Doc# OMA-IOP-BROWSING-2005-0037-BAC-Push-Comments-on-WAP-2.0-ETS[image: image1.jpg]"sOMaQa

Open Mobile Alliance




Submitted to IOP-Browsing
14th April 2005
Doc# OMA-IOP-BROWSING-2005-0037-BAC-Push-Comments-on-WAP-2.0-ETS
Submitted to IOP-Browsing
14th April 2005

Input Contribution

	Title:
	OMA-IOP-BROWSING-2005-0037-BAC-Push-Comments-on-WAP-2.0-ETS
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Public       FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential

	To:
	IOP-Browsing

	Submission Date:
	14th April 2005

	Source:
	Fergus Wills, Openwave

	Attachments:
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Public       FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential

	Replaces:
	n/a


1 Reason for Contribution

This contribution brings together all the comments for the Enabler Test Specification for WAP 2.0 Push, Version 2.0, 23 March 2005.

2 Summary of Contribution

This document represents the collated set of comments divided into general comments and then section by section./
3 Detailed Proposal 

General Comments

Comment 1:

The BAC-Push groups informs the IOP-Browsing group that there may be a new enabler release for an updated suite of push specifications by mid-2005. These updates will have an effect on the Push Initiator to PPG relationship (in the Quality of Service Options) and possibly on the processing of push messages on the client by the introduction of a common filtering mechanism(nominally called ‘Whitelists’.

Comment 2:

The use of UDP Logs to verify that a test has passed is not valid; the use of logging is not specified by the OMA nor was it specified by the WAP Forum in WAP 1 push. Protocol analysis is considered to be a valid in the context of verifying the pass conditions of these tests.

Comment 3:

There are no tests for PI-PPG interaction – in other words there are no tests for result notification, status query, cancellation etc. Is it the intention of these tests to cover the PI – PPG interface?

Comment 4:

The tests that verify semantically that a push has been received by the device discuss the push being ‘displayed’; this is not the term used in the specifications; the specifications refer to the push being ‘presented’ to the user. This could take many forms – the reception of a push message could cause an indicator to appear on the screen, a beep to sounded, or a service level interruption.

In addition there appears to be no test dealing with the differing priorities that the content can have.

Comment 5:

Terminology; please keep terminology consistent – if we are referring to the device then the same term should be used throughout, especially in relation to device, terminal, mobile station and client all referring to same thing. 
Comment 6:

The use of security profile as ‘ON’ or ‘OFF’ is not something which is specified by BAC-Push; nor is the ‘user setting’ of ‘Always Ask’, ‘Always’ or ‘Never’; In discussion with IOP these are considered to refer to push filtration by the device and thus the suggested re-phrasing is – ‘If push filter settings exist on the device, then they should be set to allow push messages to be automatically received’.

Comment 7:

If multiple contact points are in an SIR the client does not contact them all; as per section 8 of WAP-235-PushOTA.

Section by Section Comments:

Section 2.2:
There are no informative references listed – references to RFC 2616 (HTTP) as well as other supporting RFCs are to be considered as informative.

Section 3.3
Abbreviations for OMNA, OMA should be added.

Section 4:

A protocol analyzer ( not any particular one ) should be added as a necessary to verify some of the tests

A push capable client – in the variations of pushes being tested is necessary to perform these tests. The variation of push client are (push connectionless, push over WSP, push over HTTP, secure push over HTTP)

A general architecture diagram (as taken from the push specifications ) is normally used to highlight the main logical elements being tested and to provide context for the reader.

Section 5.2

In this test the security setting is different from the test in section 5.1 but the pass-conditions are the same?

Section 5.3

Is an SIR sent in the case where the both the device is inactive?

Section 5.5

In this case it will be unlikely that a device will connect to multiple contact points; multiple contacts are only used in the case where there are protocol choices. In this case – as the specification reference is purely WSP related – it will only be for WSP based sessions and therefore we can assume that a single connection will be made; 

Section 5.6 

If alternate application identifiers are to be tested then alternate applications must be involved in the push – i.e. the push initiator may be an MMSC or a provisioning server. These alternate applications are not mentioned in the introduction as required for the tests. In other words the contents as listed in the test comment may not be applicable to the test. 

Section 5.7  

This test is entitled initiator authentication but is more orientated to checking the authenticator flag on the device. In addition it also tests the ‘last push’ header in the pass-criteria; 

Section 6.1

The definition of ‘non-existant’ push application identifier should be qualified – if the test is to refer to an unregistered push application identifier (in textual or numeric form) then the test may work. If however the test refers to application identifier which is not present then it will be assumed that the ‘default’ application will be used and the push will not be discarded for the reasons of a lack of application identifier. 

Section 6.2

HREF for SL is required. It should never reach the device without a HREF. (this also applies to ‘pass criteria’)

Section 7.1 

Cache operation difficult to test. The test procedure however makes no reference to sending a cache operation. This test should be send an SI with a URL, load the URL, send a Cache OP invalidating the cache for that URL and then send another SI with the same URL. If this last SI results in a retrieval via the pull channel, detectable from the protocol analyser, then the test has passed – albeit that there is a condition where the device does not contain any cache at all.

Section 7.2 

Unsure how this tests will actually be passed via the pass-conditions – i.e. how visible are these pass conditions.?

Section 7.5 

How does this test match to test in section 5.7?

Section 8.5

As discussed in general comments; unsure of the verification of this test.

Section 10.2, 10.3
The order of the ports changed slightly in WAP-235-101-PushOTA

Section 10.4

Test procedure – the client does not have responsibility to ‘clean up’ stale push sessions; However it does have a responsibility to manage its connections – but that responsibility is outside the scope of the specifications.

Section 10.12

This is a difficult test as there is no second version of the HTTP interface to test against.

Section 10.14

This test may not be achievable. It is highly dependent on client/PPG implementation. 

Section 10.16

The default, normal case is that the ProvURL is empty and that it will refer to the default provisioning context on the device.

Section 11.1

This test is implicit in the passing of earlier tests; the encoding of this header will vary depending on the type transfer protocol used (WSP or HTTP).

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 BAC Push Group recommends that the IOP-Browsing group consider these comments prior to re-issuing an update of this ETS 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.

© 2005 Open Mobile Alliance Ltd.  All Rights Reserved.
Page 1 (of 3)
Used with the permission of the Open Mobile Alliance Ltd. under the terms as stated in this document.
[OMA-Template-InputContribution-20040917]

© 2005 Open Mobile Alliance Ltd.  All Rights Reserved.
Page 2 (of 3)
Used with the permission of the Open Mobile Alliance Ltd. under the terms as stated in this document.
[OMA-Template-InputContribution-20040917]

