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1 Reason for Contribution

This contribution intends to clarify the spirit in OMA-POC-2005-0558-List-Element-in-PoC-Group, and provide audiance a comprehensive view on the issue discussed. Otherwise the xml schema itself is not self-explainary and hard for audiance to capture the impact on PoC architecture.

The two proposals are intend to resolve the same issue with different approaches: In a PoC group document, proposal 1 uses clean order where the individual PTT contacts are listed together and then followed with all external lists. Proposal 2 uses a mixed order, where there indivual PTT contacts and external lists can be ordered in any mixed order.
1. Misleading in the pros of the proposal 2:

The argument 2 suggests that re-use of resource-list used by Shared XDM client and RLS XDM Client is simplier. Perhaps from saving effort of standardisation point of view, but not necessarily the best result achieved. This is becasue: 

- In fact the best performance stems from separating the two types of the resources. It is used merely because resource-list is the only list specified by the IETF, which serves for Presence subscription purpose where the service response time is not required as real-time as PoC service. In other words, resource-list is not designed for real-time service such as PoC.

- Different enabler does not really need to be in exact format, since PoC XDMS never talks to RLS XDMS. 
The argument 3 argues the flexibility of keeping <entry> and <external> elements either in separate lists or in mix order, depending on user preference or client implementation. However it is worth of noting that:

- Proposal 2 does not actually guarantee separte list. As allowed in the schema in proposal 2 to mix the order, there is either no chance for the user to specify how to separate the individual entries and the external-list, because specification has not require the XDMC to support such UI functin, or it would require a big effort from the user to maintain the order. In other word, this approach doesn't guarantee a clean order.

- Proposal 1 gives clean order, which from user point of view, a better experience. It is better that the xml schema can provide the clean order to avoid user's bad experience given the condition we can. The flexibility is needed if it doesn't harm the IOP and bring the different and good user experience. As we see the mixed order will only make the user experience less comfortable, we don't see the reason why to give flexibility to allow such.

- This can be shown in enterprise scenario. Today we use email list, it could contain another email and as well as individuals. Most of these lists are administrated by IT dept. The prevailing systems all separate the email list from individual members. In PoC 1 and future release, when each individual becomes administrator, it is forseeable that user wishes to keep the lists as clear order as possible. And this cannot be guaranteed by proposal 2.
Furthermore, the proposal 2 appears to have less added lines as stated in arguement 4, this approach is in fact different than the original XML schema in current Poc XDM specification where the <entry> and <external> are separated listed, as the same style as the proposal 1 suggests. So the 3rd argument in favors of proposal 2 actually mis-leads the audiance on the spirit of the change.

Finally, as commented earlier in PAG mailing list, that the change of proposal 1 over-revised against the spec which makes the proposal seemed to be bigger change. The first change line in section 5.1.1 was exactly the original text; it should not be modified.

2. Let's look at the Cons of the proposal 1:

The argument 1 argues that in User Equipment, list entry processing for PoC groups would be different from those for Shared URI lists.  And more processing resources required for handling different types of list elements.

- XDMC handles the clean-ordered document faster than mixed order due to the locating of the <external> requires minimum effort. Therefore no matter it is a pure clean-order document, or a document referred to Shared URI list, it is always faster in proposal 1 structure because the handling of PoC schema is faster in proposal 1. 

- The argument seems confusing, since processing resource required to handle proposal 1 and 2 are nearly the same, mainly <entry> and <external>. It is the structure of xml document different. In fact the XDMC needs to intercept structure in the proposal 1 because:

The PoC group document contains not only a list of user, but also the rules. Inside each rule, a similar list of user identities can be spelled out by the user as conditioncan, and given the required actions associationed with the list of user. In current XDM Core spec, all identities must be given in separate part, first <entry> for individual PTT contacts and then followed by <external> lists. This also applies to Presence access rules. Therefore there is no way for a XDMC to avoid implementation to intercept such xml structure. Therefore from XDMC point of view, the implementation will not be reduced.

The argument 2 against the proposal 1 is not practical but more theoritical. It suggests that an external list should be used inside another external list in a nested model, but in reality this does not stand. The reason is in 2 fold. 

- First, we have already see the problem due to the dependency created from different model as demonstrated in OMA-POC-2005-0567R01-XDM-subscription; mutiple level of dependency on next external-list, will create just further problems in IOP and maintainence of the xml document. When the dependency becomes very complicated, it is likely due to such complexity, the XDMC needs to discouple the dependency during the time of service deployment. 

- Secondly, when using nested model, the delegation becomes more difficult to tackle. The user has to give rather complicated authorization right to which exactly level of nested external-list can other user allow to modify, and de-couple any other services dependency on these lists to avoid mis-functioning due to modification by other users.

Argument 3 against proposal 1 is actually mis-leading. In fact the impact on processing of <external> lists is critical and cannot be neglected as the reasons explained below:

· In case of proposal 1 the searching of <external> will be once, and in proposal 2, it is depending on the complexity of the xml document, the longer and the more mixed order, the longer time it takes. Unfortunately with time going by, the group document is likely to grow to be longer;

· The XCAP server behaviour can vary when intercepting the position of a resource in node selection. Some Server puts the resource in before the position, and some puts after. Therefore it is more likely the PoC Server will encounter the situation that a particular PoC group getting more messy with the time going by after more XCAP operations done against it by different XDMCs;

· The impact is not only on PoC Server behaviour, but also on PoC XDMS. When the storage of the individual <entry> are separated from the <external> list, the PoC XDMS will use less time to access the two databases, becasue the server does not need to access two databases in interleaved manner, and no need to store the interrupt of accessing another database back and force.

· When PoC calls are handled simultaneously in unit of thousands or more, the aggregated performance will be bigger difference.

2 Summary of Contribution

This contribution intends to provide more thoughts and comprehensive view on the pros and cons of the 2 proposal. 

3 Detailed Proposal

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

As section 3.
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