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Recommendations

	ID
	Open Date
	Section
	Description
	Status

	001 (009)
	2005.06.28
	1. Scope
	Scope talks about mobile e-mail as a service, but the requirements are on mobile e-mail enabler. 

Suggest adding “for a Mobile e-mail enabler” at the end of last sentence of 1st paragraph

Lucent
	Closed
Proposed changes accepted.

	002 (069)
	2005.06.29
	1. Scope
	Paragraph 1 and Paragraph 3. Scope starts of talking about “email service”. But the final paragraph talks about an enabler.  This ambiguity between service and enabler is not clarified anywhere. 

Vodafone
	Closed
Agreed to replace ‘email service’ with ‘email enabler’
Note to the editor: Consistency should apply across the RD and not this section only.


	003 (092)
	2005.06.29
	1. Scope
	There is a typo a to an. “defined as an optimized email service..”   
Change mobile networks to wireless networks.   
Make sure to cover the case where an operator has a fixed network backbone to the wireless network

Nokia
	Closed
Agreed to change to ‘wireless network’ in the first sentence of the scope.

Last comment we believe is handled and no particular action is required.



	004 (086)
	2005.06.29
	1. Scope
	Paragraph 2 is redundant.

Vodafone
	Closed 

Agreed to remove the second paragraph 



	005 (010)
	2005.06.28
	2.1 Normative References
	Privacy reference is not up to date
Suggested to the following in the second reference: OMA-RD-Privacy-V1_0-20030827”-D

http://www.openmobilealliance.org/release_program/docs/RD/OMA-RD_Privacy-V1_0-20031104-C.pdf
Lucent
	Closed 

Agreed to the  change

To the editor: Use the proposal provided in 386R01.


	006 (011)
	2005.06.28
	2.1. Normative References
	Add RFC2821 to Normative references, (used in USAB-29, -30)
Suggested to add RFC2821 as a new reference “Simple Mail Transfer Protocol”

(http://www.ietf.org/rfc/rfc2821.txt)
Lucent
	Closed
Agreed to the change

To the editor: Use the proposal provided in 386R01.



	007 (051)
	2005.06.29
	2.1
	Reference to Privacy RD is outdated

(Already covered by 10 from Lucent)

Logica CMG
	Closed
Note disposition of  Lucent’s comment 5

	008 (134)
	2005.06.30
	2.1.
	In normative reference you have RFC2822. It should not be there. We don’t specify implementation on the requirement level

O2
	Closed
Not agreed, because we use RFC2822 normatively to provide the definition of email body, header etc.



	009 (012)
	2005.06.28
	2.2 Informative References
	Add “Application Performance Report” to Informative Reference

Lucent
	Closed 

Agreed to the change

To the editor: Use the proposal provided in 386R01.



	010 (013)
	2005.06.28
	3.2. Definitions
	Add “Email Repository” to definitions. The term is used in several requirements, (USAB 10, 13, IOP-10”). Wording to be discussed and formulated

Lucent
	Closed
We did not agree with the proposal from Lucent

Instead, we took the proposal in 0401 from Oracle, comment 13 by replacing email repository in USAB-10, USAB-13 and IOP- 10.  

Editor to capture these changes. 

	011 (035)
	2005.06.28
	3.2. Definitions
	Suggest arranging definitions in alphabetical order

Lucent
	Closed
Agreed with the proposal. Editor to capture this. 


	012 (052)
	2005.06.29
	3.2. Defintions
	Definition of  “email event” is not consistent with the way it is used in the rest of the document. According to section 3.2 arrival of new e-mail is not within scope of “email events”, however the use-cases do call arrival of new email an email event as well.

Logica CMG
	Closed
Agreed with the issue, and an action to add a sentence ‘A new email is also considered as an email event’
Editor to amend this.

	013 (053)
	2005.06.29
	3.2
	Add the definition for “push email” (used in sections 5.2.2.2, 5.7.2.2, and 5.8.2.2).

Logica CMG
	Closed
Not agreed with the proposal. 
Instead the action on the editor to remove ‘push email’ and replace it with ‘Mobile Email’



	014 (093)
	2005.06.29
	3.2.
	Under Body:  What does inline refer to?  What does Attachments refer to?  Is this a typo?

