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1 Reason for Contribution

The Interworking of Messaging Services RD was submitted to REQ for informal review and comments were received from IBM, Oracle, and Ericsson on the REQ email-reflector.  This document copies those comments to make them available for discussion during the Interworking Meeting.

2 Summary of Contribution

Email comments to the RD.

3 Detailed Proposal

IBM comments –
(from Mark Pozefsky)

Unfortunately I will not be able to attend this call on 16 Sept. 
I would like to submit one comment for discussion about this RD. 
The use cases show many of the combinations that should be considered, though I wonder if email and some other messaging methods should be considered. 
However, my main concern is on slide 5, last bullet: 
 "In order to set up a proper environment, this RD is only focused within a single Network Operator (since the Network Operator will be the only one knowing proper capabilities of its subscribers)." 
I don't understand what "proper" means here.   
Also, and most importantly I would have hoped we had learned from earlier activities that limiting work to a single domain is a mistake.  We need to assure interworking across actors, including SPs and enterprises.  I think we MUST deal with the cross-actor interactions, not just a single actor.  If only a single actor, then we don't need a standard. 

Mark Pozefsky
Pervasive Division, IBM

(from Alistair Angwin)

Personal comments

I have looked at 0832 and 0842 submitted for the informal review

I have the following comments - I know this may be more detailed than

warranted but might help the group

REQ-2004-0842

Slide 5 - concerned re the limited scope in bullet 3. Problem needs to

be solved generally. No reason to specify so much if only in one

operator domain

REQ-2004-0832

OMA-RD_MsgInterworking-V1_0-20040903

Section 6

* CF2 bullet 3 is OK but does this mean this determines which composer

the message sender uses or the address selected or transcoding requirements.

General comment - the flow bothers me. The underlying assumption is that

the originating device does not know anything about the capabilities of

the destination device and the network fixes the problems or different

media types to device capabilities. This bothers me somewhat - changing

the content and hence potential copyright causes problems, how does

secure messaging work for example(SMIME in email) but I guess there are

too many challenges to do it other ways.

Section 7

R100-R103 Need to be careful as the address books are not being specified.

R101 is weak given the general flow above. The MAY might be acceptible

if devices have a large enough support for media types.

R102 could be better worded re address book but it says nothing about

client side or network based address books as in section 6

R103 doesn't give clear meaning as written. Does it mean fully defined

interfaces between messaging client/servers and common functionalities

to achieve interoperability ? If so say so

R110 should be expanded to allow and external authentication and

authorisation mechanism such as an OMA enabler

R120 are source and destination addresses IP addresses or messaging

addresses ?

R130 same as R110

R131 this requirement is fine but who acts upon it

R132 the requirements are insufficient as it doesn't say which server in

the case of sender and receiver not using the same server or is there

some magic making it look like one worldwide server. If user A has the

right to send messages but user B doesn't have the right to receive them

it is wasteful for user A to be able to send a message to user B. If

user A and user B are on different servers a means to exchange this

information is required. No generic requirements for error handling is

specified for the case where the specifications to not cover an approach

barring such waste - or indeed any other error

R140 this is a usability issue and I consider it out of scope for the

enabler. The messaging client (possibly the server if the addres book is

network sited) should still put the real address in the message

destination and sender fields. It is potentially out of scope as it

impinges on the device UI. R31x attempt to plug the holes that should

not exist

R141 implies some magic. If a general purpose messaging client composer

is to be used in a client originating a message it needs to know the end

points preferred messaging type to receive messages to be able to format

it correcly, e.g. MIME, SMIL for MMS etc. If it is not a general purpose

composer but one of several targetted composers, e.g. MMS, email, etc.,

, and this the case I expect to be the reality, then how does the

composer change when the recipients preferred messaging type is known if

different ? What happens if multiple recipients have different preferred

messaging types ? It seems the messaging server(s) having to do a lot of

transcoding.

R142 is imprecise. Which ? Priority ? How do some know whether to or not ?

R143 How ? with change bars or a log, message like "your message has

been altered to protect the innocent" etc. Whatever the message the user

might want to know what was changed.

R150 at the very least please tidy up the language.

R160 simple whitespace problem (two words are concatenated that need a

space)

R221 then please specify whether the voicemail is streamed or downloaded

in the message. Ensure "SHALL be possible" is the intent - this makes it

an option if the device or server decides for some reason it isn't

possible, like there is a "y" in the day of the week.

R222 - 224 These need scrubbing to be absolutely clear re which entity

is submitting what to whom, at the moment it does not parse easily

R310-R314 these are things that get done (actions) not interfaces to the

address resolution per the title

R310-R314 as these are requirements on an address book are these in

scope for this RD ? If they are in scope which AB standard/definition is

being referred to or is one being proposed ?

R310 why should this happen ? If the clients are putting in the right

address when is this used  ? If the address book is local on the device

knows the mapping of fred to fred.blogs@anyco.com. If the address book

is in the network it makes sense to have the short and full form

addresses acessed since one can have multiple fred's in an address book

and the way you usually differentiate is via the full name. Given this

why does the server need to do anything ?

R311 Don't understand this one.

R313 please specify the requirements for the magic going on in here !

R314 what are these magical global address resolution tools ?

R320- R323 these requirements are re doing stuff with the content of

profiles not interfaces as is the title

R320-R323 need to be specific about which server in these requirements.

R323 why ? to ensure it is configured in which case isn't this R321 or

to determine the capabilities in which case say so

R330 which messaging server

R340 assume this is all messaging servers

R341 intent clear but concerned about the realisation but I guess thats

the next phase

R350 if the transcoding interface is STI then the requirement should be

a simple pointer not specifiy the requirements here

R411 not sure about this requirement if the address book is local

without the network having a duplicate with even more information in it.

