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1.Introduction

The intention of this contribution is to provide some considerations for discussion. Appium Technologies kindly request the meeting to review these issues and discuss possible clarifications and improvements on the proposed new Messaging SCF contributed by Ericsson. 
Section 2.1 is up for general messaging SCF discussion. 
The section 2.2 suggests improvements and raises an implementation problem identified in the proposed new Messaging SCF contributed by Ericsson N5-041005.

2. Detailed Discussion

2.1 General

The questions below are general considering the current GMS as well the propose new Messaging SCFuifor Meprimarily raised against the new proposed messaging SCF but apply as well considering the current GMS!

A) Who will use this API, what kind of developers are the target audience?


B) What is the benefit of this API compared with using IMAP together with a decent API kit, e.g. Javamail?


C) What will be the cost of a gateway with this API? Even though the API offers benefits compared with an IMAP/API kit solution, is there a business case for an operator to invest in a messaging GW?


D) The API design strives for OO simplicity, but the datatypes are still rather complex.
Example for the new Messaging SCF: TpMsgHeaderField, TpBodyPartDescription, .... The Javamail API makes use of objects for folders, messages, mime parts etc, but is still relatively easy to use.
2.2 Discussion of Parts

The following issues are intended for improvement of the proposed new Messaging SCF. The meeting is requested to decide on the requirement and need for the proposed changes to become included into the new Messaging SCF or not.

A) Folder Support

* Folder support is missing. There must be a way to list all available folders in a mailbox. Furthermore, it must be possible to find the default inbox (named INBOX in IMAP) and to retrieve all sub-folders from a folder.
The following new methods are proposed:

In IpMailbox:

    listAllFoldersReq(mailboxSessionID): TpAssignmentID

        lists all folders in this mailbox

    getDefaultFolder(mailboxSessionID): TpString

        returns the default inbox folder for this mailbox

    listFoldersReq(mailboxSessionID, folderID): TpAssignmentID

        lists all sub-folders in the specified folder

In IpAppMailbox

    listAllFoldersRes(mailboxSessionID, requestID, folderList, final(?))

        folderList is a sequence of TpStrings, each representing a folderID

    listFoldersRes(mailboxSessionID, requestID, folderList, final(?))

-  and of course the obvious Err methods

B) Message Flag support

* Msg flag support. Even trivial mail applications (the target for this API?) requires reading and setting of the most common message flags: Answered, deleted, seen. Also, the draft, flagged, recent and user flags could be supported There are several different ways to implement this. 
This is one suggestion proposing two new methods:

TpMsgFlagType

    P_MSG_ANSWERED 0

    P_MSG_DELETED 1

    P_MSG_SEEN 2

    ...

In IpMailbox

    getMessageFlag(mailboxSessionID, folderID, messageID, msgFlag): TpBoolean

        returns true if the specified flag is set

    setMessageFlag(mailboxSessionID, folderID, messageID, msgFlag, value)

        sets the specified msg flag to the specified value

Note that this to an extent (see note 1) renders the deleteMsgReq method obsolete.

Note 1: 1an expunge operation should be added (In IMAP, setting the deleted flag only marks the message as deleted, it remains in the folder. In Outlook such messages are typically displayed with a strike-thrugh line. The expunge operation physically removes all messages with the deleted flag set. Outlook calls this "Purge")
C) Unread message count support

Section 10.3.18
* TpMailboxFolderStatusInformation

    Add an unreadMsgCount field


D) Header Field Handling

Section 10.3.13…to10.3.16

Headers. It is proposed get rid of the TpMsgHeaderFieldType and TpMsgHeaderField (what value does these add anyway?) and make TpMsgHeaderFieldSet a set of data elements of TpGenericHeaderField.


E) Header Read

It could also be of value to add new methods to retrieve a specific header only:

In IpMailbox:

    getMessageHeaderReq(mailboxSessionID, folderID, messageID, headerName): TpAssignmentID

        retrieves the headerName header from the message

In IpAppMailbox

    getMessageHeaderRes(mailboxSessionID, requestID, value)

- and of course the obvious Err method

F) Send Message

Section 8.1.4

* SendMessageReq 
This method should only be used to send mail messages. This way the method signature can be quite simplified
G)Message ID Handling
Section 10.2.7
Appium will like to raise a concern that a messageID which "should not be confused with the RFC 822 'Message-ID'" and is "persistent over sessions..." (see sec 10.2.7) is considered as impossible to implement using imap message stores and mime messages. The closest thing one could use is actually the Message-ID header, but it is not guaranteed to be unique (although it most likely will be), and it would require a costly search over all messages in a folder to find the specified message. 
Proposal: If the session persistence requirement is dropped a messageID (in this case implemented as a message number, but that should be transparent for apps) could definitely be used. The exact validity time for such a messageID is not clear, but it would potentially change if the folder is modified (e.g. msgs are deleted).

Notice that referenced RFC 822 is rendered obsolete since April '01 and replaced with RFC 2822...

3. Proposal

Appium support the Ericsson contribution N5-041005 for a new Messaging SCF.
However, we strongly request that the items raised in 2.2 are discussed and considered for improvement of the new proposed Messaging SCF. A decision on each of the raised items is kindly requested. 

