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The Service Subscription interfaces between an Enterprise Operator and the Framework allow the Enterprise Operator to control the sub-set of services and their capabilities available to its applications.  This is performed by use of Service Contracts and Profiles.  A Service Contract is a general contract for the use of a service type or a specific service.  A Service Profile is a restriction of this.

When the Service Subscription interfaces were rearranged for Parlay 3.0, certain ambiguities seem to have crept in.  This contribution seeks to remove some of these.

AePONA think the specifications remain ambiguous regardless of whether these changes are accepted or not. Overall we agree that the current definition has gaps in presenting a clear definition, with the result that a common understanding is unlikely. In the majority of cases, it may not be a serious problem, as the need for portability of the enterprise operator role may not be a major consideration for early OSA deployments. However AePONA believe that certainly in order to support a federated framework, this functionality needs to be fully specified and interoperable. In addition to any ‘explanatory’ changes such as those in this contribution, AePONA believe that we need to agree on the data information model and ensure that the defined data types support this model in an unambiguous fashion. This is not the case in the current data definitions. (For example the data definitions do not easily indicate how clients, SAGs, contracts and profiles etc. interact, as unlike the remainder of the OSA API, identifiers within the data structures themselves are not used. Rather methods to assign and deassign the relationship are employed, however these methods only exist between SAGs and service profiles, thus supporting the existing subscription diagram).

The author’s intention during the original reworking of the Service Subscription interfaces was that a service profile should be a restriction of the service contract, and that there should not have to be a service profile in existence in order for an application to have access to a service, as long as a suitable contract existed.  The author’s original intention is clarified by the statement in the first sentence of the second paragraph below Figure 14 (our emphasis): 

“An enterprise operator MAY not want to grant all client applications in its domain the same service characteristics and usage permissions. In this case the enterprise operator CAN group them in a set of SAGs and assign a particular Service Profile to each group.”

AePONA don’t agree that what is described in the following paragraph necessarily follows from the interpretation above. Also, we don’t know where much of the original material came from (its certainly in Parlay 2.0), but think that taking a single interpretation may cause further difficulties. AePONA believe that we are better agreeing on what is a sensible subscription model and what can be re-used from the current specification. AePONA also understand that the text above details how to group applications into SAGs if so desired, and indeed that such groupings could be optional, a ‘container’ if you like. However regardless of whether a container is used or not, the statement would then clearly indicate that it is the service profile that is used to define the terms of service usage. This is further supported by the other text in paragraphs preceding and following the diagram, and in the diagram itself. Indeed, because the descriptive text and data definitions are ambiguous, the diagrams have come to represent the ‘intended’ realisation, and AePONA believe that where possible this should be retained.
This text makes it clearer that the original intention was for the profiles to further restrict the contract IF required.  If the enterprise operator sets up a contract for a service type, then all applications belonging to that enterprise operator have access to services of that type, with the restrictions set in the service contract, unless there is a service profile associated with that application (via a SAG), which would then override the contract.
AePONA don’t agree that all applications in an enterprise have access to any services that enterprise may provide but it is not clear if this is what is meant in the statement above? Nevertheless AePONA think this highlights some of the reasoning why the profiles are used rather than contracts. It is assumed that contracts should be largely static definitions or certainly long lived, whereas profiles would be subject to more frequent modification, for example to support specials or indeed changes in basic terms and conditions. AePONA believe that the problem stems from the overlap in data between contracts and profiles, namely the service subscription properties, with the result that a contract could be considered as a combined contract and profile (a shortcut). AePONA would prefer that this overlap be removed such that a contract was a discrete entity containing billing address etc. and a link to a (set of) profile(s) that defined subscription properties for service use, rather than a set of default service properties. 
We therefore propose to make the following changes to correct the specification.  If these corrections are not made then implementations of the Framework may differ in their treatment of service contracts and profiles: 

AePONA totally agree that this is not a situation that we want to continue with, but AePONA cannot fully support all of the changes included. 
Changes:

8 Framework-to-Enterprise Operator API

In some cases, the client applications (or rather the enterprise operators acting on behalf of these applications) (AePONA don’t fully understand the need for these changes. With these changes the Enterprise Operator would appear to be mandatory, is this the case for services provide by the network operator directly?) must explicitly subscribe to the services before the client applications can access those services. To accomplish this, they use the service subscription function of the Framework for subscribing or un-subscribing to services. Subscription represents a contractual agreement between the enterprise operator and the Framework operator. In general, an entity acting in the role of a customer/subscriber subscribes to the services provided by the Framework on behalf of the users/consumers of the service. 

In this model, the enterprise operators act in the role of subscriber/customer of services and the client applications act in the role of users or consumers of services. The framework itself acts in the role of retailer of services. The following examples illustrate these roles:

· Service (to be subscribed): Call Control Service, Mobility Service, etc.

· Framework Operator: AT&T, BT, etc. 

