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1 Reason for Contribution

During the Formal Review of the IM RD there were a total of 24 comments submitted that need to be addressed.  This input provides Sprint’s proposed resolution of each of the submitted comments
2 Summary of Contribution

Each RDRR Comment has a proposed resolution
3 Detailed Proposal

See the attached document for detailed proposals.
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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

Adopt these comments/changes as the resolution for the IM RDRR comments and direct the editor to make the necessary changes to the IM RD.  Once the IM RD is updated propose packaging the updated IM RD and the RDRR Resolutions together and submit to REQ with the request to submit the package to TP for approval.
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Instant Messaging RD Review Report


		Review Report Document Id

		OMA-RD_IM-V1_0_0-20040928-D

		 FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential



		Document Being Reviewed:

		OMA-RD_IM-V1_0_0-20040928-D



		Group Presenting Document:

		REQ IM Subgroup



		Date of This Report:

		19th of October 2004





OMA Groups Involved


		Name Of Group

		Role

		Invited

		Comments Provided



		

		

		

		



		Requirements

		Reviewer

		 FORMCHECKBOX 


		Had some involvement and has seen the document during a formal review



		Architecture

		

		 FORMCHECKBOX 


		No prior involvement 



		Security

		

		 FORMCHECKBOX 


		No prior involvement



		IOP

		

		 FORMCHECKBOX 


		No prior involvement





Review History


		Review Type

		Date

		Review Method

		Participating Groups

		Full Document Id



		Preliminary

		2004.09.29

		f2f meeting

		REQ Group

		OMA-RD_IM-V1_0_0-20040928-D



		Full

		2004.10.14

		Conf. Call

		REQ Group

		OMA-RD_IM-V1_0_0-20040928-D



		

		

		

		

		





Recommendations


		ID

		Open Date

		Section

		Description

		Status



		001

		2004.10.13

		Section 6 

		General comment: The words MUST and SHALL are both used in the requirements chapter in what seems to be the same meaning, and they shall indeed mean the same according to RFC 2119 that is referenced from section 3.1 “Conventions”. 


Example; 



DLV-1
“Messages sent MUST be shown to all users …” and 


DLV-2
“The IM system SHALL have the ability to maintain message sequencing …”


We propose to change “MUST” to “SHALL” throughout chapter 6 to spare the reader from wondering whether the two words do mean the same or whether it is intended to be a difference. The same goes for the terms MUST NOT vs SHALL NOT


Ericsson

		Open

Agreed – Recommend accepting the proposed changes



		002

		2004.10.13

		6.1.1

		GR-4 vs GR-5: 

GR-4 deals with “many-to-many instant messaging” and GR-5 with “one-to-many-to-one instant messaging”. We propose to clarify the difference between those, perhaps in the definitions section. (From the way the requirements are worded we assume the difference to be that in GR-5 persons in the “many” group can not send instant messages to each other, which the can in GR-4.) 


Ericsson

		Open

Propose adding the following definitions

Many-to-many instant messaging – The ability for all IM participants to send/receive messages to all members in the chat session


One-to-many-to-one instant messaging – The ability to provide an IM session where only a single participant (usually the originator) to send messages to the group, and all messages sent from the group is only seen by the originator.  This is similar to a lecture format used in teleconferences.



		003

		2004.10.13

		6.1.1

		GR-4 vs GR-6: 

GR-4 deals with “many-to-many instant messaging” and GR-6 with “public chat”. We propose to clarify the difference between those, perhaps in the definitions section. (From the way the requirements are worded we assume the difference to be that in GR-4 participants have to be invited, see use case 5.6, whereas in GR-6 anyone can join.) 


Ericsson

		Open

Agree with assumption and intent of the two requirements.


Maybe add a definition for public chat:


Public Chat – A Conversation that is open to participation from anyone.  (Conversation is already defined.)



		004

		2004.10.13

		6.1.1

		GR-6“

It MUST be possible to have a public chat using Instant Messaging.”


Are we sure we want to mandate a public chat? Why would not a SHOULD be sufficient?


Ericsson

		Open

GR-6 is explicitly related to use case for Public Chat.  The enabler MUST support public chat, if deployed in an enterprise then the implementation would not need to support public chat.


Propose leaving the require as written.



		005

		2004.10.13

		6.1.2

		GR-3 (should be DM-3)


 “The IM service SHALL support multimedia content.”