MetaData:  Mention “applied by the server” at delivery…

Filtering Rules: Typos:   “or the server” should be “from the server”;   “ what new e-mail should be delivered”

Should be “which new e-mails”

Processing Rules:  Does this apply to sent or received email, or both?

Nokia
	Open
Action to remove ‘inline’ and leave e.g. multimedia content’
As for second comment, attachments, action, to check if attachment is covered by RFC2045, and based on this to decide how we dispose it.
Agreed with proposal for Metadata part

Agreed as proposed for filtering rules

As for processing rules, action to add ‘send and receive at the bracket at the end of the sentence’


	015 (001)
	2005.06.28
	3.3 Abbreviations 
	Table of abbreviations had only one acronym, and that is OMA. I went through the RD and extended the list of acronyms taking all the acronyms that were in the RD and which I believe should have been in the table. OMA-REQ-2005-0383R02 contains the list of abbreviations. 

NEC


	Closed
Editor to complete the abbreviations list from 382R02

	016 (054)
	2005.06.29
	3.3
	The following abbreviations are used throughout the document but not named here:

(Already covered by 1 from NEC)

· IETF

· MMS

· SMS

· DS

· IRDA

· PDA

· IP

· RFC

· DRM

· WAP

· IMAP

· POP

· LAN

· WLAN

· P2P

· SMTP

Logica CMG
	Closed
Editor to complete the list of abbreviations as from comment 15 from NEC

	017 (70)
	2005.06.29
	3.3 
	Abbreviations are incomplete

Vodafone
	Closed
Handled by 15 and 16

	018 (014)
	2005.06.28
	4. Introduction
	Introduction requires a succinct problem statement and rationale before the rest of the text.
Suggested text is in 386R01
Lucent
	Open
Did not capture the consumer mobile email. 

Action, for Lucent to submit some text to capture the use of mobile email for consumer 

 

	019 (015)
	2005.06.28
	4.1.1. Security
	Attempt at an explanation of ‘quasi-instantaneous’ is confusing. Suggest editing to keep it simple

Lucent
	Closed
Proposed to delete the second part of the proposed note, and keep only the following: 

‘Note that the notion of quasi-instantaneous refers to the impression of the user and not to a particular precise duration’. 


	020 (087)
	2005.06.29
	4.1.1 
	Paragraph starting note “quasi-instantaneous” is wholly meaningless. 

Vodafone
	Closed, 
handled by 19

	021 (094)
	2005.06.29
	4.1.1.
	Reword “be in clear” to clear text.

Remove “bearable cost”

Nokia
	Closed
Agreed as proposed and to keep low cost of usage and get rid of ‘bearable cost’

	022 (016)
	2005.06.28
	4.1.2. Additional Considerations
	1st Bullet: 

Needs editorial clarification. 
The client should be able to modify the user experience based on network conditions
Proposed to add: that allows the client to adapt the user experience based on network conditions including for instance not retrieving attachments, or requesting smaller portions of the attachment
Lucent
	Open
Action item for lucent to produce a text to say: “Need for graceful degradation and selection of server-to-client notifications, that allows the client to adapt the user experience based on network conditions including for instance not retrieving attachments, or requesting smaller portions of the attachment


	023 (017)
	2005.06.28
	4.1.2. Additional Considerations
	2nd Bullet: Needs clarification that DRM is not a feature of this enabler
Suggested to add:

Mobile E-Mail does not include DRM as a feature of email, but as a content-specific item
Lucent
	Closed
Agreed to add a Note: ‘DRM is not addressed by Mobile Email Enabler. It is assumed that the player on any target device will require and enforce DRM rights’. 


	024 (088)
	2005.06.29
	4.1.2 
	Provisioning: Grammar needs correction. Also these two sentences need to be simplified.

Charging: correct grammar

Vodafone
	Closed
Agreed to add the following text under the Provisioning: These user operations are  extremely challenging. Operators want to be able to charge. 

Also agreed to correct the grammar

	025 (095)
	2005.06.29
	4.1.2.
	Under Provisioning:  Change to the following:  Average users need simple mobile device setup mechanisms.  Remove “more easily confused”.

