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1 Reason for Contribution

This INP R&A comments provided to INP OMA-COM-S-CAB-2011-0022-INP_unconfirmed_update_model
2 Summary of Contribution

Provide general and detailed comments/questions.
3 Detailed Proposal

1. General
INP 022 addresses the issue how to handle updates of a contact’s information in the S-CAB address book Application Usage. The INP does not handle the issue how multiple contact cards are to be stored in the application usage as it is written in the context of how to handle a “Contact Card”. It exists a reference in the INP to INP 178R01, but my assumption is that is for the extension needed for the new “update and “revisionVersion” elements suggested in the PCC schema used for the S-CAB application usage. 
I can not found in this INP that the included proposal requires that a single AB document for all contacts is used in the S-CAB Application usage.
The INP is discussing if unconfirmed contact information imported from different sources shall be stored as part of the contact information together with version information and confirmed contact information under the same XML Node or not (i.e. inside the same document or not).

The INP propose a structure where all data is put under the same XML node (I assume under the <person-details> element as data is described in the context of a contact and the INP does is not described any details).
The main reason seems to be to keep information together to make it possible to handle a contact in one operation and if it is a single AB document to handle the whole address book in one operation.
This is a guess about how a single AB document will look like with two contacts:

<pcc pcc-type=”individual” xmlns="urn:oma:xml:cab:pcc"
xmlns:up=”urn.oma:xml:scab:update……….”>

<person-details index=”gt4fd890bu8”>


<name>



<name-entry index=”dslkhdskj” pref=”1” xml:lang=“en” name-type=”LegalName”>




<title>Mr.<phonetic xml:lang=”eng”>mɪstə</phonetic</title>




<given>Joesph</given>




<middle>Samuel</middle>




<family>Bloggs</family>




<gen-id>Jr.</gen-id>




<degree>PE</degree>




<display-name>Joesph Bloggs</display-name>



</name-entry>


</name>
                          <address>
                                      ……………..
                          </address>

             <up:updata-data>
                                  Unconfirmed data is inserted here with version information etc
                         </up:updata-data-data>
        </person-details>
       <person-details index=”gt4fd890bu9”>


<name>



<name-entry index=”dslkhdski” pref=”1” xml:lang=“en” name-type=”LegalName”> 




<title>Mr.<phonetic xml:lang=”eng”>mɪstə</phonetic</title>




<given>Joe</given>




<middle>Sam</middle>




<family>Carlsson</family>




<gen-id>Jr.</gen-id>




<degree>PE</degree>




<display-name>Joe.S.Carlsson</display-name>



</name-entry> 


</name>
                         <address>
                           ……………
                         </address>
  
          <up:updata-data>
                                 Unconfirmed data is inserted here with version information etc
                       </up:updata-data>
        </person-details>
</pcc>

It is assumed that all data from the “cab:pcc” namespace is confirmed data and that all unconfirmed data is part of the new  “scap.update” namespace.

The main reason seems to be to keep information together to make it possible to handle a contact in one operation and if it is a single AB document to handle the whole address book in one operation.
The INP seems not to address how data is moved from the unconfirmed area to the confirmed area but be studying INP 078R01 slide 10 it is assumed that a sequence of “patch” operations using XDM WRITE are used.
Questions to get answers to are:
Shall confirmed and unconfirmed contact information be included into the same XDM Document or not?
What are the pro and cons with mixing information and what is the pro and cons with not mixing it?

The XDM enabler provides the possibility for both models as an application usage is allowed to contain multiple documents and as S-CAB does not need to care about the SyncML solution the choice is only a matter about how S-CAB wants to make use of the XDM enabler in the must suitable way.
It exists a number of possible document structures:
a) One document per contact with confirmed and unconfirmed data.

b) Two document per contact, one with confirmed data and one with unconfirmed data.

c) X number of document per contact, one with confirmed data and x-1 with unconfirmed data per source.

d) One single document with all contacts and with both confirmed and unconfirmed data.

e) Two documents. One with confirmed data about all contacts and one with unconfirmed data about all contacts.

f) A combination of the solutions above e.g. X confirmed documents per contact and a one unconfirmed document for all contacts.

This INP seems to be recommend the Single document for everything solution (d) but also the one document per contact solution (a) seems to be an alternative as well as the whole INP is written in the context of a “Contact Card”.

The “update” element discussion can in principle be applied in any solution as it is describing a format for storing “tracking” or delta information. If this is stored under a <person-details> element in the same document as the “confirmed” <person-details> element or in a different document with a pointer to the confirmed element has nothing to do with the format of the updates.
My suggestion is to compare alternative b) with alternative d) from different types of S-CAB client’s perspectives.
b) separates both data about different contacts and confirmed and unconfirmed data into separate document but all information from all source are contained in one document per contact. (e.g. 500 contacts can generate between 500 + (0 to 500) documents. Each document will have 1-x <person-details> elements related to a contact)
d) seperates data about contacts into separated XML nodes inside the single document (e.g. 500 contacts will generate one document with 500*(1 to x) <person-details> elements and  0-500 (1 to x) <updates> element nodes).

