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1 Reason for Contribution

A potential conflict has been identified with a couple of IETF specifications.  This contribution attempts to define the issue, such that the PAG group can decide what is the most appropriate way to pursue it.
2 Summary of Contribution

An potential inconsistency exists on how to handle 200 vs. 202 responses to SUBCRIBE requests.
3 Detailed Proposal

Problem

The existence of 200 and 202 return codes seems to break "polite blocking".  

How? (1)

If an implementation returns 200 when subscriptions are *accepted* and 202 when they are just *understood* but may or may not be accepted, then watchers can determine if they are blocked or not.  For example, in one possible scenario, a watcher receiving a 202 knows they have been blocked, as if they hadn't they would have received a 200.  

How? (2)

A similar problem exists by communicating the subscription states "accepted" and "pending".  If a watcher's subscription is pending, then they know it is not "accepted".

Solution

In other words, to support polite blocking, a presentity cannot ever inform a watcher whether a subscription was accepted or not - only that it was "understood".

Complication

This is further complicated by draft-ietf-simple-presence-10.txt:

This states in 6.6.2:

Polite blocking, as described in [13], is possible by generating a 200 OK to the subscription even though it has been rejected (or marked pending).

This overrides 3265 which states in 3.1.6.1:

If the notifier cannot immediately create the subscription (e.g., it needs to wait for user input for authorization, or is acting for another node which is not currently reachable), or wishes to mask authorization policy, it will return a "202 Accepted" response.  This response indicates that the request has been received and understood, but does not necessarily imply that the subscription has been authorized yet.

The former suggests using a 200 for polite blocking, whereas the latter suggests using a 202.  While the Presence draft should override 3265 (as described in 4.4 of 3265), then we have an inconsistency again.  In this scenario, returning a 202 indicates that the "notifier cannot immediately create the subscription (e.g., it needs to wait for user input for authorization, or is acting for another node which is not currently reachable)", whereas a 200 indicates "polite blocking" or "acceptance".

Potential Solution

It is recommended that if a system is to support polite blocking, a response to a SUBSCRIBE request (with duration > 0) SHALL always return a 202, and the first NOTIFY SHALL indicate a subscription state of “received” (defined as “accepted or pending but won’t tell you which”).

Note:  If a presence system needs to support polite blocking, then it is impossible to support an “true affirmative acknowledgment” that a subscription has been accepted, and vice versa.
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 discuss the issue with the IETF by proposing the above solution to the IETF to be incorporated as soon as possible in draft-ietf-simple-presence-10.txt or its successor.
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