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Report for MBS SWG ad-hoc #52 conference call
(a big thank to Charles Lo for the report)

1. Opening of the session (16:00 CET 9th March 2016)

From the SA4 agreed timeplan in Tdoc S4-160212
	March 9, 2016 (MBS SWG Telco on TRAPI), 4pm-6pm cet, Host: Qualcomm
	· MBS SWG Telco on TRAPI on Service API with exclusive focus on

· Formalized Description language for Service APIs

· Stage-3 Documentation options for Service APIs

· Specification objectives for Service APIs

· Submission deadline: March 7, 23:59 CET


Attendees:

Qualcomm: Nermeen Bassiouny, Marcelo Pazos, Thomas Stockhammer, Charles Lo

Motorola Solutions: Dom Lazara, John Lambrou

Ericsson: Frederic Gabin, Mike Slssingar, Thorsten Lohmar

Rogers: Ed O’Leary

Sony: Paul Szucs

Expway: Cedric Thienot, Romain Lahore
Samsung: Imed Bouazizi
2. Approval of the agenda and registration of documents

	S4-AHI536
	Proposed agenda for MBS SWG ad-hoc #51 conference call on TRAPI
	MBS SWG Chairman (Ericsson)
	2
	


Agenda was approved
3. Reports and liaisons from other groups

4. MBMS Transport Protocol and APIs (TRAPI)
	S4-AHI537
	Service API – Proposed Specification and Documentation Methodology
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	4
	S4-AHI540

	S4-AHI540
	Service API – Proposed Specification and Documentation Methodology
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	4
	


540 was presented by Thomas
· Small update to Doc-537

· Focus on Formalized Description language for Service APIs, Stage-3 Documentation options for Service APIs, Specification objectives for Service APIs
· Belief that although 3GPP has very little history on API definitions, but we believe it will add significant value if 3GPP can establish documentation of APIs for 3GPP-centric services
· Specification should be written in way most useful and friendly to software developers

· Reference to a CMU tech note on software architecture and doumentation of interfaces on terminology and key concepts of API definition

· document provides several options for documentation of interfaces. As an example, the use of IDL is discussed
· Recommends
· Consistent graphical presentation 

· IDL for interface description

· JSON for message definition

· Doxygen for semantical description
· Use of message flow examples

· Documentation of instantiations
· Also strongly encourage to define the URL form as an instantiation of a formal description language and build the URL form on top of formalized interface description
Q&A at thispoint of presentation:

· Dom: what are the entities across boundaries of interface/API?

· Thomas: MBMS client and MBMS application for the MBMS API of concern

· Dom: consistent graphical presentation – what does that mean?

· Thomas : this iwill be explained in further overview of the document

· Cedric: what is the meaning of encourage to define URL form as instance of formal description language and to build the URL form on top of formalized interface description
· Thomas: this is about alignment to the MBMS API, such as the interface from the MBMS transport protocol using HTTP interface between the DASH client and MBMS client
· Cedric: why JSON?
· Thomas: to be further discussed in this document
Continuation or presentation by Thomas….

· On graphical presentation of the interface: UML could be option but perhaps too heabyweight, could use more informal notation as shown in Sec. 3.1

· SA4 may need to establish common practice for documenting APIs

· On interface specifcation: Propose use of Interface Definition Language (IDL), since IDL's data types and definitions are both language-neutral and platform-neutral; provides all of the information needed to develop clients that use the interface
· On data format: propose use of JSON; uses human-readable text to transmit data objects consisting of attribute–value pairs; 
· JSON is the most common data format used for asynchronous browser/server communication, largely replacing XML. It is a language-independent data format
· Cedric: any special reason to choose JSON?
· Thomas: do you mean what are the alternatives to consider?
· Cedric: doesn’t IDL already support the function of JSOMN?
· Nermeen: although true; there is remote call between client and server; application and client and MBMS client as server; in that case IDL serves awrapper aroun JSON messages; IDL identifies the calls, JSON defines the content of the messages

· Imed: scope of API ork should be about abstract API and data types– means don’t translate to formal message formats; thinks IDL can already handle function of JSON; not saying how; JSON is already tranlating to concrete data types