· Enterprise Operator: A Financial institution such as a Bank or Insurance Company, or possibly an Application Service Provider (Such an enterprise has a conformant Subscription Application in its domain which "talks" to its peer in the Framework).

· User/Consumer: Client Applications (or their associated users) in the enterprise domain that use the Call Control Service or the Mobility Service. 

AePONA are happy with the changes above as this has always caused some confusion.

The Service Subscription interface is used by an enterprise operator to subscribe to new services and is required before a client application of the enterprise can use the new service. In general, the service subscription is performed after an off-line negotiation of a set of services and the associated price between the framework operator and the enterprise operator. The service subscription is performed online by the enterprise operator in the frame of an existing off-line negotiated contract between the framework operator and the enterprise. The on-line service subscription function is used for (Why is this deleted? Is the Enterprise Operator not acting in the role of subscriber here?) client application and service contract management. The following clause describes a service subscription model.

Subscription Business Model

The following figure shows the subscription business model with respect to the business roles involved in the service subscription process. The subscription process involves the enterprise operator (which acts in the role of service subscriber) and the Framework (which acts in the role of provider or retailer of a service). 

Services may be provided to the Enterprise Operator directly by a service provider or indirectly through a retailer, such as the Framework. An enterprise operator represents an organisation or a company which will be hosting client applications. Before a service can be used by the client applications in the enterprise operator's domain, subscription to the service must take place. An enterprise operator subscribes to a service by (electronically) signing a contract about the service usage with the Framework, using an on-line subscription interface provided by the Framework. The Framework provides the service according to the service contract. The Enterprise Operator authorises the client application in his/her domain for the service usage. Finally a subscribed service can be used by a particular client application.
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Figure 1: Subscription Business Model

The interfaces between an enterprise operator and the client applications in its domain are outside the scope of this API.

The enterprise operator provides to the Framework the data about the client applications in its domain and the type of services each of them should be allowed access to, using the subscription interfaces offered by the Framework. The Framework provides (to the enterprise operator) the subscription interfaces for ( Again subscriber = Enterprise Operator?)client application and service contract and profile management. This gives the enterprise operators the capability to dynamically create, modify and delete, in the framework domain, the client applications and service contracts and profiles belonging to their domain. 

The enterprise operator is represented in the Framework domain as an EntOp object. The EntOp object is identified by a unique ID and contains the enterprise operator properties. The EntOp ID is a unique identifier of an enterprise operator in the Framework domain. It is created by the Framework Operator during the pre-subscription off-line negotiation of services (and their price, etc.) phase. The enterprise operator properties contain information such as the name and address of the enterprise operator (individual or organisation), service charge payment information, etc. The enterprise operator domain has zero or more client applications associated with it. (AePONA would like to clarify the change to zero applications. Is this only necessary in order to support the Enterprise Operator set up, or is this seen as a natural state for an Enterprise Operator?) The enterprise operator may wish to group a sub-set of client applications in its domain in order to assign the same set of service features to the group. Such a group is called a Subscription Assignment Group (SAG). An enterprise operator may have multiple SAGs in its domain. A SAG relates a client application to the features of a service, as restricted by the service profile. (This clarification tends to reaffirm the current solution and diagram, rather than the alternative being proposed?) A client application may be a member of multiple SAGs, one for each service subscribed to for the client application by its enterprise operator. 

The enterprise operator subscribes to a number of services by creating a service contract with the Framework for each service. Each service subscription is described by this service contract, which defines the conditions for the service provision. A service contract restricts the usage of a service at subscription time and is therefore used to govern access to the specified service or service type.  A service contract can be restricted by zero or more Service Profiles, each of which can be assigned to a SAG in the enterprise operator domain. 
The service contract controls the subscription between the Enterprise Operator and the Framework only. It should define serviceIDs, dates and billing details. If it is indeed necessary to support service properties at this level then this is surely only to allow the framework operator to share a common service ID amongst different Enterprises but at differentiated levels of service. We find this use case difficult to understand as surely a separate service could be registered with the Framework operator by the service supplier in order to facilitate such operator defined variation in service properties? 
A Service Profile contains the service parameters which further restrict the corresponding parameters in the service contract in order to adapt the service to the SAG's needs. 
AePONA believe that the service Profile represents the refinement of a service that can be managed by an Enterprise Operator. The question that remains is therefore how does the Enterprise Operator understand the properties that can be refined. The current approach would appear to be that these are stated in the contract, however the Enterprise is responsible for defining these when creating the contract, and is therefore already aware of these and able to use them in defining any profiles?.
A service profile is therefore a restriction of the service contract in order to provide further restricted service features to a SAG. It is identified by a unique ID (within the framework domain) and contains a set of service properties, which defines the restricted usage of service allowed for that SAG (and its client applications). If the Enterprise Operator does not wish to place further restrictions on an application’s use of a service or service type, then the existence of a suitable contract is sufficient to allow the application access to that service or services of that service type.  
As above, AePONA considers that the opportunity to define/refine the service subscription properties is within the profile and not the contract itself. We are not sure of the scenarios alluded to with respect to service types or multiple services of a given service type?

