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Review History

	Review Type
	Date
	Review Method
	Participating Groups
	Full Document Id

	Full 
	2005.05.19
	Teleconference
	REL, MWG -IM
	OMA-CONRR-OMA-ERP-IMPS-V1_3-20050426-D-V1_3-20050518-D
Incorporates all comments uploaded or sent by email before the consistency review meeting held on 19th May 2005.



	Full
	23-25 May 2005
	Face-to-Face IM interim meeting in Iceland
	IM
	Comments addressed: 

  General comments

1 OMA-ERELD-IMPS-V1_3-20050424-D     

2 OMA-ETR-IMPS-V1_3-20050425-D      

3 OMA-AD_IMPS-V1_3-20050426-D      

4 OMA-IMPS-CLP-V1_3-20050426-D 

5 OMA-IMPS-CSP_Data_Types-V1_3-20050426-D      

10 OMA-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050425-D

	Full
	13-19 June 2005
	Face-to-Face IM meeting during OMA meeting in San Diego
	IM
	Comments addressed:

 6 OMA-IMPS-CSP_PTS-V1_3-20050425-D 

 7 OMA-IMPS-CSP_Transport-V1_3-20050424-D 

 8 OMA-IMPS-CSP_WBXML-V1_3-20050426-D 

 9 OMA-IMPS-CSP_XMLS-V1_3-20050426-D 

 10 OMA-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050425-D 

 11 OMA-IMPS-MO-V1_0-20050424-D 

 12 OMA-IMPS-PA_XMLS-V1_3-20050426-D 

 13 OMA-IMPS-PA-V1_3-20050426-D

17 OMA-RD_IMPSDelta-V1_3-20041118-C 

	Full 
	27 June to 1 July 2005
	Face-to-Face IM interim meeting in London
	IM
	Comments addressed:
14 OMA-IMPS-SSP_Transport-V1_3-20050425-D

15 OMA-IMPS-WV-SSP_XMLS-V1_3-20050425-D

16 OMA-IMPS-WV-SSP-V1_3-20050425-D

	Full
	
	Conference calls:

xx month 2005

…
	IM
	Several CR providing fixes to various specifications were presented and discussed.


Input documents: 

1. OMA-REL-2005-0104-Colibria-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

2. OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

3. OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

4. OMA-REL-2005-0110-Colibria-ConsReviewPart2-IMPS_V1_3

5. OMA-REL-2005-0114-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments1-Vodafone  

6. OMA-REL-2005-0115-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments2-Vodafone  

7. OMA-REL-2005-0117-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments3-Vodafone   

8. OMA-REL-2005-0118-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments--ORANGE  

9. OMA-REL-2005-0119-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments-SonyEricsson

10. Email from Kevin Holley on behalf of REQ WG sent on 2005.05.16   

11. Email from A J Angwin, IBM, Thu, 19 May 2005 12:34:34 +0100

12. Email from A J Angwin, IBM, Thu, 19 May 2005 13:09:36 +0100

13. Email from A J Angwin, IBM, Thu, 19 May 2005 15:08:03 +0100

14. Email from Claude Kawa, OZ Communications, Thu, 19 May 2005 07:54:12 –0400

15. Email from Zoltán Ördögh, Nokia Tue, 17 May 2005 13:20:03 +0300

General Recommendations

	ID
	Open Date
	Section
	Description
	Status

	001
	19 May 2005
	Cover page
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Problem: Wrong Copyright date on Cover Page footer in all documents.

Fix: Update Copyright date to 2005 on Footer of Cover Page footer.
	Will update copyright. Each doc ed will make the change

	002
	19 May 2005
	General
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

The following requirement have been addressed and accepted in the RD of the IWF in order to achieve the Interworking indicated in OMA-IM-2005-0135-WID-Update-IMPS-SIMPLE-IWF.

IMPS system and IWF SHALL be able to exchange client capability information in order to support session negotiation. The client capabilities provided by IMPS to IWF should include whether a recipient has blocked a sender or not. Just a response with flag indicating whether block or not is enough. The user's BlockList will not be required to be available outside the local server. This requirement needs to be addressed in the IMPS specifications.
	A new SSP transaction to retrieve client capabilities. And blocking info from the IMPS server will be needed/added.

AI: Frank.

CLOSED. Client capabilities fixed in 0495, blocking was already there.

	003
	19 May 2005
	General
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

The following requirement have been addressed and accepted in the RD of the IWF in order to achieve the Interworking indicated in OMA-IM-2005-0135-WID-Update-IMPS-SIMPLE-IWF.

IMPS 1.3 now supports "Non-WV" addressing scheme for routing between IMPS and SIP/SIMPLE domain. Whenever the IMPS server receives any transaction with “Non-WV” addressing scheme format, it shall forward it to the IWF. Also similar requirements in the IWF RD. This requirement needs to be addressed in the IMPS specifications.
	IMPS server must forward Non-WV address to the IWF. 

Al: Jon Ingi to update SSP.

Fixed in CR 458, 459. CLOSED 

	004
	19 May 2005
	General
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

The following requirement have been addressed and accepted in the RD of the IWF in order to achieve the Interworking indicated in OMA-IM-2005-0135-WID-Update-IMPS-SIMPLE-IWF.

As part of processing a SEARCH request, the IMPS server should also forward the search request to IWF in order to extend the request to include users/groups in SIP/SIMPLE technology domain

This requirement needs to be addressed in the IMPS specifications.
	Al: Jon Ingi  to update SSP.

CLOSED

	005
	19 May 2005
	General
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

The following requirement have been addressed and accepted in the RD of the IWF in order to achieve the Interworking indicated in OMA-IM-2005-0135-WID-Update-IMPS-SIMPLE-IWF.

