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1 Reason for Contribution

The existing Copy and Move commands are shown in the Yellow SCR tables as MAY for both client and server, sending and receiving.  In appendix A, both Copy and Move are listed as optional.  In appendix B-2, Move is a May for servers, while Copy is a Must.  Additionally, there is nothing in the device info to indicate if they are supported (as opposed to Hierarchy, for example).  This would mean that the only way to successfully use the commands (except for client sending a Copy to a server – IF B-2 is followed) would be to either only use them against a known implementation, or run a test use of them, and see if an error is returned, and if so, fallback to a Delete and Add process.  This would seem to virtually guarantee that the functions will never actually be used or implemented.
2 Summary of Contribution

The level of support for functions needs to be settled such that either the commands are generally supported, and thus can be used, have a clear indications if they are supported or not (e.g. Device Info Flag), or are just removed as having little use or value.
3 Detailed Proposal

Note that there is a complication in that the Copy command can be specified either within a Sync command, or outside of sync, inside the SyncBody, while the Move command is only allowed inside a Sync Command.  The Move command must include parent information, while the Copy command does not say anything about the possibility of parent fields.
This almost breaks down into 3 (or 5) separate possible functions:

1) Copy directly off of SyncBody, with absolute URIs (and possibly Hierarchy support – but what syntax to include a folder in the absolute URI?)

2) Copy inside of a Sync Command, with or without Hierarchy support (Copy from one folder to another, versus create a duplicate item).

3) Move inside of a Sync Command, with Hierarchy support.

The typical use case for Move is for email – such as Move from the Inbox to the Deleted Folder.  However, it is possible for someone to implement email with separate datastores for the Inbox and the Deleted Folder (for example, if the inbox allows folders, but the deleted folder is a single location).  In this situation Move is not allowed, and does not fulfil the use case.

The use case for Copy could be as a substitute for a Move – Copy and delete the original (although this requires more storage), or it can be to create near duplicates – clone an item, and then apply a small change to it, or it can be to create a true copy – such as having an item in the inbox, as well as in a particular archive folder.

These situations raise a couple of questions:

1) Should these commands be allowed in the same situations, such as both Move and Copy be allowed outside of a Sync?  

2) If these commands are allowed outside of a Sync, why should you be able to Copy an item between datastores, yet not delete, or Add, or Replace an item within a datastore outside of a Sync?  After all, when you perform a Copy into a datastore – an Add has been performed.  Nothing has been documented as to what the Sync State is when this happens (and the examples in the Protocol spec do not address this).  Why not allow an Add with an Absolute URI (which DM uses)? The only difference is including the Data element or not.
3) The exact syntax of these commands (especially Move) is also confusing, in that originally you specify the LocURI of the item (effectively the from), and the SourceParent which is essentially the To, and Source and Target are only used to identify the namespace of the identifier (GUID vs LUID).  This is very non-intuitive – one usually copies from a Source and To a Target…
There are a number of options.
1) One simple option, involving little change is to just add some indication, such as via Device Info, if an implementation supports which command in what situation.  The drawback is that this is unlikely to cause the commands to actually be implemented, so why keep the commands?

2) Another simple option is to just require support for the Copy command, and to require support for the Move command if Hierarchy is supported.
3) Then there are more complex options, such as expanding where the Move command is allowed, as well as requiring a particular level of support.

4) Similarly, it is possible to make support conditional – for example, both Move and Copy MUST be supported if Hierarchy is supported.

5) Many other combinations – such as allowing most commands to be supported with absolute URIs (outside of a Sync)…
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

The group discuss the issues, and reach a preliminary consensus on what the commands should support.
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