Nokia
	Closed
Handled by 24

	026 (018)
	2005.06.28
	4.2.2. Networks and Operators
	6th sub-bullet of 2nd bullet: “Out of band notification schemes”. Do you mean SMS? If so give examples

Lucent
	Open
Action item on Stephane to propose something for this.

	027 (036)
	2005.06.28
	4.2.2. Networks and Operators
	1st bullet: behavior -> behaviour

Lucent
	Closed
Agreed as proposed.

	028 (019)
	2005.06.28
	4.2.3. Enterprise and other Service Providers
	2nd bullet: Suggest deletion of “HTTP, HTTPS, SSL/TLS”. Reason: It is not appropriate for the RD (especially in an Informative Section) to suggest what protocols are needed for mail services to ‘reconcile’ corporate IT security

Lucent
	Closed
Agreed as proposed


	029 (055)
	2005.06.29
	4.2.3
	Reason for mentioning HTTP/HTTPS restriction is unclear. E.g. enterprises usually also allow other protocols when transmitted over a VPN.

Logica CMG
	Closed
Handled by 28

	030 (096)
	2005.06.29
	4.2.3.
	Remove “Current e-mail infrastructure with untraceable intermediate storage is acceptable”

Nokia
	Closed
Not agreed as proposed by Nokia, 

Instead, agreed the following ‘Intermediate storage as currently performed in the internet while routing e-mail is not considered as covered by the above concern as the servers are not known apriori’, see the proposed wording in 401 comment 096. 


	031 (133)
	2005.06.30
	5. Use cases. 
	In General the use cases have a lot of repetition and optional cases in them that make them hard to read.  It would be nice to have these use cases more readable

Nokia
	Closed
Not agreed, since in order to follow the guidelines we don’t want to spend too much time on use cases and furthermore this is an informal section. 



	032 (050)
	2005.06.29
	5.1.1
	It is assumed that the term “email event” is meant wherever only the term “event” is being used.

Logica CMG
	Closed
Action for the editor to check through the RD and to replace the word ‘event’ with ‘email event’ where ever it makes sense and unless word event is used as a general English word.  


	033 (065)
	2005.06.29
	5.1.6
	Spelling error: de3dicated.

Logica CMG
	Closed
Agreed



	034 (097)
	2005.06.29
	5.1.6.
	Typo:  De3dicated  to dedicated

(also covered by 065 from Logica)

Nokia
	Closed 

Handled by 33

	035 (098)
	2005.06.29
	5.1.7.
	Requirements need to be SHALL or MUST in this section, eg, The flows SHALL work with an email server behind a firewall

Nokia
	Closed 
No action is needed. 
Not agreed. Not applied to section 5. 


	036 (056)
	2005.06.29
	5.4.1
	Remove reference to SMTP. RD shouldn’t describe implementation details.

Logica CMG
	OPEN

Agreed have ‘operator provided email submit server’ instead of specifically saying SMTP. 
Action on Logica to provide a definition for ’email submit server’ 



	037 (041
	2005.06.29
	6.1. High Level Functional Requirements
	HLF-1: This option doesn’t make sense “Sending e-mail events on the client to the e-mail” 

Suggest deleting or more explained
Orange
	Open

	038 (71)
	2005.06.29
	6.1
	Add HLF-2 The mobile enabler SHALL support all existing email solutions e.g. PoP3, IMAP4

Vodafone
	Open

	039 (072)
	2005.06.29
	6.1
	Add HLF-3 It SHALL be possible to use the same email client for both email push and pull

Vodafone
	OPEN

	040 (002)
	2005.06.28
	6.1.1 Security
	SEC-5. There is a typo, w-mail. 

Should be e-mail

NEC
	Open

	041 (003)
	2005.06.28
	6.1.1. Security
	SEC-10

The client MUST be able to be authenticated by the server when requesting data from the e-mail server

Suggested to change to ‘The client MUST be able to be authenticated by the server when server and client interact’

NEC
	Open

	042 (004)
	2005.06.28
	6.1.1. Security
	SEC-11

The server MUST be able to be authenticated by the client

Suggested to change to ‘The server MUST be able to be authenticated by the client when server and client interact’

NEC
	Open

	043 (005)
	2005.06.28
	6.1.1. Security
	SEC-12

Mobile email MUST support content screening

It should be ‘Mobile email enabler MUST support content screening’

NEC
	Open

	044 (020)
	2005.06.28
	6.1.1. 

