information was socialised with the REL Committee and OMNA staff at the Honolulu meeting in Feb 2011.

A resulting action point from the REL and OMNA discussion, as augmented by the TP Chair, was for OMNA and MC SWG to further explore the issues based on feedback received, and propose a presentation for discussion with the TPC, possibly with the BoD, if appropriate, in order to address the issues raised.  

Further progress at the Sorrento meeting resulted in the following:

Ref: OMA-MC-2011-0021R01-INP_Issues_Affecting_OMNA_Allocation_of_MC_Enabler_Address_Space.zip (Agreed Contribution at the Sorrento meeting, April 2011).

3 Detailed Proposal

The following are the relevant excerpts based on communications between MC SWG chair with OMA GM, REL Committee and select members of the OMA BoD re way forward to enable the OMNA registration service in support of allocation/assignment of MC Enabler address resources -- ‘Registry-IDs’ and ‘Routing Prefixes’ (i.e., more precisely, ‘Remaining-Parts-of-Routing-Prefixes’).
Note:  The names of BoD members were deleted from the enclosed communications to protect confidentiality of opinions by individuals that are not germane to the issues under discussion.
From: KWONG, KENNIE (ATTSI) 
Sent: 25 April, 2011 05:11            



[All time references are US EDT]
To: 'Seth Newberry '
Cc: 'REL-Officers@mail.openmobilealliance.org'; Gerry Mc Auley;     
[Other BoD members deleted.]
Subject: FW: First Mockup of the Mobilecodes registries

As a follow-up of discussion you raised about the best way forward for OMNA to begin the MC Enabler resource allocation task/service, below is a synopsis of the key issues/questions that may require OMA business role/operations decisions (as paraphrased from 4 key points in your message, with my added highlights):
1- Fairness in the size of address space allocated to an applicant.
COMMENTS: There are two specific types of MC Enabler resource addresses which requires OMNA allocation/assignment; theoretical maximum address space for each is as follows:

MC “Registry-IDs” (3 hex digits fixed length) … approaching 4,095.

Code Management Platform ‘CMP’ Routing Prefixes (1 to 16 octets variable length) under OMNA’s Registry-ID (reserved as %x001) … approaching 3.4 x 1038 (i.e., equivalent to the entire IPv6 address space).

PROPOSAL: For the foreseeable future, say 18 months from start of OMNA MC registry service, discussion in MC SWG generally agreed that a few to no more than a few tens of ‘Registry-IDs’ might be applied for.  Note that applicants for this resource intends to offer MC Registry Service, under which a large range of CMP Routing Prefixes can be sub-allocated, similar to what OMNA Registry-ID %x001 alone can support.  For applicants who want to establish a MC CMP, but do not wish to be associated with any independent MC Registry, they are to apply directly to OMNA and obtain the CMP Routing Prefix assignments under OMNA MC Registry-ID %x001.  Again, for the foreseeable future, say 18 months from start of OMNA service, best educated view from MC SWG is that a few tens to no more than a few hundreds of ‘Routing Prefixes’ might be applied for.

To keep the OMNA MC resource registration service manageable, it was recommended that registrations for ‘CMP Routing Prefixes’ (more precisely, ‘Remaining-Part-of-Routing-Prefixes’ – see diagram below) be granted conservatively, i.e. assign long, instead of short, prefixes to constrain the address space allocated to an CMP applicant.
	Field
	Routing-Prefix
	Resolution-
Identifier

	
	Length-
Indicator
	Registry-ID
	Remaining-Part- 
of-Routing-Prefix
	

	Length
	1 hex digit
	3 hex digits
	Variable length
(1 to 16 octets)
	Variable length
(1 or more octets)

	Description
	Indicates the length of the “Remaining Part of Routing Prefix” field in octets.
	Contains the Registry ID.
	Contains the remaining part of the Routing Prefix after excluding the first 2 octets.
	Contains the   Resolution Identifier. 


Ref: Table 12: Indirect Code Identifier (ICI) Format, Section 8  OMA-TS-MC-V1_0-20101130-C.zip
2- a) Permanence/Robustness of OMNA MC resource allocation record-keeping.
COMMENTS: This concern appears to be a generic challenge to all types of name space or address space allocation/registration tasks performed by OMNA with the attendant pre-caution of robust record-keeping. While an precise estimate of the incremental cost to OMNA’s database upkeep might be pursued, the theoretical worst-case effort should be significantly less than that compared with IANA’s responsibility of assigning IPv6 addresses – i.e., OMNA has a distinct advantage of managing a flat global address space, as opposed to IANA’s need for hierarchical administration to maintain, Local, National and Regional Internet Registries.

PROPOSAL: It is recommended that initial demand of MC address resource applications be monitored closely and a contingent plan be put in place to scale this registration service if required. 

b) OMNA liability for errors or omissions.