Why would not a SHOULD be sufficient? If this applies also for terminals then a large quantity of terminals could be excluded depending on the definition of Multimedia content.


Ericsson

		Open

Agree with changing SHALL to SHOULD

Number appears correct.



		006

		2004.10.13

		

		
GR-7“ (should be REG-7)


When registering, user authentication SHALL be provided.”

This requirement refers to use case 5.10 "Registration in IM by mobile E.164 number" where a user registers with her mobile E.164 number as the only user information. We believe it is important here to ensure that a user can not emulate another user’s E.164 number in the registration and therefore propose a modification of the requriement as below: 


“When registering, the E.164 number SHALL be authenticated.”


Ericsson

		Open

The issue is that in access methods without an E.164 number you could not then authenticate and receive service (WLAN, basic internet access, etc.)

Propose a compromise of:


When available, the E.164 number SHALL be authenticated.



		07

		2004.10.13

		6.1.7

		NOT-6 


“When the user has the conversation screen closed, the user MAY be notified of incoming messages, if the user has the conversation screen open the user MAY NOT be notified of an incoming message”


The term MAY NOT is not defined in RFC 2119. Suggest re-wording as follows as the meaning of the word MAY is stated to be “that an item is truly optional”: 

When the user has the conversation screen closed, the user MAY be notified of incoming messages. When the user has the conversation screen open the user MAY be notified of incoming messages


Ericsson

		Open

Agree with changing MAY NOT to MAY.



		08

		2004.10.13

		Section 6

		In general, we believe that there should be some harmonisation of requirements between the IMPS 1.3 delta RD and the IM 1.0 RD.  We see the general technology trend as moving from proprietary through Wireless Village/IMPS to SIP/SIMPLE IM and believe that there should not be significant gaps in requirements for SIP/SIMPLE as compared with IMPS.

O2



		Open

Agreed – Section 6.1.24 System Messages was added based on this agreement in the team.  No other common requirements were identified.  Additional requirements could be added in the future as they are identified.



		09

		2004.10.13

		5.8.5

		Normal flow:


We do not think it should be mandatory to have permission from an addressee to be able to add them to an address book or buddy list.  Today's address books do not have such restrictions and it would be hard for users to understand this.

 


 O2

		Open

There should be a method to allow the addressee to grant permission to be added to an address book.  I know that Yahoo allows this now.  This particular use case shows this interaction, but my guess is that the normative requirement would be something in the GM document and not a specific IM requirement.


Propose leaving the use case alone since it is informative only.



		10

		2004.10.13

		5.11.1

		section 5.11.1 we believe that a buddy might be on a different system (e.g. IMPS) and therefore not every buddy needs to be a registered IMS (I guess it should be IM service and is not meant IMS) user

 




		Open

Agree with the comment, but I cannot find the specific wording highlighted in yellow on 5.11.1.



		11

		2004.10.13

		5.10.5 & 5.14.5

		Normal flow: 


We believe that users should be able to be logged on automatically without a manual process as implied here

O2

		Open

Agree that automatic login SHOULD be allowed, but these two use cases do not preclude that.  These are other methods of login.  Besides, section 5 is informational only.



		12

		2004.10.13

		5.2.5

		Normal flow: 


We believe that the device needs a single address book not one per service, also that the user alert needs to be an MMI thing and could be a popup but probably better to be an audible alert or vibrate.



		Open

Agreed – propose deleting “IM client’s” from 5.2.5 step 2.



		13

		2004.10.13

		5.5.5

		Normal flow: 


We believe that it should be possible to manage authentication at the network level and not have to authenticate once for general cellular service and then again for IM. 

O2

		Open

Do not see any authentication in 5.5.5, this is Modify Contact Entry Use Case.  


But more generally I disagree with only network level authentication.  There is no guarantee that the network owner and IM provider are the same, or that network authentication is always done.  There could be more then one user for the specific device, so network level authentication will not support it.  We can support network authentication, but it should not be mandated. 



		014

		2004.10.18

		1. Scope

		From the wording in the first paragraph in the scope it is not clear if we are talking about SIP/SIMPLE-based or Wireless village solution.


We suggest to change the word Immediate to Instant and also mention SIP/SIMPLE-based as following: 


‘This document describes use cases of Instant Messaging (IM) in mobile and requirements for a wireless SIP/SIMPLE-based IM solution within OMA’

		Open

Agree with text changes



		015

		2004.10.18

		2. References

		The referenced document for Presence is not the latest available. 