Security
	SEC-2 to 9: Clarification of ‘end-to-end’ is required in this (messaging) context. In messaging, ‘end-to-end’ usually refers to sender to recipient, whereas these requirements are strictly for between the server and the client

Lucent
	Open

	045 (021)
	2005.06.28
	6.1.1. Security
	SEC-13: Pre-supposes that the Mobile e-mail server provides the spam protection. Suggest re-wording to say “…. as applied by the network”.

Lucent
	Open

	046 (022)
	2005.06.28
	6.1.1. Security
	Note under section 6.1.1: Text is garbled. Simplify and re-move the normative statement
Suggested to change to: Confidentiality of the exchanges between the client and the server is only supported when mandated by the actors e.g. in the case of corporate e-mail 
Lucent
	Open

	047 (042)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.1.
	SEC-10: Change “The server” to “The e-mail server”

Orange
	Open

	048 (043)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.1.
	SEC-11: Change “The server” to “The e-mail server”

Orange
	Open

	049 (044)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.1.
	SEC-13: It is not necessary that the mobile client is protected by the same spam protection solutions as applied on the email server. 

Change “The mobile e-mail enabler MUST allow the mobile client to be protected by spam, virus and DoS protection solutions”
Orange
	Open

	050 (057)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.1
	SEC-13: It is unclear what is exactly meant by this requirement.

Logica CMG
	OPEN

	051 (058)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.1
	SEC-1 to SEC-9: Shouldn’t the security requirement be on the network path outside of the email service provider domain (and not necessarily fully end-to-end between the email client and the email server).

Logica CMG
	OPEN

	052 (066)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.1
	SEC-5: Typo: w-mail

Logica CMG
	OPEN

	053 (074)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.1 
	(Add) It MUST not be possible for any application on the client device to automatically send emails via this enabler.

Vodafone
	OPEN

	054 (091)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.1
	SEC-5 replace w-mail with email

Vodafone
	OPEN

	055 (099)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.1.
	Define what end to end means, put in the dashes throughout the section

Nokia
	OPEN

	056 (100)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.1
	Sec-3:  Exchanges should be notifications, correct?

Nokia
	OPEN

	057 (101)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.1
	Sec-5:  What is w-email?  A typo?

Nokia
	OPEN

	058 (102)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.1
	Sec-11:  Content screening should be defined as a spam mechanism… How do we ensure privacy if an operator can view confidential user email?

Nokia
	OPEN

	059 (103)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.1
	Sec-12:  Reword to:  Shall not be possible to send/receive emails that either the client or server has identified as spam

Nokia
	OPEN

	060 (104)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.1.
	NOTE:  We should reword the requirement to support the note, otherwise the requirements are not clear, such as the comment for Sec-12

Nokia
	OPEN

	061 (059)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.2 Charging
	CHRG-1: It is not sufficient to only be able to indicate that a certain data exchange is an email data exchanges. In order to support sophisticated charging scenarios it should also be possible to identify the type of email data exchange that takes place, along with the email data exchange characteristics (e.g. email message sizes, number of recipients, etc.).

Logica CMG
	OPEN

	062 (073)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.2
	Remove “Charging is not intrinsic to the mobile enabler”

Vodafone
	OPEN

	063 (075)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.2
	Add roaming/not roaming, number of  discrete entities (e.g. people, lists) the email is to be sent to, message size, to the list within the brackets

Vodafone
	OPEN

	064 (105)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.2.
	Remove comment that Charging is not intrinsic to the mobile e-mail enabler

Nokia
	OPEN

	065 (023)
	2005.06.28
	6.1.3. Administration 


	ADMIN-1: Should be re-using OMA DM enabler
Suggested to add: ‘using existing OMA Device Management and Provisioning enablers’, in the end of the requirement
Lucent
	Open

	066 (024)
	2005.06.28
	6.1.3. Administration


	ADMIN-4: This looks like two separate requirements; one on preventing unauthorised usage and one preventing the revocation of unauthorised usage. Suggest splitting, and wording for the new requirement is as following:
The mobile email enabler MUST prevent the remote revocation of unauthorized usage of and access to e-mail data of a mobile device
Lucent
	Open

	067 (060)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.3
	ADMIN-1: Which server is meant as the source of mobile client provisioning.

