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1 Reason for Change

This CR renames “session-aware” to “confirmed” and “session-unaware” to “ad-hoc”.

The reason is that also an ad-hoc chat is actually using a chat session, even though it is a virtual predefined one. 

Also, such terminology allows for the future to have multiple “session-unaware” sessions which can be created by the API client using POST, but which allow sending messages during session set-up (i.e. they behave like ad-hoc sessions, but in addition can be created explicitly. Note that it is not proposed to introduce this category, merely the future-proofedness of this is secured.

Also, the CR closes the CONR comments regarding delivery report generation.

	A0016
	2012.01.09
	T
	5.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2012-006

Comment: Address the following ed. note: “Ed. Note: It is FFS whether the App or the hop before the App generates the deliveryNotification (currently modelled that the app generates this, “POST(Delivered)” in row “MessageNotification”).”

Proposed Change: It seems to make sense to remove the the burden from the application to send these notifications. However, in this case, it needs to be the Chat API GW that generates the notification, after the Notification was delivered to the client. In case of direct delivery of the notification to the client, this is easy for the chat API server. In case the Notification channel is used, the Notification Channel Server needs to inform the Chat API GW about the successful or unsuccessful delivery of a notification to the client. So, resolving this comment will affect both Chat and NC specs. Also, it is again recommended to align IS/VS/FT if appropriate.

(note that “Chat API GW” is used as the name for the Chat-related functionality in the API GW)
	Status: CLOSED

By CR 2012-0152

Tag A0016

It may appear appealing that the Ntf channel informs the Chat API server once the notification message has been polled from the queue, as this helps the developer through simplification. However, the Ntf server is just one hop in the network closer to the user’s client. In fact the message can still be lost in HTTP proxies.

RCS-e API requirements state the following: 
“Delivery” notification, which is generated when the message arrives to the final destination. In the case of the APIs, the API gateway will receive the notification from the IM Server about a previously sent message and it will notify the application accordingly. The API gateway is also responsible of sending back the delivery notifications of incoming messages as they are received by the application. In order to avoid sending delivery notifications for messages that are not correctly received (i.e. the application fails to fetch the message while it is in the notification channel), it is highly recommended that the API gateway sends the “delivery” notification for incoming messages only after the message has been successfully delivered to the application in the notification channel. 

We need to decide what to do here (in increasing order of bindingness):

1) Add nothing to the standard and leave it entirely to implementations (i.e. some vendors will offer a combination of Ntf server and Chat server with a proprietary NNI that communicates such information, others will not)

2) Add a statement as the one in RCSe, but leave realization to implementations. Such statement gives operators a tool to ask the (proprietary) feature from their vendors.

3) Standardize the NNI

Group decision needed.

	A146
	2012.01.09
	T
	6.4.5
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2012-006

Comment: Address the following ed. note: “Ed. note: it is FFS whether the “Delivered” notification is generated by the API client. This may depend on the actual notification mechanism used, and on the underlying layers. See also the latest input from RCS-e.”

Proposed Change: See recommendation in A0016. Also take into account recommendation from RCE in document OMA-ARC-2011-0355-INP_RCE_API_Requirements_documents: “In order to avoid sending

delivery notifications for messages that are not correctly received (i.e. the application

fails to fetch the message while it is in the notification channel), it is highly

recommended that the API gateway sends the “delivery” notification for incoming

messages only after the message has been successfully delivered to the application in

the notification channel.”
	Status: CLOSED

By CR 20120-0152

Related to A0016



	A082
	2012.01.09
	Q
	5.2.2.6
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2012-006

Comment: It is probably not the application which sends the “Delivered” confirmation. 
Proposed Change: Related to comment tagged A0016, resolve in line with that comment.
	Status: CLOSED

By CR152
Related to comment tagged A0016

	A0111
	2012.01.09
	T
	5.3.7
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2012-006

Comment: Ed. note: “Ed. Note: It is ffs weather a participant declining a group chat invitation triggers a ParticipantStatusNotification”

Proposed Change: Resolve.
	Status: CLOSED 

by CR 2012-0152.

In SIMPLE IM, the originator gets individual (OK, Failure) responses from every participant. In the Chat API, there is only ParticipantStatusNotification that needs to be synthesized for the originator from the individual responses to the INVITE.



	  A0174
	2012.01.09
	T
	C.6

6.9.5
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2012-006

Comment: Ed note in C.6: “It is FFS whether the originator and existing terminating participant needs to be supplied here, or only the additional tParticipants.”

Proposed Change: Resolve it in line with Simple IM spec. Also applicable to section 6.9.5.
	Status: CLOSED

By CR 2012-0152.


Note: At API level only the new participants need to be supplied. CR required.


R01 implements changes agreed online in Saigon.
2 Impact on Backward Compatibility

None
3 Impact on Other Specifications

Change XSD
Change POL codes registry (message description)
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

ARC is requested to agree the CR.
6 Detailed Change Proposal
Change 1:  See attachment
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