· Nermeen: data types already defined by IDL; all JSON does is to fgroup parameters in IDL to JSON message; if want to add parameter, just add to JSON message instead of to IDL

· Imed: doesn’t agree – JSON is instantiation of the interface; thinks we should stop with IDL

· Thomas:we like to see counter-proposal; thinks JSON is abstract

· Imed: had already proposed IDL at last meeeting

· Nermeen: IDL needs to spell out every parameter – same functionally as JSON

· Imed: abstract data types mapping to C; difference between abstract data types and instantiation to programmig language

· Nwrmeen: we also leave the type abstract

· Imed: JSON is specific to JS

· Imed: no, JSON is not specfic to Javascipt

· Imed: can parse JSON to anything you want, but the data types are Javascript-specific

· Same logic would apply to XML
· Imed: yes, JSON as alternative to XML

· Nermeen: beside abstract programming intfc; additional messaging between client and server would benefit from JSON

· Frederic: target is to define formal interface specification language

· Dom: can define data formats using IDL and they would be abstract; whether JSON to be used, we should further discuss and consider; agrees with Imed that data format can already be defined by IDL

· Cedric: would prefer simply agreeing on use of IDL, and not combining IDL and JSON; although Expway’s document propose another method

· Fredric: appears 3 companies support IDL (alone) method;
· On documentation: suggests use of Doxygen as a cross-platform documentation system, which provides a mechanism to document code syntax and semantics
· Dom: does IDL also allows providing comments to parameters; is Doxygen just a more automated tool?

· Nermeen: this is just a more formal way to describe the function instead of free-form documentation; also supports multiple languages to describe

· Dom: thinks formal way could be done by defining alternatve set of formal rules instead of using Doxygen

· Nermeen: yes you could do so as aware if 3GPP wants to take up that path; main point is providing formalism to document

· Cedric: also supports use of Doxygen

· Imed also supports; think is a good tool widely used and provides documentation in HTML

· Thinks important to provide usage case and message flows in specification to assist developer
· Cedric: using UML message sequence charts?

· Thomas: not religious about using UML to use formal tool for generating message flows

· Dom: 3GPP already has formats for generating information flows – does it mean that should NOT be used?

· Thomas: no, please provide that pointer, no need to contradict; but if automated tool can generate the same result, should allow its use

· Thomas: we should check the guidelines

· Imed: UML is desigh tool; good for developers for implementation of interface; doesn’t think it needs to be published for the sake of APIs as empty stubs; might consider publishing a single example type diagram, but not for ubiquitous use in documenting the API

· Marcelo; recognizes UML can be heabyweight tool; but I think Thomas is advocating a more informal method of illustrating call flow

· Thomas: exactly, informative call flows

· Documentation style: we want to primarily attract web developers and possibly also apply styles and tools that are used by these communities
· Shows W3C’s specification style for APIs might be a model to consider; this might be the format developers prefer and even expect
· Another relevant aspect may be that developers can submit “bugs” to the documentation; we should explore the flexibility of 3GPP documentation to get as close as possible to existing API definitions, such as W3C APIs
· Fredric: what do you mean specfically on such flexibility?
· Thomas: consider adopting the specification method as used by W3C,but must not violate 3GPP documentation rules
· Ed: MSE API shows “buffer” – does that mean we need such function for MBMS API, and what does that mean relative to ur architecture
· Thomas: we should abstract from those details for now

· Imed: do you mean we should publish a la W3C style?

· Thomas: no – just want to model our documentation to something favored by developers, while remaining within bounds of 3GPP documentation rules

· Cedric: if we use Doxygen; it will create HTML style friendly to developers; meaning is a way to create the HTML documentation without actually publishing it in spec
· Provides example of MBMS streamiong service API using the tools and mechanisms described previously: streaming service IDL; associated Doxygen documentation; JSON datatypes; message flow diagram
· Thomas: don’t want to discuss specific functions, but just illustrating how the API works in big picture

· Frederic: sees support for use of IDL anmd Doxygen

· Summary of recommendations:

· #1: no comments/objections; agreed

· #2: no comments/objections; agreed

· #3: (Charles: I believe per the clarification from Thomas to Imed’s question below, it is agreed)
· Imed: if IDL creates e associated definitions, should we define something else?

