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1 Reason for Contribution

There are several discrepancies and inconsistencies in OMA IMPS v1.2 candidate. Since those inconsistencies are not simple bugs, we would like to discuss those issues in order to address them correctly.

2 Summary of Contribution

1. A general discrepancy in MessageURI requirement in SCR.

2. Clarification is needed for the 2nd half of 4-way login in case that the server prefers “PWD” method.

3. Multiple CIR method in capability negotiation

4. Expected server behaviour in dealing with WBXML vs XML for various clients

5. How to distinguish “version discovery not supported” from “incorrect syntax of version discovery”

3 Detailed Proposal

1. A general discrepancy in MessageURI requirement in SCR.

There is a general discrepancy of the MessageURI requirement in the IM service element. Consider user A sends a SendMessage-Request to user B referencing an external message via MessageURI. If B defaults to Push, then server sends a NewMessage to B notifying him/her. B should reply with a MessageDelivered primitive(CSP 9.1.5). But if one checks the DTD, in MessageDelivered primitive, MessageID is MANDATORY, but if one follows the spec, no message ID should be associated with messages using MessageURI. Or, consider the same scenario, but B defaults to Notify/Get. Then the server sends a MessageNotification to B. B should reply with a Status primitive(CSP 9.1.6). Now since the MessageURI is embedded in the MessageInfo in MessageNotification, then the client should take the MessageURI info and fetch the data itself. But if one looks at p.32 of EICS document, it has the same set of requirements GETM-6,7,8,10,11 and 12 about mutual exclusiveness of MessageID and MessageURI. But if one looks at the DTD, with GetMessage-Request, it only allows MessageID. That seems to make the requirements GETM-6,7,8,10,11 and 12 redundant.

It is proposed to revise those SCR items.

2. Clarification is needed for the 2nd half of 4-way login in case that the server prefers “PWD” method.

For 4-way login, if the server chooses “PWD”, when the client receives this info(the 1st login response of the 1st login request in 4-wy login), it is not clear what the client should send. Strictly speaking, the client should still send the ending-phase 4-way login request( i.e password is in the DigestBytes element). But then, if the method chosen is “PWD”, the formula of computing the digest bytes hash_value(nonce + password) will still be password itself(since if PWD is chosen, there will be no nonce and no digest schema). So it is not any different from 2-way login. It is not clear from the spec whether the server should tolerate both(i.e strict 4-way + “hybrid” 4-way, in that the 2nd login request is really 2-way login request).

A clarification is needed.

3. Multiple CIR method in capability negotiation

For CIR method negotiation in ClientCapability-Request/Response primitives, the spec says that the server should send back to the client an “agreed list” of CIR channels in the SupportedCIRMethod, indicating the list of CIR methods that BOTH the client and server support. But in reality, if both the client and server happens to support more than 1 CIR method, then the client/server cannot agree on one CIR method without having to force the client to send yet another ClientCapability-Request, this time only 1 chosen CIR method. Or, the simpler way is just ignore the spec, and the server just picks one CIR method.

A clarification is needed.

4. Expected server behaviour in dealing with WBXML vs XML for various clients

In ContentData of SendMessage-Request primitive(and related primitives), if the content type is text/html, that means that in the ContentData there is a chance that it will contain special HTML chracters e.g “<”, “>”. If the server uses text XML, these chracters have to be escape-sequenced or it will interfere the parsing of the XML data itself. However, in WBXML, technically speaking, you don’t need to, since all the XML elements are tokenized(or at least string-tabled). It is not clear from the spec whether we should always escape-sequence the data we send(it was common sense that we should handle both, however).

It is proposed that the server transcodes the ContentData according to the appropriate context.

5. How to distinguish “version discovery not supported” from “incorrect syntax of version discovery”

When a client sends a “VersionDiscovery-Request” to the server, there are two types of errors may be returned from the server:

· Server only implements WV v1.1 and below, thus cannot recognize this request

· The client’s request has syntax error, thus the server cannot recognize this request

Obviously there are no specific error codes to distinguish those two types of error, because CSP Transport only indicates “A client or server implementation that detects an error in the received XML data in a POST-request SHALL reply with an HTTP error response with code 400, BAD_REQUEST”.

Since in general, error code 400 is expected from WV v1.1 server, it is proposed that WV v1.2 server returns error code 402 for syntax error of “VersionDiscovery”.

4 Intellectual Property Rights

The authors of this document do not have knowledge of IPRs related to this contribution.

5 Recommendation

Working group to reach a consensus on how to address those inconsistencies. Action items and further CRs are expected after SWG reaches the consensus.
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