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1. Review Information

1.1 OMA Groups Involved

	Name Of Group
	Role
	Invited
	Comments Provided

	Requirements
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Architecture
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Security
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	IOP
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	MWG
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	<add others as appropriate>
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	


1.2 Review History

	Review Type
	Date
	Review Method
	Participating Groups
	Full Document Id

	Full
	2005.10.11
	Teleconference
	ARC & MWG
	OMA-AD-MsgSrvc-Intw-V1_0-20050919-D

	
	
	
	
	


2. Review Comments

2.1 OMA-AD-MsgSrvc-Intw-V1_0
	ID
	Open Date
	Edit
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A001
	2005.10.04
	
	1
	Source: LogicaCMG
Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0324
Bullet list should mention the Presence check that is described later in the document
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A002
	200y.mm.dd
	X
	2.1
	Source: LogicaCMG
Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0324
Following abbreviations should be defined:
· MMS

· SMS

· IM

· PoC

· MMD

· IMS
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A003
	
	
	5
	Source: LogicaCMG
Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0324
3rd bullet should clarify what is meant by “recipient’s preferences of messaging service”                                                                                                                                                                      
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A004
	
	X
	5.1
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0324

Source: Lucent

Form: email reflector

Empty section should include a statement that there are no dependencies.
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A005
	
	
	5.2
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0324

Figure 1: Need to clarify the relation between the “address resolution” component and originating messaging server in the document.
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A006
	
	
	5.2
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0324

Figure 1: Need to clarify the relation between the “user profile” component and originating messaging server in the document.
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A007
	
	
	5.3.1
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0324

2nd bullet – add presence information to list of criteria used to identify the target messaging service.
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A008
	
	X
	5.4.1
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0324

Figure:  Change “Content Adaptation” to be consistent  with “Content & Header Transcoding”  mentioned in text.
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A009
	
	X
	5.4.2
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0324

Figure:  Change “Content Adaptation” to be consistent  with “Content & Header Transcoding”  mentioned in text.
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A010
	
	X
	2.1
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0324

OSE document should have document reference
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A011
	
	X
	2.2
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0324
Source: Lucent

Form: email reflector

Informative references should include document references to replace the “<doc-ref>” placeholder.
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A012
	
	X
	3.1
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0324

Source: Lucent

Form: email reflector
Remove comment box
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A013
	
	X
	3.2
	Source: Lucent

Form: email reflector
Deleted empty rows from abbreviations table
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A014
	
	X
	5
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0324
3rd bullet: change “recipiens’t” to “recipient’s”
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A015
	
	X
	5.3.6
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0324

First bullet contains one “available” too many.
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A016
	
	X
	App B
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0324

Source: Lucent

Form: email reflector

Remove sample appendix
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A017
	
	X
	TOC
	Source: Lucent

Form: email reflector

Update table of contents
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A018
	
	X
	4.1
	Source: Lucent

Form: email reflector

Remove to be consistent with new template
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A019
	
	X
	4.2
	Source: Lucent

Form: email reflector

Remove to be consistent with new template
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A020
	7.10.2005
	
	1
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0329 (commented AD)

“User Profile” – not currently defined should appear either as new enabler or internal mechanism
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A021
	
	
	1
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0329 (commented AD)

Why is there a need for “canonical address” why shouldn’t user profile provide a list of messaging addresses that can be used to reach the user?
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A022
	
	
	1
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0329 (commented AD)

Source: Oracle

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0341

The messaging mechanisms should be able to run over IMS, but it should not be required
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A023
	
	
	3.2
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0329 (commented AD)

The definition for “messaging server” has no content
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A024
	
	
	4.1
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0329 (commented AD)

Why is use-case limited to operator – shouldn’t it be defined so that it works outside the operator domain?
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A025
	
	
	5 (2nd bullet)
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0329 (commented AD)

Since there is no such thing as a “user profile” in OMA, we might differ about what information is stored therein.  I for ex would not think that my subscriptions would be in the profile
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A026
	
	
	5.2 (Figure 1)
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0329 (commented AD)

Are the circles in the “originator side” relevant – since they are not visible to interworking process, I would leave them out – only the originating server is “visible”
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A027
	
	
	5.3.1
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0329 (commented AD)

