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1 Reason for Contribution

During the Athens meeting 4 ways have been proposed regarding the TS work:
1. We are done (WID does not require TS).

2. Develop 1 MEM enabler only, including multiple technical realizations (1/n).

3. Develop multiple MEM enablers, each including only one technical realization (n/1).

4. Develop 1 MEM enabler only, not including any technical realizations (1/0).

No decision can be made without evaluating each and every proposal in detail. This IC describes the 4th alternative in detail.

2 Summary of Contribution

Develop only one MEM enabler, focusing only on ME-3, ME-4, ME-5, and I0’, and describe ME-1 and ME-2 independent of underlying technology, by providing references to the relevant documents.. Appendices could be utilized for providing technology-specific details.
3 Detailed Proposal

Achievements

The MEM group has produced an RD and an AD document.
The RD document contains the requirements that have been deemed necessary in order to provide a mobile email service. The AD document contains an architecture model, deployment scenarios, and descriptions of general expectations from the components and interfaces. All of this is described without agreeing on the actual underlying technology. The AD appendices give some details about technology-specific issues.
Working assumption before Athens

So far, it has been assumed that two sets of technical specifications will be produced for the two proposed technologies: IETF LEMONADE and OMA DS. This assumption was not working very well since there was an objection to develop two technical specifications within the same enabler. Therefore it has been proposed to create two enablers. This proposal has met objections as well, and triggered interesting discussions within the working group. We need to make it clear what our work shall cover and how.

During the MEM Interim meeting in Helsinki, the group has made a decision that we must agree upon a way forward regarding the technical specifications.
The grand plan
The Technologies considered for the ME-1/ME-2 interfaces are being developed outside the OMA MEM WG. The MEM WG has specified the usage of outband notifications, provisioning, management and charging. Therefore an obvious way forward seems to be to do the same as what we did in the RD and AD: describe everything in a technology-independent manner. Given this approach, we have nothing to describe related to IETF LEMONADE or OMA DS – each of these can be chosen for ME-1 and ME-2; each are capable of  transferring email messages according to  the requirements in the RD; each are developed outside of OMA MWG MEM, and we should keep it this way. Our focus should be to provide a MEM framework – a framework that allows providing a mobile email service using any suitable technology. We should create a set of technical specifications that describe the entire framework without describing the specifics of the underlying technologies. Appendices should be used (in the same manner as in the AD) to provide a basic description of the underlying technologies and give a reference to the actual specifications.
Technical specification work

As outlined in the grand plan, the MEM technical specification should contain (these could be the headings in the first draft):

· Architecture explained (or something like that)

· Outband notification payload and possible mechanisms (ME-3 and ME-4)
· Management (ME-5)

· Client capability information (I0’)

· Provisioning, lifecycle management of parameters, client revocation (I0’)

· MEM Client installation over the air (I0’)

· Content transcoding

· Charging

All of this work can be done without explicit agreement on the underlying technology. ME-1 and ME-2 are nothing more than:

 - authentication,

 - a way of transmitting RFC2822 envelopes efficiently, saving bandwidth where possible,

 - managing RFC2822 envelopes,

 - inband notifications.
Therefore, ME-1 and ME-2 do not need to identify the technology explicitly, we could describe the general expectations if necessary – considering OMA DS and IETF LEMONADE as bindings for the ME-1 and ME-2 interfaces. This would also make the IOP process relatively easy, the ETR and ETS could be the same regardless of the chosen underlying technology. The result would be an OMA MEM framework enabler that allows multiple email message transport bindings. Any email message transport that satisfies the RD would be valid.
The grand finale

Propose creating a new baseline document as outlined above.

Proceed with the work and finalize our specifications.

Let LEMONADE create their solution based on our framework and add something to our appendices if necessary.

Let DS create their solution based on our framework and add something to our appendices if necessary.

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

MWG-MEM group to evaluate and adopt this alternative and proceed according to the plans outlined in this contribution. Provide feedback to enhance this contribution further if necessary.
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