We suggest to change to the latest available Presence RD, as following:  OMA-RD_Presence-V1_0-20040921-C

		Open

Agreed



		016

		2004.10.18

		2. References

		The referenced document for GM is not the latest available. 


We suggest to change to the latest available Presence RD, as following:

OMA-RD_GM-V1_0-20040930-C

		Open

Agreed



		017

		2004.10.18

		3.2. Definitions

		We have two definitions for IM clients. 


IM Client:


An IM Service endpoint

IM Mobile Client:


An IM Service endpoint located on a wireless device.

We don’t think we need to definitions. It would be better to say: ‘An IM service endpoint located on a terminal’ and delete one of them. 




		Open

Propose deleting IM Mobile Client from the definitions, it is not used in the document and to leave IM Client as defined.



		018

		2004.10.18

		6.1.7. IM Notifications

		Not-3 Requirement is covered by Not-2 and therefore is not needed.

Not-3 states: ‘The IM system SHALL have the ability to provide non-delivery notification’.


Not-2 states: ‘The IM system SHALL have the ability to alert/notify a user when messages cannot be delivered immediately for one of the following (non-exhaustive) reasons:

Suggest to delete Not-3.

		Open

Agree with deleting Not-3



		019

		2004.10.18

		6.1.7.

IM Notifications

		Not-7

Suggested to modify the requirement by adding ‘be able’ to the existing requirement. 


‘To avoid irritation, the user MAY ‘be able’ switch notifications off, so that he/she will not be notified when there is a new message’.




		Open

Reads OK as is, but if changed “be able to” should be added, not just “be able”.  Additional words do not change or hurt the requirements.  I am OK either way.



		020

		2004.10.18

		6.1.7. 

IM Notifications

		Not-8

The notification MAY be audio and/or graphic

NEC proposes to add ‘vibration and text’ as other means of IM notification in addition to audio and graphics.


‘The notification MAY be audio, vibration, text and/or graphic.’



		Open

Agreed



		021

		2004.10.18

		6.1.7. 


IM Notifications

		Not-10 states: ‘IM service SHALL support a method to notify a user that he/she has been Blocked/Unblocked by some other user, according to Service Provider policies’.


We are not sure if this should be the case. This is very impolite way. It would be better to block a user and make the blocked user believe the other user is offline.


Suggested to delete the requirement

		Open

Propose rejecting this comment and keeping the requirement.  This is a requirement of capability, not implementation.  In other words – The IM Provider must be able to provide this capability, a user or provider does not HAVE to implement the feature.


I could live with changing SHALL to SHOULD, but want the basic requirements to stay in the document.



		022

		2004.10.18

		6.1.8. Conversation History

		Hst-2

The IM subscriber MUST be able to manage the conversations.


We are not sure what is meant here. How can a user manage this in terms of conversation history?


A clarification is needed. 

		Open

Agree this requirement is unclear.  Propose rewording of:


“The IM subscriber MUST be able to manage their conversation histories (i.e. add, modify, delete).”



		023

		2004.10.18

		6.1.11.

Controlling Privacy in IM

		PRI-13

‘The User MUST be able to use a Chat Alias to stay anonymous in Public Chat’


It is similar to PRI-3, ‘The user MUST be able to choose a Chat Alias when participating in Public Chat’. 

Suggested to delete PRI-13.

		Open

Agreed



		024

		2004.10.18

		6.1.23


Message Filtering

		RCV-1 and RCV-2


RCV-1 states that an IM user MAY block rogue users, which seems to be very generic and should apply to all types of communication, but instead of MAY should be SHALL.  

RCV-2 states it SHALL block rogue users when in Chat rooms. These two conflict each other. 

RCV-2 is redundant.

Suggested to change to SHALL in RCV-1 and delete RCV-2 requirement completely.  




		Open

Propose the following reword of RVC -1:


IM users SHALL have the ability to filter rogue users and block their messages from being delivered to his/her device


Agreed with deleting RCV-2


Also should renumber to MF-1





Editorial Comments


		Document Rev

		Section

		Description

		Status



		

		

		

		



		

		x,y

		Describe issue

		Indicate changes if any



		

		x,y

		

		



		OMA-RD_IM-V1_0_0-20040928-D

		x,y
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