COMMENTS: This issue was discussed and a solution based on legal disclaimer was thought to be an acceptable mitigative measure – subject to OMA legal review.  In fact, OMNA liability due to “errors or omissions” was thought to be a lesser concern than the scenario whereby an applicant, having legitimately obtained a CMP Routing Prefix (under OMNA Registry-ID %x001) then proceeds to publish millions of individual item mobile codes each with a call-to-action based on false pretense aimed at collecting sensitive personal information (e.g. solicitation for an “extremely low rate” of mortgage or loan, or “extremely high rate” of discounted purchases).  In such a scenario, the legal liability of any loss or damage caused by OMNA’s perceived facilitation of fraudulent acts might require a closer OMA legal review than the liability associated with ‘error & omissions’.

PROPOSAL: The need for OMA legal review was anticipated and follow-up in this respect was recommended. 

3-    Cost recovery for OMNA efforts & pre-cautions to support this registration service.

        COMMENTS: This concern was shared by the discussion in MC SWG.  However, in balancing between “the weight/expectations of duties inherent” in OMNA charging a fee and certain “legal disclaimer attached to a free service” offered to industry, it was felt that OMA should consider waiving any registration fees initially, until and unless the demand for MC address resources look to be a material challenge in scale of OMNA operations.

PROPOSAL: It is recommended that initial demand of MC address resource applications be monitored closely and a contingent plan be put in place to scale this registration service if required, including the rights for OMA to impose the necessary fees for cost recovery.

   

4- Any other business and legal consequences for OMA. 

COMMENTS: All relevant issues, except for 2(a) & 2(b) above, had been identified in MC SWG, with the additional guidance from related discussion in OMNA, REL Committee and TPC  (ref: REL meeting in Honolulu).  A more detailed description of these questions/issues was documented in OMA-MC-2010-0213R01-INP_Recommendations_for_OMNA_allocation_of_MC_V1.0_Registry_IDs_and_Routing_Prefixes.zip   (towards the end, “Administrative Aspects”). 

PROPOSAL:  Based on the latest discussion between OMNA (Gerry) and MC SWG in Sorrento meeting, it was believed that a pragmatic but cautious approach should be possible to enable OMNA startup of the MC resource registration service given a consensus prediction that foreseeable future demand for this OMNA service is not likely to be overwhelming. Decision to proceed is, of course, firmly dependent on further BoD guidance and approval, as was previously identified by TPC/REL discussions. 

Two critical precautions need to be taken nonetheless; namely, 1) demand of applications for this service must be closely monitored and contingency planning must begin based on evidence that the actual demand indicates material challenges to scaling of this service, and 2) all identified questions/issues requiring OMA legal review be pursued in due course.  Please see OMA-MC-2011-0021R01-INP_Issues_Affecting_OMNA_Allocation_of_MC_Enabler_Address_Space.zip   (Agreed Contribution). 

I believe the above accounts for all the submitted inputs from MC SWG and ensuing discussions to date between MC SWG with OMNA, REL and TPC.  I look forward to further guidance from any of the governance entities within OMA as mentioned, including specific directions from OMA legal and BoD if appropriate, to remove roadblocks in OMNA assignment of MC address resources which is a pre-requisite for implementation of the Mobile Codes ecosystem as per MC 1.0.

If there are questions on the above details, or on the MC v1.0 CER in general, including perspectives on the nascent mobile barcode ecosystem, I and other colleagues on the MC SWG would be happy to respond. 

Best regards,

Kennie

From: KWONG, KENNIE (ATTSI) 
Sent: 19 April, 2011 10:30
To: OMA-CD@MAIL.OPENMOBILEALLIANCE.ORG
Cc: Gerry Mc Auley
Subject: [MC] First Mockup of the Mobilecodes registries -- PLEASE PROVIDE FEEDBACK

A mock-up version of the OMNA MC resource allocation registry is available.  Would you take a close look and provide your feedback please?

Best regards,

Kennie

From: Gerry Mc Auley [mailto:Gerry.McAuley@forapolis.com] 
Sent: 19 April, 2011 09:09
To: KWONG, KENNIE (ATTSI); Yu, James
Cc: REL-Officers@mail.openmobilealliance.org; WEB_REQUEST
Subject: First Mockup of the Mobilecodes registries

Here are links to the first mock-ups of the MC registries

http://www.openmobilealliance.org/Tech/omna/omna-mobile-codes-Routing-prefix.aspx
http://www.openmobilealliance.org/Tech/omna/omna-mobile-codes-registry-ID.aspx
Please have a loon and let us have your feedback.

We will continue to work on the forms to request a Registry Id and Routing Prefix and let you know when these are ready.

Once we have finalized the pages, we can link them to the OMNA index and “go-live”

Regards Gerry
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

MC SWG participants are kindly asked to note this update.
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