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1 Reason for Contribution

Document OMA-MEM-2006-0004-CR_architectural_diagram has been submitted.
2 Summary of Contribution

This contribution comments to OMA-MEM-2006-0004-CR_architectural_diagram.
3 Detailed Proposal

3.1 Issues with Proposed Figure
3.1.3 Issues with Interface names

In the proposed figure, ME-5 is incorrect. We have identified in AD that ME-3 is the interface to interact with mechanisms for outband notifications and any other mobile enabler needed. So ME-5 in 004 is part of the ME-3 interface and it should be noted as such.

ME-5 is the management interface per Athens’ FTF agreement. Terminology should not be changed at this level. Similarly ME-6 is covered by ME-4. This should not be changed.
I3 is incorrect. There is no such concept in OSE.

3.1.4 Issues with decomposition

An enabler is decomposed only if the different components perform diverse logical functions in ways that are independent of the implementation and if the resulting interfaces will be standardized. In the case of MEM, based on previous agreement to support several realizations and based on the feedback from ARCH (on splitting ME-2 into ME-2a and ME-2b on the logical architecture versus the Lemonade realization), we do not believe that the proposed decomposition is suitable for the logical architecture:

· No interface is defined between MEM logic and MEM transport

· In the particular case of the Lemonade realization and draft-ietf-lemonade-profile-bis-0x.txt, it should be clear that the logic and the transport are not dissociated. Transport is solely at the level of IP, something never captured in OMA enabler logic.

· Even in the case of the plausible HTTPbinding proposal, there is no standard decomposition with exposed interface between logic and transport.

· The boxes should not be split in box. It could be noted as part of the MEM client and MEM server functions that they perform:

· MEM logic 

· And ensure transport of the message.

But it should not be represented on the figure.

Nothing will be standardized about what 004 calls as I3. Therefore we recommend not to introduce a separate application and I3 interface: OMA MEM will standardize the behaviour, including UI behaviour that must be provided by a MEM compliant client implementation. Vendors can then customize their implementation and UI. 

The MEM RD has not identified the need to expose APIs to other applications on the client. This could be the object of later work. Including email in an application is trivially done, but client platform specific.

Client side repository is part of the MEM client and should not be separated. The separated data store on the client proposed in the figure is a particular implementation choice. It is valid, but it is just a way to implement the MEM client on a platform that provides such data store. Therefore such a split is not appropriate.

The server networked mailbox external to the email server is also implementation specific and not a conventional way to deal with this in the internet mail model. Therefore such a split is not appropriate.

All other external enablers that may be used and have been identified as dependencies are missing.

3.2 Issues with changes to section 5.3
The definition proposed for Email application is a particular implementation case on a particular platform. This decomposition is not appropriate in general. Per the MEM RD, UI aspects that are relevant are part of the MEM client and specified at that level; not in an external application.

As discussed in section 3.1.2, the decomposition between logic and transport is not relevant in general and does not lead to standard interfaces. ARCH practice in such case is to not break the component further.
As discussed in section 3.1.1, the proposed interfaces ME-5 and ME-6 are already covered by ME-3 and ME-4. 

3.2.3 Issues with changes to section 5.3.1
We are ok with moving the statement to beginning of section 5.3.1.

3.2.4 Issues with changes to section 5.3.2
We are ok with typo changes proposed in 5.3.2.

We do not agree with the changes about ME-5 and ME-6. These are dependencies on other enablers not intrinsic function of the enabler. We believe that it is better handled as it is now.
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 recommend that the MEM WG notes OMA-MEM-2006-0014-Comments_0001 and agrees to the recommendation presented in section 3; including giving action items to editor to implement the editorial changes that we agreed above.
We do not agree to the proposed picture change and accompanying text.

We would accept to introduce an evolution of the proposed figure in an appendix as a particular implementation / deployment case if desired by the authors. However, naming conventions must then be corrected as discussed in section 3.1.1.
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