Logica CMG
	OPEN

	068 (061)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.3
	ADMIN-4: It is not clear what kind of functionality is actually meant with this requirement. Consider rewriting.

Logica CMG
	OPEN

	069 (076)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.3 
	ADMIN-2 Define “principal” 

Vodafone
	OPEN

	070 (077)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.3


	(add) It SHALL be possible for a user to view and edit factory settings of an email client. 

Vodafone
	OPEN

	071 (106)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.3.
	Admin-1:  Reword as upon the authentication and authorization of the user and device

Nokia
	OPEN

	072 (006)
	2005.06.28
	6.1.4 Usability
	Capability to recall an email message after it has been sent has not been captured. 

An input contribution (OMA-REQ-2005-0384) to propose these requirements has been submitted

NEC
	Open

	073 (007)
	2005.06.28
	6.1.4. Usability
	USAB-1 

Mobile email SHOULD minimize event propagation delays and must not impose excessive delays according to user preferences

If the second part is mandatory, ‘must not’ should be in capitals ‘MUST NOT’

NEC
	Open

	074 (008)
	2005.06.28
	6.1.4. Usability
	USAB-2

Mobile email SHOULD minimize delays in accessing email messages and must not impose excessive delays according to user preferences

If the second part is mandatory, ‘must not’ should be in capitals ‘MUST NOT’

NEC
	Open

	075 (025)
	2005.06.28
	6.1.4. Usability


	USAB-1 and 2: “according to user preferences”… Is this requirement about the user being able to select what QoS he/she receives (propagation and access delays) through some QoS profile? Should there be a requirement for the SP to be able to define QoS profiles on a subscription basis and map different QoS to different criteria like propagation delays?

Lucent
	Open

	076 (026)
	2005.06.28
	6.1.4. Usability


	USAB-3: Change this to a MAY and re-word (seems like an implementation issue anyway)

Lucent
	Open

	077 (027)
	2005.06.28
	6.1.4. Usability


	USAB-4: “…when network connectivity is available” – isn’t this obvious? Suggest removing. And re-wording, with similar change to USAB-6
Lucent
	Open

	078 (028)
	2005.06.28
	6.1.4. Usability


	USAB-8: Change “Server-determined spam score” to “Network-determined spam score”

Lucent
	Open

	079 (029)
	2005.06.28
	6.1.4. Usability
	USAB-11: Can the user really select the “available ways” to be notified? This is determined by the SP and the user may be able to request a default method or request another, if supported. Suggest re-wording.
Lucent
	Open

	080 (030)
	2005.06.28
	6.1.4. Usability
	USAB-12: Overlaps with USAB-11. Suggest deleting.

Lucent
	Open

	081 (037)
	2005.06.28
	6.1.4. Usability
	USAB-5: sent -> send
Lucent
	Open

	082 (038)
	2005.06.28
	6.1.4. Usability
	USAB-8: bullet last item

Lucent
	Open

	083 (039)
	2005.06.28
	6.1.4. Usability
	USAB-13: add ‘the’ before ‘e-mail server’
Lucent
	Open

	084 (040)
	2005.06.28
	6.1.4. Usability
	USAB-16: change ‘-mail’ to ‘e-mail’

Lucent
	Open

	085 (045)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4.
	USAB-9: Change “mobile client” to “mobile email client”
Orange
	Open

	086 (046)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4.
	USAB-10: Remove “spam prevention inside the brackets”
Orange
	Open

	087 (047)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4.
	USAB-26: “When replying to a long list of addressees, the client MUST allow the user to edit the addresses”. Why can’t the user edit the list when the list is not “long”? How many addresses are there in a long list?
Orange
	Open

	088 (062)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4
	USAB-11: Do we really need multiple notification mechanisms? Suggest using a single notification mechanism, which is supported over multiple transport mechanisms.

Logica CMG
	OPEN

	089 (063)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4
	USAB-21 to USAB-25: Add specific remark that replying should be done without having to download the remainder of the email, and that the user must have the option to include the entire original email in the reply (again without having to download the remainder of the email).

