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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
	Closed
Agreed to change as proposed. 

MUST and MUST NOT will not be replaced with SHALL and SHALL NOT respectively in section 3.1., Conventions.

	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
	Closed 

Agreed definition for 1-many-1 communication: “A conversation service that allows a user to send a message to multiple recipients and allows the individual recipients to communicate back to the 
sender ONLY".

	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
	Closed
It was agreed to reword GR-4 by adding  ‘public and private chat’ and have them defined in the definition section and delete GR-6

Agreed definitions for Private IM Chat and Public IM Chat:

Private IM Chat: A Chat room conversation on a server that allows access to authorised IM users only and is usually created, managed and administered by a user.

Public IM Chat: A Chat room conversation on a server that allows access to any IM user and is usually created, managed and administered by a network administrator or service provider.

	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
	Closed
See comment 003

	005
	2004.10.13
	6.1.2
	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
	Closed
Agreed to change from IM service to IM enabler and still keep ‘SHALL’ for supporting multimedia content.



	006
	2004.10.13
	
	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
	Closed
Agreed to keep the existing requirement that is already there and add the following: 

‘If registering using E.164, the E.164  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
	Closed
Group agreed to split this requirement into two separate requirements. 



	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


	Closed
A number of CRs were agreed to achieve alignment with the IMPS 1.3.

Agreed sentence for clarification to be added at the end of the scope section of the RD: 

"Although the technical realization is assumed to be based on SIP/SIMPLE technology, this Requirements Document describes requirements at a high level, in a technology agnostic way."
Requirements added based on OMA-REQ-2004-0986-RD_IMPS-1.3--aligment--with--IM-RD: 

SND-4 

The sender SHALL be informed of the allowed max. message size per content type, and content types by the network

IM service MAY allow the sender to take into account the recipient’s terminal capabilities

ADM-7

IM service SHALL allow the Service Provider or Operator to define:

· Allowable Content types
· Allowable Max. message size per content type
ADM-8

Clients SHALL be informed of any policies, rules and regulations, if they exist, concerning 

· Allowable Content types
· Allowable Max. message size per content type
Requirements added according to OMA-REQ-2004-0993-CR-Alignement-with-IMPS-reqs 

PRI-6 Agreed

UPROF-2 Agreed

UPROF-4—14 Agreed

(UPROF-15 Not agreed)

(MMD-5 Not agreed)
Requirements added according to OMA-REQ-2004-0995-IM-alignment-with-IMPS1.3-REQs 

GM-3 Agreed

MMD-5 Agreed
Requirement added according to OMA-REQ-2004-1011-CR-to-align-Private-Group-converstaion-in-IM-and-IMPS1.3 

CHAT-10 agreed

Agreed that requirement CHAT-11 is covered by CHAT-20 and shall therefore be deleted. 

	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
	Closed 

This use case focuses on having a permission from the system and not from the adressee, and therefore no changes are requried.

	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 IM Service  user

 

O2
	Closed 

This use case is generic to all lM systems including IMPS and therefore no changes are needed.

	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
	Closed 

Agreed definition for Auto-login feature (from IMPS): 

A user setting within the device that allows the IM client to log into the IM service automatically without user action (e.g. selecting a "login" function or starting an application). The login sequence may be triggered at the client's discretion in a variety of ways (e.g. at power-on, when the service becomes available after an outage due to coverage, phone calls, use of other services etc.)

	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.


	Closed
MMI relating to a unified address book is not part of the work item and therefore no changes are needed.

	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
	Closed
This is related with comment 8.

After investigation two requirements relative to this issue were found; GEN-18 in the IMPS RD and USE-2 in the IM RD. No gap is believed to exist in those and the functionality described are covered in both RDs.

	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’

NEC
	Closed
This comment from NEC had two parts, to replace word Immediate with Instant, which was agreed, 

and second part to add SIP/SIMPLE in order to distinguish it from WV scope. This second part is closed with the clarification to the scope section as agreed for comment number 008. 

	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

NEC
	Closed 

Agreed to change as suggested.

	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

NEC
	Closed 

Agreed to change as suggested.

	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. 

NEC
	Closed 

Change was not agreed

	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.

