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1 Reason for Contribution

The issue of the MEM Enabler dependency on external enablers in general and on the Presence enabler in particular has not been resolved yet. This contribution presents the view of a number of companies discussing this issue and supporting the notion of the MEM enabler’s dependence on the Presence enabler.

2 Summary of Contribution

This contribution discusses the issue of the OMA MEM enabler’s dependency on external enablers in general and on the OMA Presence enabler, in particular. Various aspects of the MEM notification function, the needed for interactions and the optional dependency of the MEM enabler on the Presence enabler are discussed. The presence related feature of the MEM notification is described first and then the question of the MEM enabler’s dependency on the Presence enabler is elaborated.  

3 Detailed Proposal

Notes: The source of the major part of the discussion in this section is the MEM Group email thread participated by the authors as well as Kevin Holley (O2), Dwight Smith (Motorola), Stephane Maes (Oracle) and Mark Pozefsky (IBM). However, the authors are solely responsible for the content of this contribution. 

The main points of discussion and criteria for recognizing and supporting the existence of dependency of Enabler A on Enabler B are to show the following:

· In general, there may be a need for Service Enabler A to interact with Service Enabler B in order to provide a desired (mandatory or optional) capabilities  by  A by utilising functionality provided by B. 
· In particular, for the MEM enabler to perform a “Presence enhanced notification” function, it is required to have interactions with the Presence enabler in order to obtain Presence information, hence becoming dependent on its interactions with the Presence enabler.

Below, seven different aspects of this question from the “Presence enhanced notification” feature, the need for MEM-Presence interactions, the optional dependency of the MEM enabler on the Presence enabler to the  mandatory requirements for delay minimization are discussed. We first describe the presence related aspect of the MEM notification feature and then elaborate on the issue of the MEM enabler’s interoperability with and dependency on the Presence enabler. Finally, a text is proposed for the “Dependencies” section of the MEM AD.

3.1 Presence Enhanced Notification Feature

In the MEM AD scope, mobile email is described as accessing emails from mobile devices. The focus of the MEM AD is to provide an architectural model that accommodates improved user experience across alternative means of access to email such as browsing, email notification and message/voice-based access along with providing quasi-instantaneous and secure updates of the MEM client with new emails, server changes, optimized online/off-line usage and the capability to securely send email from the appropriate server. When, the MEM server receives a new email it can determine whether a new-email notification should be sent at once or based on the presence status of the client e.g. is the client online or not.. This information may be garnered from a Presence enabler.. Additionally, the Presence information  may also be used to determine which device to notify if multiple devices are "registered". 
3.2 A Service Feature or Enabler Function 

A distinction needs to be made between a service or service feature and the service enabler’s function when it comes to the subject of dependency in general and Presence information in particular. For example, it could be claimed that, presence is not a (intrinsic) function of the MEM, and it is more of enhancing feature for the intrinsic function of outbound notifications by utilizing the client presence information
.  It is be noted, however, that whether a particular capability is intrinsic or not can be moot. In any case, the question of intrinsic versus non-intrinsic as a criterion for determining or verifying the existence of dependency is not and should not be an issue here as it is not an agreed view in the OMA ARC group that OMA Enablers are made up of intrinsic functions only and further that dependencies apply to "intrinsic" functions only. To determine the existence of dependency all that needs to be determined is whether or not for Enabler A (MEM) to support a feature, such as Presence status, ,irrespective of whether or not that feature is optional or mandatory, is that a specific requirement of A’s can be met by the use of Enabler B (Presence.) functionality Otherwise A has to develop the function as an in-house function resulting in the duplication of an existing interface. Therefore, in order to utilize the MEM Client Presence information, either the MEM server must be provided with in-house Presence data (within the MEM enabler) or fetch it from external Presence sources. In other words, it’s a question of either “proxying” the presence in the MEM enabler hence creating this function in the MEM or calling the presence as an externally “callable” function that resides in the Presence enabler to be called upon when needed. In the interest of not duplicating specification of a function within the OSE, the latter model should be preferred. 
3.3 Specification, Implementation and Deployment

The needed interactions between the MEM and Presence enablers may not seem, to some view, to be a dependency for the MEM specification. However, it certainly is a dependency for its implementation or realization. In addition, a MEM implementation could invoke the Presence I0 in order to provide context-aware MEM notifications, and this should certainly be a deployment choice of the service provider. In this case, the dependency is introduced by the service provider, as a deployment policy, and it will not necessarily impact the way the MEM enabler is specified. 

As far as the difference of understanding on the issue of "dependencies" lies, there is a number of companies who wish to see the MEM AD have a reference point to the Presence enabler. By its very nature, this would impact the way MEM enabler is specified. A counterargument is that the OSE accommodates such an access to Presence, hence this reference point does not need to be explicitly shown. However, there are operators who would feel more comfortable when a reference point is shown in a standard, since they can easily get their vendor(s) to conform to it in their implementation and deployment.

Detailed description of such "implementation / realization " dependencies may be incorporated in either an appendix to the AD or a separate companion realization document. Example is the PEEM AD, being developed in the ARC group, has an appendix that points out implementation choices. It does not point out deployment dependencies, but it could if it is applicable and so desired.

