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1 Reason for Contribution

At the Paris face to face meeting, it was pointed out that MEM had not provided an answer to OMA-MEM-2005-0088-DS_Comments_on_MEM_AD. An action item was given to that effect.
2 Summary of Contribution

This contribution proposes answers to OMA-MEM-2005-0088-DS_Comments_on_MEM_AD, therefore closing the associated action item.
3 Detailed Proposal

3.1 Comments to slides 2 and 3
The “architecture” presented in slide 2 of OMA-MEM-2005-0088-DS_Comments_on_MEM_AD is a particular case of the MEM logical architecture as currently captured in the MEM AD.

Indeed:

· As stated in the AD and represented in the architecture figure (See the I2 interface), the email server is out of scope of the MEM enabler. Therefore how the email server is implemented is not relevant to the architecture. 

· Showing an Email data store behind the email server is not interesting (out of scope) and may make unnecessary technology or implementation assumptions. 

· The current logical architecture supports an email server with a email data store as proposed in slide 2.

· Transport is not a separate function identified by the MEM WG based on use cases and requirements. The logical architecture identifies a MEM protocol between the ME-1 and ME-2. This protocol may be bound to one or multiple transport mechanisms, without introducing new functional distinctions. 
· The MEM enabler (as most of OMA enabler) addresses layer 7 of the OSI model and relies on underlying layers for transport. The situation is not different here. 

· Note that the current proposal is that OMA MEM can be realized with multiple technologies if they satisfy the OMA MEM RD requirements and there is enough member support. Concretely with respect to for example OMA-DS and IETF-Lemonade-profile-bis, both can be used as OSI level 7 protocols between ME-1 and ME-2. 

· This does not require introducing an additional transport logical function in the logical architecture. In fact introducing such a function in the logical architecture would confuse OSI layers and be technically incorrect.

· The client-side interfaces and decomposition present similar and additional (see below) problems

· The current logical architecture includes the requested transport function, as part of the MEM protocol, like whenever OMA defines or uses layer 7 protocols

· The OMA MEM follows the EEN principles. It mustnot make particular assumptions on how the enabler is implemented on a particular platform, including on the mobile / client. 

· Decomposing the MEM client into a MEM client and a local mail store is implementation specific (implementation may be follow such separation or may not depending on the platform). This is unjustified 

· Based on RD and use cases.

· Because such a decomposition implies standard interfaces between MEM client and local mail data store. Such APIs are technology / platform specific, typically do not exist and are outside the scope of OMA and MEM. It actual risks to violate EEN principles.
· The decomposition is however a valid implementation choice and it is supported by the current MEM logical architecture, where the MEM client may be decomposed as desired by the implementer (e.g. to reuse a client UI, data store or both).
· The statement of “unified transport layer” is very confusing. Today, layer 7 may be built on or bound to multiple underlying lower layer protocols. 

· This is already unified. 

· As explained above, a protocol may support multiple bindings, the MEM protocol may be realized with multiple technologies and each technology may have other uses. 

· All this is allowed with the MEM logical architecture in the MEM AD.

As a result the architecture illustrated in slide 2 is a correct implementation specific architecture, but not suitable as MEM logical architecture.

3.2 Comments to slide 4

MEM agrees with the statements made about security. 

MEM RD requires end to end security.

The current logical architecture does not prevent that.

The MEM AD identifies these issues and addresses it with proxies (Appendix B). This is also why the MEM AD also analyzes the deployment models under consideration.

MEM collaborates with IETF LEMONADE to appropriately address this for a LEMONADE realization. Similar joint effort should be started with OMA DS for a DS realization.
3.3 Comments to slides 5

3.3.1 Bullet 1

The appendices are informative. As, per agreement, the MEM AD is logically abstracted to allow multiple technology realizations, it is appropriate to provide details on the actual realizations that will be specified at the TS stage. 

Remember, the AD is a tool to allow MEM, Arch, OMA and in general the industry to guide and understand the TS work. Such information is useful.

At the informal review with ARC, it was indicated that the approach followed by MEM was considered as appropriate wit respect to the realizations.

3.3.2 Bullet 2

Final decisions will be taken as the MEM TS progresses. The plan is to reuse available technologies and extend them as appropriate both for the LEMONADE and the DS realizations.

3.3.3 Bullets 3 and 4

The MEM RD clearly identifies the need to support both consumer and enterprise use cases and requirements.

The current design aims at supporting both with the MEM enabler. It is therefore expected that the different technology realizations (at the TS level) will all address both markets.

Nothing prevents the market to later decide and select particular technology as more suitable for particular markets.

It is not the intention of MEM to introduce such assumptions when specifying a particular technology realization of the MEM enabler.

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 OMA MEM agrees to this contribution and uses it to provide a WG agreed answer to OMA-MEM-2005-0088-DS_Comments_on_MEM_AD that can be communicated to OMA DS. 

Details on how the communication is performed should be determined by MEM. This could very well just consist into pointing to this document upon its agreement.









NO REPRESENTATIONS OR WARRANTIES (WHETHER EXPRESS OR IMPLIED) ARE MADE BY THE OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE OR ANY OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE MEMBER OR ITS AFFILIATES REGARDING ANY OF THE IPR’S REPRESENTED ON THE “OMA IPR DECLARATIONS” LIST, INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO THE ACCURACY, COMPLETENESS, VALIDITY OR RELEVANCE OF THE INFORMATION OR WHETHER OR NOT SUCH RIGHTS ARE ESSENTIAL OR NON-ESSENTIAL.

THE OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE IS NOT LIABLE FOR AND HEREBY DISCLAIMS ANY DIRECT, INDIRECT, PUNITIVE, SPECIAL, INCIDENTAL, CONSEQUENTIAL, OR EXEMPLARY DAMAGES ARISING OUT OF OR IN CONNECTION WITH THE USE OF DOCUMENTS AND THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THE DOCUMENTS.

USE OF THIS DOCUMENT BY NON-OMA MEMBERS IS SUBJECT TO ALL OF THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE USE AGREEMENT (located at http://www.openmobilealliance.org/UseAgreement.html) AND IF YOU HAVE NOT AGREED TO THE TERMS OF THE USE AGREEMENT, YOU DO NOT HAVE THE RIGHT TO USE, COPY OR DISTRIBUTE THIS DOCUMENT.

THIS DOCUMENT IS PROVIDED ON AN "AS IS" "AS AVAILABLE" AND "WITH ALL FAULTS" BASIS.

© 2006 Open Mobile Alliance Ltd.  All Rights Reserved.
Page 1 (of 3)
Used with the permission of the Open Mobile Alliance Ltd. under the terms as stated in this document.
[OMA-Template-InputContribution-20060101-I]

© 2006 Open Mobile Alliance Ltd.  All Rights Reserved.
Page 2 (of 3)
Used with the permission of the Open Mobile Alliance Ltd. under the terms as stated in this document.
[OMA-Template-InputContribution-20060101-I]

