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1 Reason for Contribution

Document OMA-ARC-2006-0104R01-AD-best-practices-about-interfaces-and-RPs has been submitted.
2 Summary of Contribution

This contribution provides some comments to Comments to OMA-ARC-2006-0104R01-AD-best-practices-about-interfaces-and-RPs.
3 Detailed Proposal

We do appreciate the intent of the proposal and think it is a good starting point. However, we have a few concerns / comments that should be addressed prior to incorporating these proposed changes.
3.1 Issues

1) As we understand RP vs. interface, we do not understand and agree with the restriction of one RP between 2 enablers / modules: if there are different interfaces used by these modules, there are different reference points. At least to the extent that we distinguish different interfaces, we can similarly distinguish different reference points. I am not sure that it makes sense to forbid different interfaces for different functions... So I am not sure that the RP restriction and line restriction makes sense. If I want to call out different functions I should be able to use different RPs and lines. If a client talks to a server using both SIP and XCAP, are these 2 RPs or 1? I believe they are different RPs… In any case, more arguments against restricting the number of lines are presented in bullet 3).  
2) We am not yet sure that we appropriately address another of the main issues behind this discussion: are RP carrying a specific constraint that interface are not? I.e. is the use of reference point intended to restrict who in a particular interaction can interact through the interfaces? If it is the case then guidance must be provided. If it is not then it should be explicitly mentioned too.  We understand and fully agree that it is proposed that enablers define interfaces.  Now, when one identifies uses of the interface(s) by specific components/enablers – i.e. reference points, is it just an example without any normative implication or is it a statement that in the context of these RPs one want to limit usage of the interface to these end point and hence possible prevent others to use the interface? This requires an explicit clarification because the different interpretations have been met in OMA discussions and elsewhere. Currently, it is confusing.  

3) From an architecture point of view, I disagree with the notion that line necessarily imply reference points. They may represent paths of logical data exchanges / logical flows that are taking place between the different logical components. Interactions may have to fulfill different functions. Some may even evolved different main directions of data exchanges, different initiators of data exchanges etc... It is sometimes extremely valuable to illustrate this on the logical architecture with different lines and possibly arrows. We should not prevent that and let WG decide if such information is relevant and important to understand the architecture. The data exchange / flows are trough the interfaces along the reference points. Assuming that we allow multiple interfaces and RPs (item 1) then it is clear that we may have different lines. Even if we decide to restrict to one RP, still we can have different flows  For this reason and referring to 1) we should definitively not prevent multiple lines between modules even if we prevent multiple reference points (despite 1). 

So we definitively question if we need to prevent multiple reference point between modules, we need to qualify explicitly if RP impose a restriction and we question the assumption that lines are necessarily reference points. In any case, we do not agree with a prohibition of multiple lines between elements in a logical architecture. 

3.2 Proposed way forward
We believe that this can be addressed by updating accordingly the input. 
· Issue 1 should be discussed. We believe that it would be better to allow multiple RPs and interfaces and hence lines. However, the group may decide differently. We should capure the decision, motivate it and add an explanation to the guidelines.

· Issue 2 requires a common view by the WG, but it can probably could be handle with just a bit more text around the selected view. 
· Issue 3 requires a change of the essence of the guidelines. We believe however that the restriction on the lines must be lifted and left to the decision of the WG who design the enabler.
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 Recommendations
We recommend that the issues be discussed and that a resolution be agreed upon along the lines described in section 3.2. 

Clearly we do not agree on the limitation imposed on the number of lines between element in a logical architecture and would like that ARC agrees to lift that limitation prior to approval of OMA-ARC-2006-0104R0x-AD-best-practices-about-interfaces-and-RPs.
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