How does MR get a hold of a message coming to a domain?  Is it a proxy?  Does it replace the incoming “port” for every messaging service?  Called by each messaging service?  Some other mechanism?
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A028
	
	
	5.3.1 (1st bullet)
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0329 (commented AD)

Does this enabler require the “workflow” function, that is, the ability for deployment to define new sequences of operations??  Or is workflow a potential implementation methodology (not part of the spec).
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A029
	
	
	5.3.3
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0329 (commented AD)

I can imagine the info below is maintained in different entities (e.g., user preferences in one and subscribed services in another)
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A030
	
	X
	5.3.4
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0329 (commented AD)

Remove “either” from description
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A031
	
	
	5.3.5
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0329 (commented AD)

Is there an implication that enabler will require “store-and-forward” capabilities?
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A032
	
	
	5.3.6
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0329 (commented AD)

Clarify the meaning of the second bullet.
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A033
	
	
	5.3.7
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0329 (commented AD)

Don’t mention the ref points that are “out of scope”, just confusing
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A034
	
	
	5.3.7
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0329 (commented AD)

IMx ref points: Is “IM” perhaps used by the Immediate Messaging group?
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A035
	
	
	5.3.7
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0329 (commented AD)

Adr Resolution: Is this an independent enabler from MR.
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A036
	
	
	5.3.7
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0329 (commented AD)

IM3 ref-point: I think you need separate component/interface to handle subscription info
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A037
	
	
	5.3.7
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0329 (commented AD)

IM5 ref-point: If an I2, then not an interface that gets spec’ed, and not in AD (or spec)
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A038
	
	
	5.3.7
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0329 (commented AD)

IM6 ref-point: This is a Presence interface, not one for this enabler.  This enabler just uses that interface to get presence info
	Status: OPEN 
<provide response>

	A039
	
	
	5.1
	Source: Oracle

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0341
User Profile should be identified as a dependency (new WID should be produced).  Also – if IMS/MMD is assumed for any of the messaging mechanism to interwork with, then IMS interworking with equivalent non IMS messaging systems should also be identified as a dependency
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A040
	
	
	General
	Source: Oracle

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0341

I question the fundamental flow and architecture that leads to believe that interworking is achieved by sending message to a server that then converts to the messaging channel / mechanism preferred by the recipient.

I think that it is possible, valid and possibly better to allow the user profile (or presence enabler) to convey preferred communication channel (or channels) and have the sender select and convert the intended message accordingly. Similarly profile or presence should provide the channel specific address to use. Aliases used by the sender are also viable alternative to global addressed converted by recipient to appropriate target.

If there is disagreement with my guess assessment of what might be the most efficient mechanism, an analysis of pros and cons should be provided to determine why or when to use the proposed architecture.

Alternatively, the enabler should consider supporting the two deployment models (i.e. selection of channel on sender side or recipient side).
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A041
	
	
	General
	Source: Oracle

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0341

It is important that this enabler be design for broad usage and not limited to messaging between messaging services of service providers. In particular enterprise deployments and interworking must be supported.
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A042
	
	
	General
	Source: Oracle

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0341

There are also additional implications on the user profile, presence and the use of a single addressing mechanism. It is not clear how it is planned to be achieved. Relationship also exist with identity management activities.
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A043
	
	
	5.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0347

Production of the billing records does not appear in either of the flows, even though it is defined as a responsibility in section 5.3.1
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A044
	
	
	5.3.1 

1st bullet
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0347

There is no definition or reference for “workflow”.  Please clarify the meaning.
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A045
	
	
	5.3.7 


	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0347

Section does not clearly state which reference point should be defined.  By eliminating all that are “out of scope” only IM2 & IM3 remain, but IM3 “may be provided by IM6” [which is provided by PAG], therefore only IM2 remains.
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A046
	
	
	3.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0347

Description only describes content transcoding.  It may be better to change section header to say “Content Transcoding”
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A047
	
	X
	5.3.1
4th bullet
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0347

Change “billing records” to “charging data records” 
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A048
	
	X
	5.4.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0347

Errors in flow. Arrow from Content Adaptation to Messaging Relay should be labeled “IM Formatted Message”.  Also, next set of messages in incorrect.
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	A049
	
	
	General
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-ARC-2005-0347

How does Messaging Relay handle errors or other response codes from the recipient messaging service?
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>
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