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1 Reason for Contribution

After some protracted discussion during the AD phase, a few big issues have been sufficiently worked out.  It is not uncommon for other issues to require attention after such progress.  This contribution should thus not be understood as an attempt to add delay but rather as normal progress during standards work.  Note that according to the Work Plan there are many months before we have reached our planned deadline for the PEEM TS work.
This contribution seeks to provide questions for clarification and comments for 121R01.

2 Summary of Contribution

A constructive list of questions for clarification and comments for 121R01.

3 Detailed Proposal

This set of comments is rooted in 1) incomplete addressing of objections and comments raised during R&A of 121 and 2) identification of some new content (i.e. not found in 121), and 3) the evolution of the PEM-1 TS (142).  Where applicable, the comment/objection that was incompletely addressed in our judgement is referenced.

· Overall question for clarification: Except for 

“5.2
Input / Output Normative Templates

The following templates MUST be supported PEM-1 as explained in section 5.1.3.

Editor’s note: This section will contain templates selected by the WG. Template details may be put in appendices - TBD. The following sections describe templates that have been pre-identified as necessary, but others such sections may be added as this concept develops.”, 

All changes in the detailed section appear to be new and not agreed previously.

· Comment to Section 2 “Summary of Contribution” on “The clarifications for the template definition are to be handled separately under the resolution of Action Item 047 assigned in Vancouver.”: we recommend that definition of Template is discussed and agreed prior to moving on this proposal.  We argue that it is only natural to first agree on a clear and usable baseline prior to extensively using the baseline or terms in it in a normative manner.  Note that Action Item A047 was assigned in Vancouver.  This action item acknowledges the issue and serves as an incentive to address the issue.  We recommend that the issue results in an agreeable modification to the TS baseline prior to moving on with 121.Note that it is acceptable to us if the definition are not included in a revision of the 121 series, we just wish to see the definition in the PEM-1 TS baseline prior to assessing further use of the terms.
· (related to R&A[121-7]) Overall comment: what is the justification for selecting the particular template parameters?  It is required to clarify the parameter selection process.  After all, by including parameters in PEM-1 ‘templates’, certain policies can be evaluated.  With these parameter, what type of policies are targeted to be evaluated?  How to prevent that everything but the kitchen sick is proposed as a template parameter?  Maybe we should first review some flows where functions are presented such as initial authorization, template verification, etc. and derive form that parameters needed to drive these functions (proposed in 146).
Comments on “detailed proposal section”

· Comment on section heading 5.2: the word normative used in this section heading has some connotations that may not be appropriate or applicable.  It is suggested to use the word “standardized” instead of “normative”.  This is also proposed in documents 142 and 143.

· (related to R&A[121-7]) Comment on first sentence in section 5.2: the word MUST has well defined connotations.  However, the changes proposed in the informative editor’s note are starkly at odds with the normative MUST that precedes it.  We strongly suggest that normative aspects of this document are brought inline with the sentiment of the editor’s note.  I.e. the contribution is and its contents are preliminary.  Maybe this type of explorative work should be in an appendix labelled “informative and temporary”.  

· (related to R&A[121-7]) Comment on first sentence in section 5.2: additionally, we feel that the spirit of objection 121-7 is insufficiently addressed as the first sentence still says that all proposed templates MUST be supported, irrespective of the applicability of their parameters.
· (related to R&A[121-7]) Comment on use of “normative templates” in 5.2.1: suggested to change “normative” into “standardized” per 142.

· (related to R&A[121-6]) Comment to editor’s note in 5.2.1: This doesn’t address R&A objection 121-6. It appears to sidestep it.  Editor notes can be a means to track an issue, an editor note is not a vehicle for addressing a legitimate objection.  We feel that objection 121-6 is not addressed.
· Comments to 5.2.1.1:

· There is a typo in “need to considered for all normative templates”.  Add a “be”

· There is a typo in “multiple message”. Add an ‘s’.
· Comments to messageID parameter description.  It appears that the term ‘template’ has a new characteristic: it can span multiple messages.  I know IPv4 is able to split packets up in smaller packets and reassemble them down the line.  Is this IP functionality implied?  If not, what binding do the authors have in mind that supports this capability?  Under what circumstances would a PEEM PEM-1 TS message (request or answer) be split over multiple ‘messages’?  The statement a PEEM PEM-1 request can be carried over multiple messages reinforces our believe that ‘template’ needs to be defined prior to using the term beyond its current use in 142.  

· Comment to messageID parameter: the parameter was not present in 121 and thus the statement in the scope of this contribution that clearly states that “This revision does not introduce new content” appears to be misleading.
· Comments to Section 5.2.1.2: 
· (related to R&A[121-4]) Recommend to use “can” instead of “may” in “Since PEEM may receive” as PEEM clearly can receive multiple messages otherwise PEEM wouldn’t be of much use.
· (related to R&A[121-4]) Recommend to use “template” instead of “parameter” in “deployments this parameter may be useful” as this sentence clarifies the “priority” template and not the MsgPriority parameter that is not yet introduced.
· (related to R&A[121-7]) Comment on 5.2.1.3: it should be sufficient to only include minimum set of parameter to identify the principal.  From that perspective, we argue that “OriginatorDeviceID” should not be part of this template.  Typically, a parameter that identifies the originating principal’s device is useful for particular policy evaluation (and less so for identifying the principals and hosts involved in originating the request) and should be included in a template that satisfies all the needs for such special policies to be evaluated (note that 146 suggests to put information necessary to evaluate particular policies in ‘regular templates’).
· Comment on 5.2.1.3 heading: suggest to change heading into “Policy Evaluation Request Origin-Identification”

· (related to R&A[121-7]) Comment on 5.2.1.4: it should be sufficient to only include minimum set of parameter to identify the target.  From that perspective, we argue that “targetDeviceID” should not be part of this template.  Typically, a parameter that identifies the target principal’s device is useful for particular policy evaluation (and less so for identifying the principals and hosts involved in originating the request) and should be included in a template that satisfies all the needs for such special policies to be evaluated (note that 146 suggests to put information necessary to evaluate particular policies in ‘regular templates’).

· (related to R&A[121-7]) Comment on 5.2.1.4 and 5.2.1.5: for CBCS the templates described in these two sections are not required.  One can imagine that for CBCS requests over the PEM-1 interface the following data is required: CBCS user information, content signature or content, and PEEM template information.  It is thus not clear which policies require the presence of these templates.  Certainly, these templates must not be mandatory. See also 146 for a motivation for identifying only a minimal (MASTER) template.
· (related to R&A[121-7]) Comments to 5.2.1.6 and 5.2.1.7: please identify the requirements that are satisfied with the inclusion of these templates in PEM-1 TS.
4 Intellectual Property Rights
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5 Recommendation

We recommend that the material in this document is satisfactory addressed prior to disposing 121R01 or any of its revisions.
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.

© 2006 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-20060101-I]

© 2006 Open Mobile Alliance Ltd.  All Rights Reserved.
Page 3 (of 3)
Used with the permission of the Open Mobile Alliance Ltd. under the terms as stated in this document.
[OMA-Template-InputContribution-20060101-I]

