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1 Reason for Change

Ref: OMA-ARC-2009-0203R01-CR_Defining_what_constitutes_a__component_.zip (Source: Huawei)

The above CR to the Architecture Best Practices document proposes a change in the definition or interpretation of a “component” in architecture diagrams. Based on its ‘Reason for Change’ and its proposed new bullet being added to Section 5.2 of the ADBP document, there is a distinct possibility that the role of ‘Client’ in an enabler will be deprecated to merely a ‘Requestor’ to the enabler – either as an unintended consequence or by intent.

This CR takes CR 2009-0203R01 as a baseline and proposes necessary edits to it such that:

a) Further clarification to what constitutes a ‘component’ in OMA architecture diagrams is provided; and
b) Once an entity shown in the architecture diagram has been determined to be a component of the enabler, such a component may be further clarified as either a Client or Server, as deemed useful by the Technical WG defining the enabler. 

A key motivation of this CR is to affirm the role of ‘clients’ in those enablers where such clients are predominantly implemented in mobile devices.  Doing so would ensure the needed flexibility in specifying client functionalities in the AD and subsequent protocol messaging design in the TS enabling such functionalities. This extra flexibility is considered important in cases where the client is implemented predominantly in mobile devices with due consideration to the mobile wireless operating challenges (i.e. OTA bandwidth constraints/efficiency, battery consumption, etc.).

The remaining text of this CR propose edits to 

OMA-ARC-2009-0203R01-CR_Defining_what_constitutes_a__component_.zip as repeated in the enclosed,  following its original layout including Change 1 – applicable to Section 5.2 of the ADBP document.
2009-0203R01 CR: Section 1 - Reason for Change

Some WGs document “clients” as components of the enabler inappropriately. In fact, these “components” are merely requestors external to the enabler that are not specified by the enabler (or able to be tested for compliance).  These “components” actually are only responsible for generating well-formed messages towards components of the enabler), and receiving responses.  Such “components” have no specified function defined by the enabler.  In such cases, within the enabler specification the so called “client” must be properly labelled merely as a “Requestor” (ref: OMA Dictionary) to a resource that happens to be located inside the enabler.

In general, whenever an entity interacts with component(s) of an enabler and purports to be a client of the enabler, it should be mandatory to determine whether this entity meets the criteria of being a component of the enabler or not - i.e. are there functions of this entity specified by the enabler?  If Yes, this is a component of the enabler.  If No, this is merely a Requestor to the enabler.

Note that the physical location of a deployed piece of software (e.g. performing certain client functions) does not determine whether it is an implementation of a component or not. In relation to the client-server metaphor that is widely recognised in standards, including OMA specifications, client functions or server functions may be located within a terminal or the network, respectively, or vice versa. Hence the determination of an entity as a component of the enabler, or not, is orthogonal to whether this entity is a client or server within the enabler. Entities that do not qualify to be a component of the enabler should not be designated as either a client or server in the enabler architecture.  Instead, such entities should be labelled as either a Requestor, or a Resource which are located outside of the enabler.
Only after an entity has been determined to be a component of the enabler, should it be possible to designate this component as either a ‘client’ (component) or ‘server’ (component), where such designations are deemed useful (e.g. in an enabler defining a client component that is implemented predominantly in mobile wireless devices). 
Some examples of valid components are as follows:
1) The “clients” in DM do have explicitly specified functions to be performed and must be identified as enabler components.
2) In XDM, the watcher specification has an expiry parameter which is intended to dictate how frequently the watcher re-subscribes to document changes.  The XDM watcher is therefore a component because the specification requires certain actions/functions from any implementation (i.e., not to send messages too frequently). 
R01: added notion of I0 and modified final sentence based on comments during ARC CC from Stephane and Liliana respectively. 
2 Impact on Backward Compatibility

There is no impact on backward compatibility.
3 Impact on Other Specifications

There is no impact on other specifications.
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

We kindly request ARC to review and agree the changes detailed in section 6 below.
6 Detailed Change Proposal

Change 1:  In section 5.2, add explanation of what constitutes a component
Some general recommendations regarding architecture diagrams are:

· All of the diagrams’ components (e.g. elements, relations, arcs, etc.) must be identified and defined in the document’s text
· Components of an enabler are characterized by performing specified functions that can be tested via IOP procedures – the component must have: a) functions defined by the enabler, and b) such functions are essential to the normal operation of the enabler. In addition, components may also maintain long-term data that can be accessed at any time by entities external to the enabler via interfaces defined by the enabler.  “Requestors” that interact with a component of the enabler by merely sending properly formatted messages and receiving responses must not be identified as components of the enabler. Once an entity has been determined to be a component of the enabler, it may be further designated as a Client or Server, as appropriate.
· The colour of lines and boxes should not need to be understood to comprehend the intent of the diagram and associated text, i.e. the text refers to labels and relationships of aspects of the diagram rather than the colour. However, if a diagram’s usage of colors and/or size is significant, the significance must be documented. It is recommended, to use black, white and tones of grey.












�In R02 add “or data that determines how some function is performed”


�Delete this text about needing an I0 – it is not required
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