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1 Reason for Contribution

This contribution provides material for discussion on Filtertypes definition clarification.
The R01 corresponds to the results of the discussion that has occurred since DS-41 was presented.
It proposes 4 recommendations to follow, in order to clarify the filtertypes definition  in OMA DS 1.2.

It is organized in 3 parts : 

· The first part summarizes the discussion on filtertypes. 
· The second part presents original wording in REPPRO
· The third part proposes a new wording resulting from the discussions.

2 Summary of Contribution

Following the Athens presentation "OMA-DS-2005-0233-INP_Excl_Incl_Filtering_Clarification_proposal", this input contribution proposes to clarify and disambiguate the definition of the two filter types: EXCLUSIVE and INCLUSIVE for OMA DS 1.2.

3 Detailed Proposal

1 discussions on  filtering types


1) Filtering for the server side
Orange proposes to recommend in the text that for the current release (i.e. OMA DS 1.2), the only valid use case for filtering is when a client sends a filter to a server.

This suggestion can be justified at least by the two following points:
1- The Soft Delete mechanism is asymmetrically defined in 1.2 - thus the servers cannot fully use the INCLUSIVE filter type.
2- The definition of two filters at the same time (one by the client and one by the server) is a complex case. This recommendation will simplify the situation.
In any case, the proposal is to add only a recommendation, without any normative statement, so the implementers will be still free to define a filter for the server in 1.2 if they want.
2) Set of data to be synchronized for the sender and for the recipient of a filter
The second proposal suggests to take a decision regarding the set of data to be synchronized for each filter type, for the sender and for the recipient of a filter.
A discussion took place via the mailing list, and several possible interpretations have been explained.
This section proposes to summarize these proposals as well as the comments they have implied.
A- Sender side:
For the sender side, there is no ambiguity, since it is assumed that a filter only applies to its recipient. 
Thus, for both INCLUSIVE and EXCLUSIVE filter types, the sender of a filter must send all its updates, inside and outside the filter criteria that it defines, regarding the set of items that it uses for synchronization.

(Note: here, "the set of items that it uses for synchronization" means "all the items in the set of synchronization when no filter is defined", because the sync client/server could have an internal logic that prevents "all the items" being exposed to the other side).
Comment raised during the discussion: Is it necessary to add a reminder, since [REPU] 5.13.1 already specifies that "The filter only applies to the recipient, that is, an implementation that sends a filter for a synchronisation session is not constrained in the set of items it might send."?
B- Recipient side:
For the recipient side, the problem is more complex, because the filter criteria must be applied on its items according to the filter type which is used.
EXCLUSIVE filter type:
The logical interpretation of the EXCLUSIVE filter definition is as follows:

"The recipient MUST send to the sender only its updates regarding items inside the filter criteria. It MUST NOT send updates regarding items outside the filter criteria."

In any case, there is no real problem, since all the data items outside the filter criteria will be deleted in the sender's data store by the recipient with Delete commands.

(There is no need for the recipient to update items that it will delete).
INCLUSIVE filter type:
The INCLUSIVE filter definition can lead to several different interpretations:

a- "The recipient MUST send to the sender only its updates regarding items inside the filter criteria. It MUST NOT send updates regarding items outside the filter criteria."
b- "The recipient MUST send to the sender at least its updates regarding items inside the filter criteria. The recipient is also allowed to send updates regarding items outside the filter criteria."
c- "The recipient MUST send to the sender its updates regarding items inside the filter criteria. It MUST also send to the sender its updates regarding items outside the filter criteria if they are already created in the sender. It MUST NOT create in the sender's data store any new items outside the filter criteria."

d- "The recipient MUST send to the sender its updates regarding items inside the filter criteria. It MUST also send to the sender its updates regarding items outside the filter criteria if they were previously (during the last synchronization) in the filter criteria. It MUST NOT send updates regarding the other items outside the filter criteria."
A last interpretation could be considered, but it is in contradiction with the fact that a filter only applies to its recipient:

e- "Both the sender and the recipient MUST send at least their updates regarding items inside the filter criteria. They are also allowed to send updates regarding items outside the filter criteria."
Following the discussion, the third interpretation (c) seems to be the most relevant with the possible use cases. That is: the items that already exist on both sides always stay in the set of synchronization, even if they stop satisfying the filter (either because they change or the filter changes); the updates regarding those items are sent by the recipient to the sender.
The example below illustrates the issue with the first interpretation (a):
1) The client has a 7-days filtering window (the user wants to synchronize only its week events);
2) The secretary of an enterprise creates at the server side a new event for a meeting planned at Jan 15th;
3) Jan 10th, the boss of the enterprise synchronizes his calendar using an INCLUSIVE filter. The meeting is created in the boss' handset, since it is in the filtering window.

