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Abstract: This contribution identifies issues related to 3GPP MOs and proposes how to proceed in release 13.
1. Introduction
As a result of discussion during and after CT1#93 on the MCPTT MO a number of issues with the use of Management Objects by 3GPP Specifications and referencing the OMA DM framework from those specifications have arisen. Analysis of all the currently 3GPP defined Management Object specifications shows that there is much inconsistency in the definition of MOs defined by 3GPP.

Six main issues have been identified:

1. Which version of OMA DM to reference (OMA DM 1.2 or 1.3 or 2.0) and whether to have a specific dated version of OMA-ERELD_DM-V1_2 or not. If a dated version should be referenced then how should it be referred to from the main body text?

2. Do <MAN> and <MOD> elements need to be included in the DDF?

3. Should the first /X/ node in the DDF contain a name string and if so what should be included there?

4. Should a separate name <node> be included in the DDF?

5. The graphics used in the figure do not conform to the OMA methodology

6. How best to define and generate the DDF for the MOs to ensure it is correct and valid?

2. Discussion
3GPP currently defines 13 MOs in 12 approved specifications (TS 24.333 defines two separate MOs). Additionally TS 24.105 is a draft TS that has a scope and skeleton but has not defined a MO in the DDF yet.

For Issue1 (OMA-ERELD-DM-V1_2 reference): 5 specifications use specific dated references to DM 1.2 (although TS 24.216 references an out of date version) and 8 specifications have a general reference to OMA DM 1.2. None of the specifications that have specific dated references to OMA DM 1.2 use a dated reference in the main body although TS 24.312 (ANDSF MO) which contains a general reference to OMA DM 1.2 does have some other specific dated references to other OMA specifications and when those are referred to from the main body the dated reference is also included there. It has been proposed that OMA DM 2.0 is used for MCPTT, however OMA DM 2.0 protocol is totally different to OMA DM 1.x. OMA DM 2.0 protocol is based on web technologies like REST and JSON whereas DM 1.x is based on SyncML. Use of OMA DM 2.0 is incompatible with the current MOs and also the currently deployed provisioning systems. The latest backwards compatible version is OMA DM 1.3.
For Issue 2 (use of <MAN> and <MOD> elements): 10 MOs include the <MAN> and <MOD> elements in the DDF and 3 MOs do not include the <MAN> and <MOD> elements.

For Issue 3 (name string in the first /X/ node in the DDF): 8 MOs include a name string in the first /X/ node in the DDF and 5 MOs do not. Of the 8 MOs that do include a string, 7 include a string that describes the MO purpose and 1 is “x”.

For Issue 4 (separate <Name> node included in the DDF): 9 MOs include a separate <Name> node and 4 MOs do not.

If there is a common characteristic between the different approaches then it seems the IMS and non-IMS MOs generally follow different approaches although there is not total consistency within each of those categories.

For issue 5 (graphics used in the figure do not conform to the OMA methodology): The figures in OMA use oval boxes for interior nodes and rectangular boxes for leaf nodes whereas 3GPP MOs are pictured using rectangular boxes for interior nodes and no boxes for leaf nodes. This will likely cause confusion for people familiar with the OMA methodology.

For Issue 6 (how best to generate the DDF): OMA has published a whitepaper (OMA-WP-Management_Object_Design_Guidelines-20130129-A) which defines guidelines for generating MOs including recommending use of a specific table format for defining the nodes. None of the 3GPP MOs follow these recommendations. The table format has the advantage that a tool (DDF creator) exists which can auto generate the DDF based on the table format.

Additionally TS 24.167 (IMS MO) contains an AppID node the only MO to do so. Is this the only MO that requires an AppID node and registration of an Application ID with OMNA or do the other MOs also require an AppID node? What is the purpose of the AppID in the IMS MO and why is it the only MO to have this node defined?

Also other editorial issues exist in some MOs such as the use of the wrong style for the DDF.

3. Proposal

For Issue1 (OMA-ERELD-DM-V1_2 reference):  Adopting OMA DM 2.0 for 3GPP MOs will make all MOs incompatible with existing operator provisioning systems.it is proposed that we consider updating to OMA DM 1.3 for the protocol as this is backwards compatible. But we should upgrade all MOs to this in the same release. Specific dated versions of the OMA-ERELD-DM reference should be used in reference clause but not in the main body of the specification.

For Issue 2 (use of <MAN> and <MOD> elements): Our understanding is that these optional elements are not required in the MOs and they are not recommended in the OMA design guidelines or automatically created using the DDF creator tool. It is proposed that <MAN> and <MOD> elements not be included in future MOs and that we consider removing them from the existing MOs. 

For Issue 3 (name string in the first /X/ node in the DDF): Including a name string in the first /X/ node in the DDF is incorrect and so should be removed from existing MOs. Use of the DDF creator tool will avoid these problems.

For Issue 4 (separate <Name> node included in the DDF): Since the majority of MOs follow this approach we propose that all MOs include this.

For Issue 5 (graphics used in the figure do not conform to the OMA methodology): Since it will be a lot of work to update the figures in the existing MOs (especially the large ones) it probably is not practical to update the existing MOs, however a key should be added to those MOs explaining the methodology. New MOs should use the OMA methodology for the figure.
For Issue 6 (how best to generate the DDF): it is proposed that we adopt the table format for representing nodes recommended in the OMA whitepaper and use the DDF creator tool to auto generate the DDF based on the table format. If this is agreed BlackBerry will write a script to convert the existing MO Specifications into the table format so that the rapporteurs can bring CRs that change the specification to conform to this format to the next meeting. The DDF creator tool can then be used to generate the DDF. It is further proposed to remove the DDf from the Annex and instead include as an XML file in the TS zip file (like is done with many other specifications).
Lastly it is proposed that a specification template for future MOs be generated based on the above guidelines. If agreed BlackBerry is willing to provide such a template.
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