 Another discussion is how unconfirmed data shall be presented to the end user.
INP 022  suggest that the server provides the client with “update objects” in the form of patches to the confirmed contact card and that the user selects if the update object shall be applied or not. An alternative method is to provide the user with information that the document is changed and the full contact card and let the user choose which information it want to copy into the confirmed contact card from the updated card. Tracking changes of the unconfirmed contact card will help the client to inform the user about what has been changed since last time. 
2. Comments slide by slide.
Slide 2 Outline:
 No comment

Slide 3 S-CAB Requirements Review: 
No comment

Slide 4 and 5 “Update” Data Type :
Is transformation suggested updates of the confirmed contact card based on received changes from a source or is it information about how the source is transformed after a notification of changes.
The use of versions is a bit confusing. 
Version of what?  Version of confirmed data, version of the whole document, version of the information from the source?

How can a user choose if the source document shall be a new <person-details> element or the information shall be merged into an existing <person-details> element? I assume that it exist a case where the user wants to keep the tracked contact card information as received in its own <person-details> element and only confirm that it is allowed to be updated at a change.

How is the first document handled that is received from a new source? Is that document also included in an update object? If that is the case, the contact card element will contain a number of embedded documents in the form of <person-details> elements and be very large if the user is tracking many sources. Will the server generate a number of update objects e.g. one per type of data (name, address etc) and the user when chooses which one to apply and in that way split the unconfirmed document into a number of patches to select from? 
Slide 6 “RevisionVersion Data type:
RevisionVersion seems to be a fix needed for the case of a single AB document as it exists only one common etag for the whole document. 

Slide 7 Deletion of Contact Cards: 
When the <person-detailed> XML node is deleted everything for this contact is gone. Why shall it not be possible to deletion only “confirmed” data and restart from scratch with unconfirmed data (The user keeps a subscription and waits for the updates to create a new contact card).  Is only delta needed? Does it not exist a case where the user wants to do a complete replace of the contact card? 
Slide 8 Recovery of Contact Cards in S-CAB:
How is recovery of an XML node inside a document performed? If every contact card is its own document, the XDM restore function could be used to restore a deleted document.
Slide 9 Update Object Lifetime: 
All types of unconfirmed updates need some kind of service provider policy to control how long they shall live. This independent on methods used to store the information.
Slide 10 Compare. Update and XCAP-DIFF: 
More details about the new “update” object is needed to make it possible to compare with XCAP-DIFF.
Slide 11 Compare: Update &Temp Contact Cards:
 In which S-PCC document will the “update” element appear? The solution of today in S-CAB is to have one composed PCC document that is the one that other user can see and a number of document to compose from. 

Slide 12 Deltas & Contact Card Versions:
 No comment as it relates to CAB 1.0 and temporary Contact Cards.

Slide 13 Relationship to INP 001:
The main idea behind INP 001 is to suggest that the S-AB application Usage has Contact Card document structure and not a Single address book document structure. Many of the information in INP 0022 are also provided in the context of a contact card and can be applied also in a Contact Card Document structure. So far I have not found that it is stated in INP 0022 that a single AB document is required.
INP 001 also contains information about how track changing of unconfirmed contact information can be done. The proposal is to use Subscribe event “xcap-diff” and receive information about updates to the tracked document with a SIP Notify with XCAP-DIFF objects. INP 001 does not address the internal structure of the subscribe document and what is carried inside the XCAP-DIFF objects. This means that the XCAP-DIFF object could transport the information that a new “update” XML node has been added to the document. I assume that also INP 0022 is suggesting to use event “xcap-diff” to inform about new “unconfirmed udates” or is the author suggesting a new S-CAB unique method to be invented. The method in INP 0022 can also be used an multiple document solutions
INP001 and also INP020 suggest that confirmed and unconfirmed data is kept in separated documents. The main reason is to make it possible to have client that does not need to care about unconfirmed data.  Such client can fetch the confirmed document(s) with simple fetch/subscribe operations (e.g. without filters) and in all situations only receive confirmed data. This means that e.g. spectrum is not used to transport data that the client does not want. It also means that access permissions can be defined without having to filter out unconfirmed data. Access permissions rules can also be concentrated on selecting confirmed data.
Slide 14 Interworking and new Data Types:
Update and RevisionVersion element are invisible to CAB 1.0 and 1.1 as these clients will discard them nevertheless are they transported all the way to the client unless they are removed in S-CAB domain. I.e. spectrum is wasted. As it is not likely that a CAB 1.0 and CAB 1.1 address Book Clients will address a S-CAB addressbook this is a no issue as I see it.

Slide 15 Summary:
“Update” type: No new comments.
“RevisionVersion” type seems to be a related to a single AB document to handle that it exist only one etag per the whole document. It is doubtful if this is needed if the ideas of this INP are applied to the multiple Document model of INP 020 and INP 001.

“Inclusion topics” It is not clear why and how the new data types are used in the S-PCC Application Usage.

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

Review and discuss the R&A for INP0022 within the group and
find answers to the following questions:

Shall confirmed and unconfirmed contact information be included into the same XDM Document or not?
What are the pro and cons from an S-CAB client’s perspective with mixing information in the same document and what is the pro and cons with not mixing it?
What are the pro and cons with one large document with all contacts in?

What are the pro and cons with one document per contact?
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