Logica CMG
	OPEN

	090 (067)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4
	USAB-16: Typo: -mail

Logica CMG
	OPEN

	091 (078)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4
	(add) It SHALL be possible to manually refresh the “inbox” to see if new emails have been received. 

(add) It shall be possible for the network operator to limit the refresh rate and the enabler SHALL prevent the user from refreshingly accordingly.

Vodafone
	OPEN

	092 (079)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4
	(add)  It SHOULD be possible to access all emails from all the users email accounts to the same inbox. 

(note this in addition to UASB 32)

Vodafone
	OPEN

	093 (080)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4
	(add) The user SHOULD be able to download email attachments to the terminal. At a minimum these SHOULD include .jpeg, .wav, .doc, .txt, and .ppt file types

(add) The user SHALL be able to attach complete MMS messages.

Vodafone
	OPEN

	094 (081)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4
	(add) If a telephone number, email address or URL is a part of the received message it SHOULD be recognised as such and changed into active content. It SHALL be possible for the user to select this active content and on selection place a call, write an email or open  a browser according to the active content.
	OPEN

	095 (082)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4
	(add) It SHALL be possible to reply to an email with an SMS. The terminal number will be automatically retrieved if the MSISDN of the email sender’s is in a local phone book.

(add) It SHALL be possible to reply to an email with a voice call. The terminal number will be automatically retrieved if the MSISDN of the email sender’s is in a local phone book.

(add) It SHALL be possible to reply to an email with a MMS . The terminal number will be automatically retrieved if the MSISDN of the email sender’s is in a local phone book.

Vodafone
	OPEN

	096 (083)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4
	IOP-14 is highly subjective and cannot be measured. Suggest to delete it

Vodafone
	OPEN

	097 (084)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4
	SYSREQ-4 What does “highly scalable mean” ? Suggest to delete requirement or make some specific requirement here

Vodafone
	OPEN

	098 (085)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4 
	SYSREQ-5 What is an “optimised implementation” ? Suggest to delete this requirement

Vodafone
	OPEN

	099 (107)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4.
	USAB-1,2:   Are we saying that the user can set delays?  Unclear requirement

Nokia
	OPEN

	100 (108)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4.
	USAB-3:  Remove if

Nokia
	OPEN

	101 (109)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4.
	USAB-4:  Remove the word otherwise, causes ambiguity

Nokia
	OPEN

	102 (110)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4.
	USAB-5:  How about:  Once an email is composed and sent, if connectivity is lost, it MUST be stored on the device.  Then add a new requirement to send once connectivity is established.    What happens if the client runs out of memory/disk space?

Nokia
	OPEN

	103 (111)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4.
	USAB-6:  Same as USAB 4?

Nokia
	OPEN

	104 (112)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4.
	USAB-7:  Same as USAB 5?

Nokia
	OPEN

	105 (113)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4.
	USAB-8:  Add attachments.  Reword to MUST allow the user to set filtering rules.  The phrase “support for the user to be able set” is overly complicated.  Remove “other criteria as needed., since the requirement needs to be specific

Nokia
	OPEN

	106 (114)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4.
	USAB-9:  Reword to “support/allow user to change filtering rules

Nokia
	OPEN

	107 (115)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4.
	USAB-10  Remove “like”, reword to: Rules applied on the server MUST apply to the synchronization repository on the client

Nokia
	OPEN

	108 (116)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4.
	USAB-11:  Define “available ways”, and add current capabilities of client and network since the user will move around.  We have a requirement that defines the push notification method is open to multiple protocols, so please remove the examples since they become questionable in a requirement. Just say “push notification method used”, not what…  The last bullet is unclear, remove or define

Nokia
	OPEN

	109 (117)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4.
	USAB-12:  Remove last sentence.. this will allow deployment on any target network.  This is a requirement section

Nokia
	OPEN

	110 (118)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4.
	USAB-13:  Lowercase user, not User.  Remove should, “the user must be able to select how the email server presents…”  Remove the clause starting with “therefore…”.  It just complicates the requirement.

What does a few mean?  Shoud you say by metadata?