3.4 MEM Requirements Fulfillment

There are items in the MEM requirements document (MEM-RD) calling for minimization of delays in general and for event delivery in specific. The 1st “High-Level Requirement” (HLR-1) states that:

 “It MUST be possible to minimize delays and bandwidth requirements (e.g. by minimizing the number of roundtrips between client and server, the bytes to exchange between client and server, etc…)” 

This is a mandatory requirement for a number of events to be send to or accessed by the client or server or exchange between them as stated below:

“- Events sent from the server to the client  or accessed by the client to   announce or describe new email

- Exchanges to deliver new email from the server to the client

- Events sent from the server to the client to announce or describe email events on the server

- Events accessed by the client from the server to announce or describe email events on the server

- Exchanges to reconcile the client after a email event on the server

- …..”

With using notification mechanism of the presence enabler this can be achieved, as then the MEM enabler can send out notifications as soon as the presence enabler notifies the MEM enabler of the availability of the recipient.

3.5 Mandatory or Optional

Many MEM functional requirements in the AD are proposed to ensure that the MEM protocol and enabler do not exchange more data than needed for. Presence is more of an added value for notification and certainly quite valuable to some vendors for service differentiation. Even though the "Notification" based on Presence information could be optional, the notification itself is mandatory, and the MEM server has to be able to access to and/or interact with the presence server if it is meant to avoid unwanted “send/submit” flows or assure delivery. 

Furthermore, there is a consensus among all opponents as well as opponents of the “Presence Dependency” that this feature must be supported for its “optional” use. If it is not supported and not implemented, it simply means that the option is not available to those providers who want to deploy the feature. Optional or mandatory, the MEM server has to interact with it the Presence. This is dependency if an implementation decides to use presence, and it should be documented in case any changes or extension of the specification on the Presence side occurs requiring proper interoperability adjustments in the MEM enabler’s ME-3 interface as already stated in the AD “ME-3: Outband MEM server I0 interfaces (e.g. to support generation of server to client notifications).” For MEM AD, this is dependency that can even be referred to its optional nature causing “optional dependency” of the MEM enabler on the Presence enabler. 
It goes without saying that due to the nature of this enhanced notification feature, some providers may decide to deploy the MEM enabler without deploying the Presence enabler. So it's called a 'dependency' anyway no matter if it is mandatory or optional.

3.6 Needs for Interoperability

It is agreed that Presence for enhanced notification is not a mandatory function for the MEM enabler. However, being optional, it would mean that interoperability must be achieved regardless. In other words, regardless of the optional nature of the enhanced notification with the use of Presence information, the feature needs to be put into the specification for interoperability purposes. 

The MEM enabler has a need to declare data attribute(s) or configuration fields that would permit the MEM server to interact with the Presence enabler in an interoperable way. In essence, if MEM needs to declare presence elements (i.e., attributes specialized for MEM use) that MEM components would utilize in support of a specific and interoperable notification (or other MEM features) then the definition (or model) of these elements and how the Presence service would be utilized would draw in supporting Presence info - creating a dependency. Thus, to properly declare our usage of Presence service will likely expose us to Presence material to get it done right.

For example, imagine that device management has an optional feature that requests UAPROF information from the device before sending down new code. It is optional, because some devices would not support and we could live with manual definition in the OMA DM server of the device's capabilities (or we would work out a mechanism so that when OMA DM server sends code down not supported by devices, and it gets rejected by the device.) In this case, UAPROF would be considered a dependency and it has to be defined and specified as such. 

As to the specific MEM-Presence interoperability, if there is an expectation that an optional Presence enhanced notification would be utilized to the MEM without the need for declaring the scheme or fields involved then one would be concerned about the likelihood of such scheme’s interoperability. In order to make it interoperable, there is a need for definitions. For example, the ability to define an HTTP binding in an interoperable way, it will be required that the definitions and mappings are done in a consistent way adding a few pages into the specs so that they are properly defined. This is to the extent that the dependency would imply for properly defining the interoperability.

3.7 Dependency

It was stated earlier that when a new email of a client arrives at her/his mailbox, the MEM server can determine whether the new email notification should be sent at once or not taking advantage of the presence information and attributes of the client.  Such a determination (of when to send notification) can be made based on other methods as well and not necessarily and solely on presence. 

Clearly, this is not to say that every MEM service provider has to make use of Presence (or Location) information to learn more about the client and make better decisions. However, the use of Presence information becomes even more relevant when a recipient uses more than one device and/or multiple registrations. In such a case, the MEM Server can check the recipient's presence or active use of a device by consulting presence server, and then send notifications or messages by a response mode corresponding to such presence or active use. 

To summarize, the consensus on the optional use of the Presence information and the need for interoperability under “Presence enhanced notification”, convincingly calls for the Presence enabler to be listed as a dependency for the MEM enabler. Moreover, as changes in the Presence enabler/interface occur they may very well impact the implementation of MEM enabler. Therefore, a more relevant definition of dependency could be forwarded as follows: “all external enablers that an enabler interacts with are dependencies of that 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

It is proposed to add the following dependency to Section 5.1 Dependencies of the MEM AD document:

· Presence enabler to enable the MEM server to optionally exchange dynamic information such as the status of the mobile email client.
Furthermore, it is proposed to incorporate detailed description of such dependencies (for implementation and/or realization) in either an appendix to the AD or a separate companion realization document.
� Intrinsic functions are those functions that are essential in fulfilling the intended task of the specified enabler. For example, the Position Calculation function is Intrinsic to Secure User Plane Location; Authentication is intrinsic to Single Sign On; Encryption is an intrinsic function of Digital Rights Management.
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