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Background

Evolution mechanism

While it is not yet decided what services the oneM2M system will support, it is very likely that additional M2M Services will be developed following Release 1 which will be desirable to support without waiting for or upgrading to subsequent Releases, and without impacting system interoperability. 
Additionally the need for additional specified M2M Services may drive to the need of extending the specification without impacting oneM2M APIs.
By supporting extensibility mechanisms supporting plug-ins on top of existing specifications, additional M2M Services could be supported by a oneM2M system without changes to its APIs.

If such a mechanism is supported then:

· The benefit to oneM2M would be more stable specifications

· The benefits to service software vendors would be a well known mechanism to quickly add new M2M Services to the oneM2M platform without impacting platform interoperability
· The benefits to industry segments would be to more quickly take advantage of new services without impacting platform interoperability
Interoperability among releases
As oneM2M specifications evolve, the question regarding backwards compatibility among releases will arise. With incompatibility, the potential will arise for implementers to need to maintain multiple releases. Furthermore, support of backwards compatibility among releases can constrain innovation in later releases. Therefore oneM2M should not guarantee eternal backwards compatibility. There are options to specify the extent to which versions must be backwards compatible:

1. Continua choose to address this by requiring backwards compatibility for 5 years. However a timeframe for oneM2M backwards compatibility might be too difficult to agree.

2. In TR-069 the requirement (statement) is made that data models do not have to be backward compatible between major releases. However data models must be backward compatible between minor releases.
3. Other schemes such as allowing incompatibility every 2 or 3 major releases or negotiating for supported functions between releases are also possible.

We need a requirement to address backwards compatibility; the specific mechanism is up to stage 2 and 3.
Comments received on REQ email alias

Our thanks to everyone that commented on email. Several comments have been already integrated. The following are a summary of those comments not integrated:
· Please define interoperability since it can mean different things to different people. 

· The requirement has to be that any new release is backward compatible to the previous release.

· We need to be careful what we mean by “extending interfaces”, since this may be done at different levels.
· In OSR-0xx we should delete the word “interoperability” since nothing that is specified by oneM2M should impact interoperability
· We should in general require _full_ backward compatibility. But we need to specify what that means. E.g. it could mean the interfaces of all releases support as a minimum basic operations like addressing, REST operations, … but specific functionality (security, group handling, device management, certain interworking functionalities ..) may or may not be supported by all releases. Such specific functionality, if supported, will need to have its own version management which indicates how far backward compatibility can be ensured. A similar requirement may be true for individual deployments, where only a subset of functions is needed.
2
Proposal
Add the following “Overall System Requirement”
	OSR-0xx
	The M2M System shall provide a mechanism, which supports the addition of new M2M Services without impact to oneM2M interface interoperability
	1.0
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