· Thomas: no – point is definitions should be clear

· #4: parked; requires further review of that doc

· #5: Doxygen – yes;  consistent graphical representation – yes; others deferred

· #6: no comments/objections; agreed

· #7: no comments/objections; agreed

· #8: parked
· Marcelo: want to describe functionality of API, and to be able to point to specific implementation example as informative text s.t. it can directly be used

· Dom: doesn’t think the example e.g. in Java mandates what should be used on Android devices
· Imed: thinks IDL allows translation to implementations in different languages

· Thomas: issue is whether ambiguity can be prevented using IDL

· Imed: what is to be specified – the API or the entire implementation source code?

· Marcelo: the implementation of API as library

· #9: parkedd

· Frederic: not clear on meaning

· Thomas: interface of MBMS URL protocol handler to MBMS client uses the same API

· Cedric: also not sure the meaning

· #10: no comments/objections; agreed
· #11: parked

· May be nice to have rather than mandatory deliverable of the WI
Later on, during discussion of Doc-538, highlighted text portion of #8, and rewritten online by Thomas:

“check if IDL can provide a non-ambiguous translation to JAVA and C (if so, can be informative, otherwise would be good to find a way to ensure interoperability for JAVA and C at least)” was agreed
Doc-540 is noted, with specific agreements per the notes above
	S4-AHI538
	TRAPI: Formalized Description language for Service APIs
	Expway
	4
	


Presented by Cedric:
· Use C header files to defin the APIs; choice was made to ensure that the proposed API is usable on as many platform as possible
· Avoid IDL as intermediate step

· For the very few environments that do not allow the development of native C applications and use another programming language, such as Java for Android OS, it is possible to use a JNI bridge; a Java Native Interface allows a Java program to use a library written in C/C++ language
· Use Doxygen for documentation

Q&A

· Dom: do you oppose IDL?

· Cedric: no, but we think C might be better choice to make it easier for developers; C-header and many tools exist

· Dom: does this mean C-based API would be instantiated in products?

· Cedric: yes

· Dom: this is counter to 3GPP principles in defining interfaces that must be implemented in specific manner

· Frederic: practice in 3GPP today that source code published in C

· Imed: also would prefer abstract interface definition as opposed to C

· Thomas: does not concur that C is ubiquitously understood; thinks many web developers that we target don’t know C

· Cedric: if can ensure well-known tools can transform IDL to C and is interoperable, this is OK

· Thomas: this is same point as IDL translation to Java implementation

· Dom: ok with including informative examples of implementation of IDL to different languages

· Thomas: point is if use Java – these are the APIs to be used

· Dom: concernt that there can be optimized implementation of a given language and wish not to be constrained to what is defined in spec

· Thomas: would like specific implementations to be documented and can be referenced; whether this is informative or normative is at the boundary
· Imed: different tools exist for different languages to create IDL to certain language; should not be when defining DL and create C- or Java–mapping will diverge from implementation based on the tool

· Thomas: agrees that IDL should enable interoperability

· Marcelo: can point to tool that generates implementation based on ID and publish; not sure “optimized” implementation means? We just document the API not the exact implementation

· Dom: documentIDL not specific implementation

· Marcelo: documenting implementation in C or Java based on use of certain tool could be specified

· Dom: ok as long as indicate the tool created a certain implementation

· Cedric: need to ensure interoperability; tool that generates the C implementation will b enable interoperability

· Frederic: we agree on use of IDL

· Back to #8 of Doc-540; on non-ambiguous Java and C implementations of API

· Frederic: wording should be to define way to docuemnt non-ambigous implementation of IDL that ensures interoperability

	S4-AHI539
	
	
	Describing the MBMS API
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.
	4
	


Doc-53 was withdrawn
5. Review of the future work plan
April 6 is next telco; target to agree formlized interface definition language

6. Any Other Business



7. Close of the session (18:00 CET)
_____________________

Tdoc “colour code”: 
black = submitted for the meeting by the TDoc submission deadline
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