4) Jan 11th, the secretary moves the meeting to Jan 30th at the server side;
5) Jan 14th, the boss synchronizes his calendar using an INCLUSIVE filter. Because of the first interpretation (a), the meeting is not moved in the boss' handset (the new date of the meeting is outside the filter criteria);
6) This leads to a problem: the boss believes that the conference is still planned for tomorrow!!!
Thus, Orange recommends adopting the third interpretation (c) as the definition of an INCLUSIVE filter type.
The precise wording of the clarification has to be discussed.
3) Comparison between the two filters types
After the EXCLUSIVE and INCLUSIVE definitions, Orange proposes to add a comparison of the two filters in order to underline the differences. This would help the implementers to clearly understand each filter type.
The wording is only a proposal for the moment, and could be improved according to the future suggestions. The main idea is to provide finally the implementers with a wording as simple and clear as possible.
4) Addition of concrete examples for the use of the filter types
The proposal is to illustrate the use of the filter types with the addition of several examples.

The detail of such examples will be added later (in a future revision of the INP).


· 


· 
1. 
2. 
3. 

2- ORIGINAL TEXT in [REPPRO] 

6.1.9 FilterType

Usage: Indicates the type of filtering behaviour that is being requested. If the requested filter type is not supported by the recipient then a Status code 406 (OPTIONAL feature not supported) MUST be returned. The Item element of the Status command SHOULD indicate that the FilterType element was the unsupported feature.

Parent Elements: Filter
Restrictions: If present, these keywords MUST be one of the FilterType keywords listed below. If not present, then the FilterType value of “EXCLUSIVE” MUST be assumed.

	Keywords
	Description

	EXCLUSIVE
	Indicates that the sender is requesting that the set of data items to be synchronized MUST be exactly the set of items specified by the Filter.  Additional items
 in the data store MUST not be synchronized and the recipient of the Filter MUST request that additional items be removed from the sender device.

	INCLUSIVE
	Indicates that the sender is requesting that the set of data items to be synchronized MUST include the set of items specified by the Filter. Additional items
 in the datastore that are not specified by the Filter MUST not be synchronized and the recipient of the Filter MUST leave these additional items on the sender device.


3- COMMENTS AND PROPOSAL for a new wording 
for 6.19

Usage: Indicates the type of filtering behaviour that is being requested. If the requested filter type is not supported by the recipient then a Status code 406 (OPTIONAL feature not supported) MUST be returned. The Item element of the Status command SHOULD indicate that the FilterType element was the unsupported feature.

Parent Elements: Filter

Restrictions: If present, these keywords MUST be one of the FilterType keywords listed below. If not present, then the FilterType value of “EXCLUSIVE” MUST be assumed.
It is assumed that for the current release (e.g. SyncML Common 1.2) the only valid use case for filtering is when a client sends a filter to a server. In further releases, the specification of filtering may satisfy additional use cases.

In the following definitions:

· "Sender" defines the side that sends and uses a Filter (e.g. client) 

· "Recipient" defines the other side that receives the Filter (e.g. server)

· "Item" defines a record in a datastore - When an item is said to be synchronized, this means that an update command on this item is transmitted in the Package #3 or in the Package #4.

	Keywords

	Description



	EXCLUSIVE
	Indicates that the sender is requesting that the set of items to be synchronized MUST be exactly the set of items specified by the Filter. The items outside the filter criteria in the recipient's data store MUST not be synchronized. The recipient of the Filter MUST send Delete commands to the sender for all the items outside the filter criteria that it (the recipient) assumes to be stored on the sender.


	INCLUSIVE
	Indicates that the sender is requesting that the set of items to be synchronized MUST include the set of items specified by the Filter. Additional items in the recipient's data store (i.e. the items outside the filter criteria which exist in the recipient but not in the sender) MUST not be synchronized.
 The items that exist on both sides belong to the set of synchronization, even if they are outside the filter criteria. The recipient of the Filter MUST leave the items outside the filter criteria on the sender device. Additionally, the sender can use the soft delete mechanism in order to delete some items, but it is up to the sender.