By the way shouldn't a non-fully qualified address be defined in some

way that does not make it a nickname/shortname.

R420 what type of messaging service, MMS, SMS etc or the actual domain,

e.g. anyco.com

Sure most are easy for the group to address quickly.

Oracle Comments – 

Based on OMA-REQ-2004-0842-MsgInterworking-RD-Overview.zip, I would like to provide the following initial feedback as part of the informal review:

1) For an activity focused on interworking and on multiple messaging systems, it seems critical that interworking use cases and scope involve multiple actors. 

The restriction of the RD/ use case to focus within a single Network Operator (slide 5) seems at odds with the recommendations of the Enterprise BOF to systematically consider interworking against multiple actors. Accordingly, I would recommend that the scope be enlarged.

Independently of the enterprise BOF recommendations, such restriction seems also at odds with common use of messaging where users are typically:

                - Roaming

                - With multiple operators

                - Within multiple domains types 

So what is the value of interworking solutions developed with assumptions of such restrictions. It is not clear that it will give a feeling of total messaging. Most of the use cases would more naturally involved multiple actors (multiple operators / service providers; enterprise or ISPs and operators or multiple enterprises / ISPs). Restricting for example e-mail, IM or voice mail to operator services is addressing a very small fraction of the market  that would demand interworking...

More concerning, solutions developed with such assumptions may simply not be reusable when multiple operators or multiple actors are involved...

2) Examples of challenges coming from the restriction include:

- Server-based determination of interworking steps to take may not be sufficient in the generic case 

- What are the requirements in terms of:

        - End-to-end secure messaging

        - Encrypted messages

        - Firewalls

- Aren't the requirements of "legal intercept" not sufficient and moot in these cases? 

- How can content adaptation take place when encryption is used?

- Are you taking account the fact that often security policies forbid intermediate storage (in clear or even encrypted) of messages... For example, no corporate message can I general be stored outside the corporate network.

Based on considerations in 1) and 2) I would like the restriction of scope to be removed and the RD to include use cases and considerations for interworking across multiple actors.

3) Some related but more general technical question include:

A) What does it mean to provide address book resolution? ([R100])

         - Determine messaging channel?

         - Do address conversions? 

         - Is this making assumption of a sole address book for any recipient (i.e. a non scalable solution if scope is broadened to involve multiple actors)

B) [R100] What does it mean to have user profile (same question as address book resolution) and what does the qualification "rights to send and receive messages" means. Is it relative to sender or receiver?

C) [R100] Can you elaborate on the notion of notify of new message. 

4) Could you clarify what are the expectations and terminology:

        - Are current technology specific messaging clients changed? (e.g. IM client or e-mail client etc) or is the messaging client a new client or a modification of such technology specific messaging clients to add some capabilities? I.e. what is legacy and what is new on the client? Any requirements on that?

        - Are current technology specific messaging servers changed? (e.g. IM server or e-mail server etc) or is the messaging server a server client or a modification of such technology specific messaging servers to add some capabilities? I.e. what is legacy and what is new on the server? Any requirements on that?

        - On that basis are the terms messaging clients and messaging server designating new enablers or generic place holders for respectively e-mail client, IM client, PoC client etc... And e-mail server, IM server... I believe that this should be clarified in the RD.

I hope that this will help progress the work and be useful feedback. Based on clarifications of 3) and 4) I may be able to provide additional comments.

Thanks

Stephane

Ericsson Comments –

Please find below Ericsson comments for the Messaging Interworking RD informal review.

As a general comment we believe that inter operator interworking needs to be included before the RD can be approved. Without this there is no way to guarantee a proper delivery of messages between operator or service provider domains, and this would clearly make messaging services less usable for the users we are all trying to satisfy.

CF7: We question whether this is a reasonable functionality. It would imply that a receiving MMS would be able to differ between a) received VMs and b) received MMs with a voice component only, respectively. (See, e.g., 5.3.5/5)

R211: Use case E, that is referred to from this requirement, seems to imply that the originating VMS acts, i.e. copies the VM to the MMS (see 5.5.5/2), as a result of a CS congestion in the receiver's network. We question the realism of this use case. Use case E also seems to imply that the MMS client emulates VM retrieval, including all user actions and notifications, which we believe to be very unrealistic and unlikely as it would require a very complicated MMS client (see 5.5.5/4-5.)

R221: This requirement implies a complex interworking between network and terminal which is beyond what we think is reasonble.

R222: This requirement is a consequence of R221 and therefore gets the same comment.

R224: This requirement is a consequence of R221 and therefore gets the same comment.

R322: We believe this requirement to be unrealistic, especially when considering inter operator interworking.

R340: This requirement refers to Push-to-talk over cellular. The only use cases referring to PoC are use cases G and H. We understand that these use cases assume messaging functionality in PoC that does not exist, see 5.7.5/1-3 and 5.8.5/1-3.

R420: We question whether this is a reasonable requirement. It would imply that a receiving MMS client should differ between a) received VMs and b) received MMs with a voice component only, respectively. We believe that requiring knowledge in the terminal on what the sender used to send the message seems strange for a generic messaging service. See, e.g., 5.3.6/1.

Use cases C, D and G refer to a VMS client. Is this a well know entity?

Best regards,

Olle Eriksson

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Olle Eriksson

Ericsson AB

4 Intellectual Property Rights

None known

5 Recommendation

Discuss these comments and address the concerns raised, proposing changes to the RD to improve the  readiness of the document.
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