NEC
	Closed 

Agreed by not deleting 3, instead NOT-3 to be modified by replacing ‘non-delivery with ‘delivery failure’ as proposed by Nokia.



	019
	2004.10.18
	6.1.7.

IM Notifications
	Not-7

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

NEC
	Closed
Agreed to modify as suggested.

	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.’
NEC
	Closed

Agreed to change as suggested.

	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

NEC
	Closed 

Agreed to delete this requirement as suggested.

	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. 

NEC
	Closed
Clarification was provided and the following wording was agreed: 

"Where conversation histories are provided, the IM subscriber MUST be able to manage (e.g. save/delete/rename/move into folders) them."

	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.

NEC
	Closed
Agreed with the changes. The following text was agreed and it will replace PRI-3 and PRI-13.

'The user MUST be able to choose a Chat Alias to stay anonymous when participating in Public Chat'



	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.  

NEC
	Closed
Agreed to modify as suggested. RCV-2 to be deleted since it is covered by PRI-9. RCV-1 shall read: “An IM user SHALL have the ability to …”

	025
	2004.10.21
	6.1.4

Sending IM
	SND-2

Proposes to augment SND-2 with the following additional requirement.

As an option for the Service Provider, where provided, The IM user SHALL be able to send messages to users not in his/her Contact List, including peers and chat rooms.
O2
	Closed

Agreed and the following additional requirement to be added in section 6.1.4 of the RD:

“As an option for the Service Provider, where provided, the IM user SHALL be able to send messages to users not in his/her Contact List, including peers and chat rooms”

	026
	2004.10.21
	6.1.10

Group Management in IM
	GM-10

With regard to IMPS, we believe that there should be a section on IM interworking with non IM systems in the requirements. 

This should apply to GM-10 where a user should be able to add a user on a "non IM" system
 

O2
	Closed 

The IM RD covers all IM systems including IMPS and therefore there’s no need to specify interworking with IMPS in the RD. The technological part of interworking with IMPS and SIP/SIMPLE is within the scope of a separate work item.

	027
	2004.10.21
	6.1.11

Controlling Privacy in IM
	PRI-12

This requirement is clear to O2. They believe that interaction between IMPS users and IM users needs to be possible.  If "Unidentified" is not restricted to "unidentified as IM user" then this is OK.
O2
	Closed

As in #26

	028
	2004.10.21
	6.1.12

Security
	SEC-8

O2 does not agree with this requirement as it is: ‘It MUST NOT be possible to directly add a mobile E.164 number to a contact list without a unique look-up for a User ID’. 

Proposed to be an option at best.
O2
	Closed 
Agreed according to OMA-REQ-2004-1021-LATE-CR-To-IM-RD-to-fix-O2-issue-with-adding-user-to-phonebook

Definition of “Phone book” to be added: A local database in the terminal containing phone numbers, names, etc.

Modification of requirement GM-2: 

The IM service SHALL provide the ability to add Instant Messaging users in the contact list by User-ID, SIP URI, or by mobile E.164 number which the system replaces automatically with belonging User-ID, by performing a unique look up on mobile E.164 number.

<Added text>It SHALL be possible for the user to add an IM Contact from contact information stored in the device’s phonebook.<End of added text>

The IM service SHALL provide the ability to add Instant Messaging users in the contact list by performing a search on non-unique criteria, returning a list of User-IDs that can be added to the contact list by the user.

Modification of requirement SEC-8: 

It MUST NOT be possible to directly add a mobile E.164 number to a contact list without a unique look-up for a User ID.  <Added text>However it SHALL be possible to directly add a mobile E.164 number to the device phonebook and then subsequently the user SHALL be able to initiate an IM session using this entry.  In this case, the device SHALL perform the appropriate look-up prior to establishing the IM session without the need for user interaction.<End of added text>

	029
	2004.10.21
	6.1.12

Security
	SEC-9

O2 thinks that the following requirement needs to be confirmed in the light of interworking with IMPS.

The IM system SHALL have the ability to authenticate a user accessing the IM system; Authentication may be user level authorization or network/device level authorization.

O2
	Closed

As in #26
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