It is recommended to follow the behaviour described below for the use of EXCLUSIVE and INCLUSIVE filter types:
The main difference between EXCLUSIVE and INCLUSIVE filter types is that an EXCLUSIVE filter implies that the recipient sends Delete Commands to the sender for the items outside the filter criteria, and this is not the case for the INCLUSIVE filter.

Rooman's proposals:

· Variant 1: The EXCLUSIVE filter receiver MUST send "delete" commands for all items that it assumes exist on filter sender if they do not satisfy the filter. In case of INCLUSIVE filter, there is no such requirement.
· Variant 2: When sending item commands, the EXCLUSIVE filter receiver MUST include "delete" commands for each item that it assumes exists on filter sender in case the item does not meet filter criteria. In case of INCLUSIVE filter, there is no such requirement.
Items sent by the sender of the filter:

· For both EXCLUSIVE and INCLUSIVE filter types: the sender sends to the recipient its updates inside and outside the filter criteria, since the filter only applies to the recipient's items.
· Rooman's proposal: "The filter sent by a sync participant has no relation to the data sent by the same participant".
Items sent by the recipient of the filter:

· For an EXCLUSIVE filter: the recipient sends to the sender only its updates regarding items inside the filter criteria. The recipient does not need to send updates regarding items outside the filter criteria, since these items will be deleted.
· For an INCLUSIVE filter: the recipient sends to the sender its updates regarding items inside the filter criteria. The recipient sends also to the sender its updates regarding items outside the filter criteria if they are already created in the sender's side. The recipient does not create in the sender's data store any new items outside the filter criteria.
Deletion of items outside the filter criteria in the sender's data store:

· For an EXCLUSIVE filter: the recipient sends Delete commands to the sender for the items outside the filter criteria in the sender's data store.

· For an INCLUSIVE filter: it is up to the sender to delete itself the items outside the filter criteria in its data store, using the soft delete mechanism. The sender can conserve some (or all) items outside the filter criteria it has defined.

Status of updates on items outside the filter criteria in the recipient's data store:

· For consistency purposes, the recipient will have to keep track of updates on items outside the filter, for both EXCLUSIVE and INLCUSIVE filters. Those items could be synchronized during a later session (if inside the next filter).



4 Intellectual Property Rights
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5 Recommendations
1) Filtering for the server side
Orange proposes the DS WG adds a  recommendation  in OMA DS REPPRO 1.2 that for the current release, the only valid use case for filtering is when a client sends a filter to a server.
2) Set of data to be synchronized for the sender and for the recipient of a filter
Thus, Orange recommends adopting the following  interpretation as the definition of an INCLUSIVE filter type.

"The recipient MUST send to the sender its updates regarding items inside the filter criteria. It MUST also send to the sender its updates regarding items outside the filter criteria if they are already created in the sender. It MUST NOT create in the sender's data store any new items outside the filter criteria."
3) Comparison between the two filters types
After the EXCLUSIVE and INCLUSIVE definitions, Orange proposes to add a comparison of the two filters in order to underline the differences. This would help the implementers to clearly understand each filter type.

4) Addition of concrete examples for the use of the filter types
Orange proposes to illustrate the use of the filter types with the addition of several examples.

The detail of such examples will be added later 
(reminder : FusionOne has volunteered in Paris F2F to provide such examples).
Conclusion:
Orange volunteers to produce the corresponding CRs (except for reco 4 which is an AI for FusionOne).









�Rooman's comment: "The key words in the specs are "Additional items". In both cases (INCLUSIVE and EXCLUSIVE) the spec only says that if you have an item on one side and you do not have that item on the other side (which means to me "additional item") and that item does not satisfy the filter, then it must be not synchronized."


Seb's comment: "It is assumed that "Additional items" concern only the recipient's data store, since the restriction only applies to the recipient."


�Rooman's comment: "The key words in the specs are "Additional items". In both cases (INCLUSIVE and EXCLUSIVE) the spec only says that if you have an item on one side and you do not have that item on the other side (which means to me "additional item") and that item does not satisfy the filter, then it must be not synchronized."


Seb's comment: "It is assumed that "Additional items" concern only the recipient's data store, since the restriction only applies to the recipient."


�Another wording proposal: "The recipient MUST NOT create new items outside the filter criteria in the sender's data store."


�To be removed?


�Addition of figures in order to illustrate the differences between the two types?
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