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1 Reason for Change

This CR aims to fulfil the following requirement:
	PINFO-CONT-037
	1. Preferred service information (i.e. the information that indicates the Presentity’s preference to be contacted using a particular service relative to other services)
	PDE 1.0


RFC 3863 “Presence Information Data Format (PIDF)” defines ‘priority’ attribute for <contact> element under <tuple> element in section 4.1.5:
4.1.5. The <contact> element

The <contact> element contains a URL of the contact address. It

optionally has a ’priority’ attribute, whose value means a relative

priority of this contact address over the others. The value of the

attribute MUST be a decimal number between 0 and 1 inclusive with at

most 3 digits after the decimal point. Higher values indicate higher

priority. Examples of priority values are 0, 0.021, 0.5, 1.00. If

the ’priority’ attribute is omitted, applications MUST assign the

contact address the lowest priority. If the ’priority’ value is out

of the range, applications just SHOULD ignore the value and process

it as if the attribute was not present.

Applications SHOULD handle contacts with a higher priority as they

have precedence over those with lower priorities. How they are

actually treated is beyond this specification. Also, how to handle

contacts with the same priority is up to implementations.
Per the above, the value of ‘priority’ attribute describes the Presentity’s preference on the contact address specified in the <contact> element over the other contact addresses. 
It can be consider using the ‘priority’ attribute to show the Presentity’s preference on a service over the other services. However, this approach seems inappropriate for the following reason.

Multiple services may have the same contact address (e.g., SIP URI for both PoC and IM). In this case, it is not possible to use the ‘priority’ attribute of the <contact> element to discriminate the Presentity’s difference preferences over difference services (e.g., respective preference for PoC and IM).

According to RFC 4479 “A Data Model for Presence”, the “reach information”, the instructions for the watcher on how to correctly contact that service, serves as an identifier for a service. The “reach information” consists of a set of information including the contact address. For example, when the contact address of a SIP URI is used for both PoC and IM service, the respective reach information for PoC and IM service is decided with the SIP URI and the service identification for PoC/IM. Therefore, in principle, the above contact address alone cannot be used to describe a service and its relevant information. That’s why the ‘priority’ attribute of the contact address is not appropriate to identify a service and show the user’s preference on the service.

Further, there can be many-to-one mapping of reach information to a service. That is, a service may have zero or more reach information (and correspondingly multiple contact addresses). Therefore, ‘priority’ attribute of the contact address is not appropriate to show the user’s preference on a service.
With the above understanding, this CR proposes a new PIDF extension of <service-preference> element under <tuple> element, to describe the Presentity’s preferences of a service over the other services. The new <service-preference> will contain the floating value ranging 0 to 1, similar value to that of ‘priority’ attribute value of the contact address.
R01:

- Added Editor’s note that reflect WG discussion.
2 Impact on Backward Compatibility

None.
3 Impact on Other Specifications

Upon the agreement of CR, the schema definition will be updated in OMA-SUP-XSD_pde_pidf_ext-V1_0. 
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 recommended to agree and implement the proposed changes in section 6.
6 Detailed Change Proposal

Change 1:  Add new section 7.xx
Note to Implementer: XX should be updated with appropriate section number when implementing the following.
7.xx  Service Preference
7.xx.1  Presence Information Element Semantics
7.xx.1.1 Description
The “Service Preference” building block provides the information on the user’s preference of a service over the other services. 
7.xx.1.2 Mapping to Presence Data Model
The “Service Preference” building block is part of the “service” component according to the presence data model.
7.xx.1.3 Mapping to PIDF
Editor’s NOTE: It is to be decided whether the ‘priority’ attribute of <contact> element can be used to represent the user’s service preference or there need to devise a new PIDF extenstion for user’s service preference building block. Per the resolution, the PIDF extension, XML schma, Appendix B and Appendix C are to be updated.
7.xx.1.4 Watcher Processing 
Watcher processing SHALL be performed as described in section 6.2. No additional watcher processing is defined for “Service Preference” building block.
7.xx.1.5 Limitations
None.

7.xx.2 PIDF Extension Elements
7.xx.3 XML Schema










NO REPRESENTATIONS OR WARRANTIES (WHETHER EXPRESS OR IMPLIED) ARE MADE BY THE OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE OR ANY OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE MEMBER OR ITS AFFILIATES REGARDING ANY OF THE IPR’S REPRESENTED ON THE “OMA IPR DECLARATIONS” LIST, INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO THE ACCURACY, COMPLETENESS, VALIDITY OR RELEVANCE OF THE INFORMATION OR WHETHER OR NOT SUCH RIGHTS ARE ESSENTIAL OR NON-ESSENTIAL.

THE OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE IS NOT LIABLE FOR AND HEREBY DISCLAIMS ANY DIRECT, INDIRECT, PUNITIVE, SPECIAL, INCIDENTAL, CONSEQUENTIAL, OR EXEMPLARY DAMAGES ARISING OUT OF OR IN CONNECTION WITH THE USE OF DOCUMENTS AND THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THE DOCUMENTS.

USE OF THIS DOCUMENT BY NON-OMA MEMBERS IS SUBJECT TO ALL OF THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE USE AGREEMENT (located at http://www.openmobilealliance.org/UseAgreement.html) AND IF YOU HAVE NOT AGREED TO THE TERMS OF THE USE AGREEMENT, YOU DO NOT HAVE THE RIGHT TO USE, COPY OR DISTRIBUTE THIS DOCUMENT.

THIS DOCUMENT IS PROVIDED ON AN "AS IS" "AS AVAILABLE" AND "WITH ALL FAULTS" BASIS.

© 2008 Open Mobile Alliance Ltd.  All Rights Reserved.
Page 1 (of 3)
Used with the permission of the Open Mobile Alliance Ltd. under the terms as stated in this document.
[OMA-Template-ChangeRequest-20080101-I]

© 2008 Open Mobile Alliance Ltd.  All Rights Reserved.
Page 3 (of 3)
Used with the permission of the Open Mobile Alliance Ltd. under the terms as stated in this document.
[OMA-Template-ChangeRequest-20080101-I]