If the Enterprise Operator wants to further restrict use of a service/service type by a particular application or group of applications, then it can group them together into a SAG, create a service profile with the necessary restrictions and then assign that SAG to the service profile.  All applications in the SAG will then be subject to the same restrictions. 
AePONA agree with this with the possible exception of the service type mentioned. Can you clarify what you believe to be the distinction between services and service types on this provisioning interface?

Therefore a service contract (and the restrictions specified therein) applies by default to all applications within the enterprise operator’s domain UNLESS restricted by a service profile (which the application has been assigned to, via a SAG).
AePONA don’t fully agree with this statement, nor the fact that the linkage between applications, and contracts can be clearly supported.
The figure below shows the relationship between Client Applications, SAGs, Service Contracts and Service Profiles.  Here we see that most of the client applications in the enterprise operator’s domain have been grouped into SAGs.  Service contract SC3 has been further restricted by a number of different service profiles, each of which has been assigned to one of the SAGs.  Client applications ca14 and ca15 are not a member of any SAG, therefore not related to a service profile and are subject only to the restrictions in the relevant service contract.  Client applications ca1, ca2 and ca3 are in SAG1 which is assigned to service profile SP1.  ca1, ca2 and ca3 are therefore subject to the restrictions specified in SC3 and the further restrictions specified in SP1.
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Figure 2: Relationship between Client Applications/SAG, Service Contract and Service Profiles

AePONA appreciate the motivation for ‘collapsing’ the model, however believe that the existing figure provides clear indication of the relationships that exist. Providing alternate linkage between client applications and contracts will surely result in greater complexity and interoperability as a result of developer choice being supported?

The client application is related to the enterprise operator for the usage of a service. The client application is represented in the Framework domain as a clientApp object. The clientApp object is identified by a unique ID and contains a set of client application properties describing the client application relevant information for subscription. Each client application may be a part one or more SAGs. Each SAG may have one service profile per service that defines the preferences of the SAG members for the usage of that service. A SAG can have multiple Service Profiles associated with it, one for each service subscribed to by the enterprise operator on behalf of the SAG members. 
An enterprise operator may not want to grant all client applications in its domain the same service characteristics and usage permissions. In this case the enterprise operator can group them in a set of SAGs and assign a particular Service Profile to each group. A client application can, via a SAG, be assigned to more than one service profile for a given service, as long as the dates within those service profiles do not overlap. The figure below illustrates this. Here the client is assigned to two SAGs. One of these SAGs uses ServiceProfile1 to control access to service 1. The other uses ServiceProfile3 to control access to service 1. If the dates in the two service profiles overlap, as is the case here, then it cannot be determined when the client signs the service agreement which service profile should be used. For example, if the client application signed the service agreement on February the 8th, then it could not be determined which of service profile 1 or service profile 3 would apply. If the dates are not overlapping then there is not a problem with identifying which of the service profiles to use. 
AePONA have considered whether the overlapping date issue is really a problem for a subscription model in advance of an application selecting to use a service. Could it not be possible for an application to discover overlapping subscription profiles and then make a decision regarding which terms it wishes to use?

A SAG may have multiple service profiles, one for each subscribed service, associated with it. 
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Figure 3: Overlapping date fields in service profiles
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Figure 4: Multiple Enterprise Operators

The figure above illustrates that the framework can offer its services to applications in the domains of many enterprise operators. An enterprise operator could be an Application Service Provider, a corporation, or even the network operator (if the services offered through the framework belong to a single network – it is even possible that the network operator will be the only enterprise operator). It is possible, however, that each service registered with the framework could actually be in a different network. 

The client application IDs have to be unique within the framework. The framework operator could decide to allocate a block of application IDs to each enterprise operator, or even negotiate with the enterprise operators to provide a set of client application IDs that are meaningful to them. 

Service subscription and subscription management requires a careful delineation of subscription-related functions. The service subscription interfaces are classified in the following categories:
· Enterprise Operator Account Management

· Enterprise Operator Account Query

· Service Contract Management

· Service Contract Query

· Service Profile Management

· Service Profile Query

· Client Application Management

· Client Application Query

Only the enterprise operator, which is registered and later on authenticated, is allowed to use these interfaces.

11.5.32 TpServiceProfileDescription

This data type is a Sequence of Data Elements which describes a Service Profile. A service contract contains zero or more Service Profiles, one for each SAG in the enterprise operator domain. A service profile is a restriction of the service contract in order to provide restricted service features to a SAG. It is a structured data type which consists of:
AePONA are currently of the opinion that a service profile is still required for a contract.
	Sequence Element Name
	Sequence Element Type

	ServiceContractID
	TpServiceContractID

	ServiceStartDate
	TpServiceStartDate

	ServiceEndDate
	TpServiceEndDate

	ServiceTypeName
	TpServiceTypeName

	ServiceSubscriptionProperties
	TpServiceSubscriptionProperties
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