joint-API-group (Parlay, ETSI Project OSA, 3GPP TSG_CN WG5)
N5-020225

Meeting #17, Sophia Antipolis, FRANCE, 8 – 12 April 2002

Source:
ETSI STF 211 (Ultan Mulligan)
Title:
OSA ICS Development Status

Agenda Item:
3.3.1 ETSI OSA Testing STF

Document for:
Discussion
Abstract

During the development of the ICS for OSA, a first draft of which is made available to the joint working group at this meeting, much progress was made, and a number of questions arose regarding requirements on implementations of ES 201 915, which are presented here.

Overview of ICS document

The ICS document, in N5-020224, has been developed by STF 211 in their first 2 weeks of work.  The document presented to this meeting is a first draf, and the STF welcomes feedback on the structure, contents and detailed support status for items withint.

The ICS is structured in a single document, with multiple annexes.  It is aimed at SCF or Framework suppliers, so contains questions which are related to support of interfaces and methods in an SCF or Framework.

The following Annexes are included:

Annex A:
General questions, tries to identify what other parts of the ICS are to be filled in.

Annex B:
Covers funtionality described in Part 3 of ES 201 915.  Therefore, this annex shall be filled in by both Framework suppliers, and by SCF suppliers, since parts of the Framework specification are related to interfaces an SCF shall support.  If the supplier is filling in a ICS for both Framework and SCF, then 2 copies of Annex B shall be completed.

Annex C:
To be filled in for each Call Control SCF implemented

Annex D:
UI

Annex E:
Mobility

Annex F:
Terminal Capaiblities

Annex G:
Data Session Control

Annex H:
Generic Messaging

Annex I:
Connectivity Manager

Annex J:
Account Management

Annex K:
Charging

The document is structured in this way, rather than in multiple parts, to minimise the overall size of the document.  If the document were structured in multiple parts, Annex A and preceeding text would have to be repeated, per part.

Scope of ICS

The ICS is at present restricted to declarations to be made by Framework or SCF suppliers.  In particular, it is restricted to indication of what interfaces are supported in either Framework or SCFs, and what methods a client can call on those interfaces.  The ICS does not ask which methods a Framework or SCF can invoke on a client.  We consider this to be unnecessary information.

Much of the status information in the ICS will require modification - most methods and interfaces have been placed at mandatory status, primarily because there is little or no indication in the specification that these interfaces are not mandatory.  If the assumption is to be that, unless a statement indicating mantory support of an item is present in the specification, each item is optional, then there is little value in producing a ICS document or test specifications, because two fully conformant implementations will probably never be made to interwork.  Since there are so few items specifically indicated as mandatory in the specification, the possibility of two conformant implementations choosing complementary sets of items to support is significantly reduced.

Framework Questions

The following questions arose related to Part 3 of ES 201 915, the Framework specification (these questions relate to the Framework specification, not to a Framework entity):

1. What parts of the Framework to Service API, if any, are mandatory:  for Framework entity, and for SCF?

2. Are the Access interfaces required to be supported between a Framework and an SCF?

3. Could there be a difference in support level of the Access interfaces in a Framework entity, between those interfaces offered to an application, those offered to an SCF, and those offered to an Enterprise Operator, if supported.

4. Are all the Framework to Enterprise Operator interfaces mandatory, if a Framework claims to support the Framework to Enterprise operator API?

5. It is assumed that if a particular optional Framework interface is claimed to be supported, then all the methods on that interface are required to be supported.  We believe this is essential as there is no mechanism similar to service properties to enable e.g. an application to identify which methods are not supported by a Framework.  Is this assumption correct?

Call Control Questions

1. Is the support of the IpCall (and IpMultiPartyCall etc.) interface mandatory for an SCF?  There is a statement which implies that this is not the case, in the callEventNotify() (or reportNotification()) parameter descriptions, in the case of an event requested in Monitor mode.  However, there is a clear indication in the STDs for GCC that an instance of an IpCall interface is created when IpAppCallControlManager.callEventNotify() is invoked.  This needs to be resolved, whatever the solution.

2. In the case of Conference Call Control, are the IpMultiMediaCallLeg and IpMultiMediaStream interfaces an integral part of Conference Call Contro?  This is not so clear from the class diagram.

UI Questions

1. Are both IpUI and IpUICall required to be supported?  Can only one be supported?  Could it be that only IpUICall could be supported?

setCallback/sessionID Questions

The methods present in IpService pose a particular problem.  There is no question in the ICS related to IpService, since implementation of this interface makes no sense - the inheritance mechanism in place is a documentation mechanism.  However there is a specific issue regarding setCallback / setCallbackWithSessionID:

setCallback is indicated as being prohibited for an application to invoke it on an interface which uses sessionIDs.  This can be interpreted as that support of setCallback is optional for an interface which uses sessionIDs (it’s not prohibited for an SCF, only for an application).  The opposite is the case for setCallbackWithSessionID.

SessionIDs are indicated, at the most recent e-mail exchange, as being unique to a service manager, and not a particular interface.  i.e. sessionIDs are unique within the context of an IpCallControlManager and the interfaces instanced from this, not within the context of IpCall.

But is IpCallControlManager considered as an interface which uses sessionIDs?  If so, then setCallbackWithSessionID() can only be used here, but the only interpretation could be a change of callback for that session, i.e. supplying a new IpAppCall interface reference.

If not, then only setCallback() is to be used on IpCallControlManager (assumed to be the case), and setCallback() would supply a new IpAppCallControlManager interface reference.

While this might be clear to some in the joint working group, it will probably confuse some developers and needs to be cleared up.

Furthermore, what method to use on the Mobility interfaces:  is the assignmentID parameter really a sessionID (so use setCallbackWithSessionID), or should the assignmentID parameter be of type TpAssignmentID (use setCallback).  Even if no change is made to the Mobility specification methods, the use of the correct setCallback method needs to be indicated.  Perhaps part of the problem with Mobility is that, no new instances of SCF interfaces are created per session - the interfaces are all service managers and are created as a result of service agreement signature in the Framework.   The concept of sessions in Mobility, if it exists, exists only at the application side.