Nokia
	OPEN

	111 (119)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4.
	USAB-14:  Add the phrase, “Once authenticated, the user MUST”

Nokia
	OPEN

	112 (120)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4.
	USAB-15:  What happens when the data is corrupted on the client?  Add requirement to download again from server.  I would prefer to remove the eg part, since it doesn’t’ add anything to the requirement.

Nokia
	OPEN

	113 (121)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4.
	USAB-16:  Define available ways

Nokia
	OPEN

	114 (122)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4.
	USAB-17:  Can we remove eg…

Nokia
	OPEN

	115 (123)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4.
	USAB-18,19: Can we combine these two requirements

Nokia
	OPEN

	116 (124)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4.
	USAB-20:  Change appropriate email server to assigned email server

Nokia
	OPEN

	117 (125)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4.
	USAB-21,22:  Does the resulting email include the parts that were not downloaded?  Need to better define this

Nokia
	OPEN

	118 (126)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4.
	USAB-23:  Combine with USAB 21, 22

Nokia
	OPEN

	119 (127)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4.
	USAB-25:  Rather than download body parts, should we download attachements?

Nokia
	OPEN

	120 (128)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4.
	USAB-26:  Should be able to edit the list if its long or short

Nokia
	OPEN

	121 (129)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4.
	USAB-27:  Since we are not using multiple mailboxes at the same time this needs to be worded so the user can choose the account he is using

Nokia
	OPEN

	122 (130)
	2005.06.30
	6.1.4.
	USAB-29,30:  Support auto reply per filtered messages, not for, so we can have different auto replies for each filter.  List the specific RFC, not related, or remove this clause.  Define Mail loop

Nokia
	OPEN

	123 (131)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.4.
	USAB-32:  This is implementation on the client.  Remove

Nokia
	OPEN

	124 (132)
	2005.06.30
	6.1.4.
	USAB-33:  What about re-naming the attachments before forwarding?

Nokia
	OPEN

	125 (031)
	2005.06.28
	6.1.5. Interoperability
	Section 6.1.4 IOP-1: Does this mean that Mobile email shall be able to defeat all firewalls? This may be an impossible requirement to achieve. Corporate IT departments that don't want email to cross their firewalls will also filter or apply other screening methods. At the very least change this to a SHOULD or delete
Lucent
	Open

	126 (048)
	2005.06.29
	6.1.5.
	IOP-1: I add proxy in “Data exchanges between the client and server, such as Events, sending Mail, reconciliation, attachment manipulation MUST remain functional in the presence of firewalls and proxy…”

Orange
	Open

	127 (032)
	2005.06.28
	6.1.6. Privacy
	PRIV-2: Add [Privacy] reference
Lucent
	Open

	128 (033)
	2005.06.28
	6.2. Overall system Requirements
	SYSREQ-5: Revise to reference Application Performance [Performance] reference

Lucent
	Open

	129 (068)
	2005.06.29
	6.2
	The note below table 8 is a duplicate of the footnote at the end of the page.

Logica CMG
	OPEN

	130 (034)
	2005.06.28
	6.3. System Elements
	This section is misleading as requirements on client and servers are intermingled in other sections. Suggest moving section 6.3 requirements into other sections and deleting this section

Lucent
	Open

	131 (049)
	2005.06.29
	6.3.1. 
	MEC-1: Overlaps with SEC 10. 

Suggest deleting
Orange
	Open

	132 (064)
	2005.06.29
	General
	Inconsistent spelling for email. Both email and e-mail are used.

Logica CMG
	OPEN

	133 (089)
	2005.06.29
	Through out
	Subject verb agreement needs checking through out the document

Vodafone
	OPEN

	134 (090)
	2005.06.29
	Through out
	Need consistent use of “email” in some places it is e-mail and in others it is “email”

Vodafone 
	OPEN

	135 (135)
	2005.06.30
	Across the RD
	In many parts you have e-mail and in some parts you have email. Inconsistencies to be addressed.

(also covered by 064 from Logica)

O2
	OPEN

	136 (136)
	2005.06.30
	Across the RD
	Reference to Push email, not sure what Push email was and checked the definition. 

Not sure whether we need that Push email or we can use Mobile email instead.

O2
	OPEN

	137
	2005.06.30
	General
	Should there be a requirement on re-using the XDM enabler for mobile e-mail

Lucent
	Open
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