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1 Reason for Contribution

This contribution proposes designing overall presence states for an end user based on the expectations to be conveyed to potential communications partners. In particular, it points out some issues with defining a “global do-not-disturb (DND)” presence state.

2 Summary of Contribution

There has been much discussion on the overall presence state describing an end user’s status. In particular, the concept of a global DND has been debated. This contribution suggests another way of looking at the issues, this time from the point of view of the expectation of the communicating parties who will advertise and make use of such presence information. The views in this contribution have been influenced by the IETF draft http://www.ietf.org/internet-drafts/draft-roach-simple-service-features-00.txt, in particular the principles identified there, namely that

“Presence information is never a guarantee of reachability. Presence information is always only a hint.”
3 Detailed Proposal

The main purpose of publishing the presence states of an end user to authorized watchers (typically other end users) is to increase the chance of successful person-to-person communications. Thus, presence states should be chosen to maximise the likelihood for subsequent communications. It is assumed that the communications means are varied, ranging from instantaneous (e.g., PoC), near-instantaneous (e.g., voice call, IM), deferred (e.g., email, SMS/MMS) to completely asynchronous (e.g., leaving voice mails).

A “global do-not-disturb” presence state comes with a negative connotation because it suggests that the user does not wish to communicate at all, whereas it is highly unlikely that the user does not wish to receive some form of communication, particularly in the last two categories mentioned above which are both discreet as well as requiring no immediate interaction with or disturbance of the user. Therefore, even from an end user point of view, it is not clear that the global DND as a presence state has the right or intended semantics.

Another problem with the global DND is that such a user-settable presence state may not convey the right expectation to the user himself. The user may mistakenly infer that just because he has set an overall presence state to global do-not-disturb, that such a preference will somehow be enforced.  

Thus, the overall presence states for a user need to be designed based on what the user would like to see conveyed to potential partners in communication so that both sides have the correct expectation. In all cases, such states are derived from several factors:

· Network and UE reachability [reachable/unreachable]: the user is/is not within network coverage and/or has/does not have the UE activated

· Communications channels [open/closed]: A communication channel is something that the device offers and that the user/application can open or close. For example, a communication channel can be a "PoC talk" channel, a "IM page with text/plain" channel, an "IM session" channel" a "SMS" channel, a "MMS" channel, a "Video call" channel, a "Voice call over SIP" channel, a "Voice call over circuit switched" channel,  a "Voice conference" channel etc.
· User preference [willing/willing with limitations/unavailable] : the user prefers/does not prefer/is neutral to an identified means of  communication

Based on these three factors, the user expectation can be captured in four overall presence states described in the following table:

	Overall Presence State
	(N/W and UE) Reachability
	User preference
	User Expectation

	A
	reachable
	willing
	The UE is reachable; the indicated communications channels are open and the user is willing to accept communication via any of those channels.

	B
	reachable
	willing with limitations
	The UE is reachable, and the indicated communications means are open, but the user is in a situation where he would prefer not to accept a communication invite just now. It is possible that the user will see the communication invite and respond when he has a chance to do so. If possible, the watcher should use another communication method that contains text information so he can indicate how urgent it is and the subject. This might help the calling party get a response sooner.

	C
	reachable
	Unavailable 
	The UE is reachable and the indicated communications means are open, but the user is not able to accept a communication invite just now (e.g., away from the UE, busy with another task etc.). It is possible that the user will see your communication invite later on and respond at that time. There may be other communications means by which this user may be reached, or some deferred delivery service can always be tried.

	D
	not reachable
	Unavailable
	The user's device is not reachable. The user can not respond at all. Choose a deferred delivery service (SMS, MMS, email etc.) to reach the user.


Note that the message conveyed by the overall presence states B and C are almost the same, namely “It is possible to try to contact me. I can see that you tried. My possibility to respond varies" with the distinction being that the user in state B can monitor his communications channels and can decide on accepting an invite based on the caller and the subject, while, in state C, the user is not actively monitoring his communications channels. 
Similarly, state D conveys the following message: “it is not possible to contact me now. Choose some deferred delivery method to convey your message to me.”

The global DND state seems to be closest to state C but if it also means that the network shall stop all communication to the UE then it is close to state D as the user will not receive any information about any communication attempt.  However, as we mentioned earlier, this does not capture the correct expectations, because we feel that the correct impression that such a user wishes to convey is that some deferred delivery (e.g., email) or fully asynchronous (e.g., voice mail) means of communicating should be chosen.
To inform the watcher about which type of communication channel he shall use for the person-to-person communication, each provisioned communication means or communications channel is added as an attribute of the above-defined overall presence states. Every communication channel has its own presence attribute. The state of each such attribute can be open/closed.  This is in line with the proposal in the IETF draft http://www.ietf.org/internet-drafts/draft-roach-simple-service-features-00.txt. 
A communication channel presence attribute can be added to any of the overall person-to-person user states A through D. This means that the network can open a communication channel even in the user is not reachable (e.g., a voice channel to a voice mail system or IM page channel to store and forward system like email and SMS.) This would add a presence attribute for this additional communications channel to state D which would be made available to authorised watchers.
4 Intellectual Property Rights

None pertaining to this contribution.

5 Recommendation

The above method of deriving the overall user presence state should be used. If the above analysis is accepted, some suitable names for the states should be chosen.
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