To address the maximum length restriction in IMPS and the fact that IMPS 1.3 allows "Non-WV" addressing schema, it was stated in the IWF RD that IMPS 1.3 system:

1.
MUST allow arbitrary address length for “Non-WV” addresses

2.
MUST maintain the maximum length of 50 characters for WV: specific addresses (Wireless Village / IMPS addresses) for backward compatibility reasons.

This requirement needs to be addressed in the IMPS specifications.
	AI: Azadeh to update CSP data type spec: UserID will be increased by 50 characters, contact list Id + 50 characters and group ID + 50 characters
CLOSED

Fixed in 0390

	006
	19 May 2005
	General
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

OMA-IMPS-Architecture-V1_3-20050425-D.doc is not using the latest OMA template.
	AI: Claude to redo the AD and ensured the 2005 template is used, and update footer,…

Done. CLOSED

	007
	19 May 2005
	References
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Specs include [Arch] reference. The description is vague. It should refer to “IMPS 1.3 Architecture 1.3”.
	AI: Zoltan to bring a CR
CLOSED

Fixed in 0356, 0357, 0358, 0359, 0360, 0361, 0362, 0363, 0364, 0365, 0366, 0367, 0368

	008
	19 May 2005
	Examples
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Would it be possible to change the font size for the examples over all specs from 10 to 8? The examples consume enormous amount of space.
	AI: Editors to change the font size of the examples of all the specs from 10 to 8. XMLS, PTS, SSP, WBXML,… 

Fixed. CLOSED

	009
	19 May 2005
	
	Source: email, A J Angwin, IBM, Thu, 19 May 2005 13:09:36 +0100
Here are some additional comments from a colleague

* Specification is very much WV oriented - there are WIDs for WV and SIP/SIMPLE based

* There are very specific for this service rather than reusing existing ones, e.g. IETF, existing OMA such as WSP. Have these protocols gone a serious security review?

* the following features/services should be part of the underlying infrastructure, e.g. through OSE, using IMS, etc and not part of the IMPS service:

    Service discovery.

    Login/Logout

    Authentication/Authorization.

    User profile

    Service relay/server to server interactions.

    Keep Alive

* Presence information does not seem to enable supporting multiple devices for a user. This is very important feature of SIP.

* The presence drafts/rfcs in the SIP groups have a advanced a lot in the last two years. For example there is the RPID (Rich Presence

Information Document) that defines many new presence attributes. In

addition PresCaps defines presence capabilities which are the

capabilities of the devices that the presence has (e.g. audio/video etc.). All this will not be supported in IMPS.

* What is the relationship between the IMPS work and the work of PAG?

Has PAG considered the interop with the IMPS work? Same question for the group management work.
	Not valid comment.

This work is a continuation of OMA previous specifications.

Already reviewed and accepted by ARCH WG. 

It is supported. 

CLOSED

This is not a SIP-based enabler.

No relation. CLOSED

No. CLOSED


1 OMA-ERELD-IMPS-V1_3-20050424-D

Recommendations

	ID
	Open Date
	Section
	Description
	Status

	001
	2005.05.16
	 
	Source: email from Kevin Holley on behalf of REQ WG

The RD is missing from the table of specifications in the ERELD
	 Fixed in Nokia CR 2005-0335. 

 

	002
	19 May 2005
	5
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

RD is missing from the list.
	Fixed in Nokia CR 2005-0335.

	003
	19 May 2005
	5
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Specification dates are missing.
	AI: Will be done by the chair in the final enabler package.

	004
	19 May 2005
	6
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Reference [IMPS Arch] does not exist in chapter 2.
	Fixed in Nokia CR 2005-0335

	005
	19 May 2005
	6
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

CR was NOT added: OMA-IM-2005-0235-IMPS13_BWComp_ERELD
	Fixed in Nokia CR 2005-0335


Editorial Comments

	Document Rev
	Section
	Description
	Status

	OMA-ERELD-IMPS-V1_3-20050424-D
	
	Source: email, A J Angwin, IBM, Thu, 19 May 2005 12:34:34 +0100, 

 I believe a trademark symbol is needed after Open Mobile Alliance in the references in all cases - some do, some don't at present
	AI [chair]: Check with Forapolis.

Chair checked. Need to put the trademark after Open Mobile Alliance in the references in all cases.

CLOSED

	
	
	Source: email, A J Angwin, IBM, Thu, 19 May 2005 12:34:34 +0100

The SCRs bother me. What are [CSP], [SSP] etc ? Are these supposed to be CSP:MCF, SSP:MCF  etc i.e. the mandatory features of the CSP and SSP specs ? If so then please correct
	 AI [Zoltan]: To verify whether it is a valid comment or not

Fixed in CR 379. CLOSED

	
	6
	Source: email, A J Angwin, IBM, Thu, 19 May 2005 12:34:34 +0100

The functionality description (section 6) really bothers me. It says probably too much about the detail of the building blocks of IMPS but does not really say what IMPS is or does. The intro (section 4) does not really give enough info.
	AI [Vodafone]: To fix it.

CR 2005-0347R01.

CLOSED.

	
	5
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Missing:

· OMA-wA-Application-Characteristic-for-IMPS-V1_0-20050424-D.txt

· OMA-IMPS-MO-V1_0-20050424-D.doc
	 AI [editor]: To add missing specs.
CLOSED.

	
	5.
	Source:  OMA-REL-2005-0114-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments1-Vodafone  

EDITORIAL: fix the filenames of the last four references (first column) by deleting “-WV”
	AI [editor]: To change the references ion the final package.
CLOSED.

	
	6.2
	Source:  OMA-REL-2005-0114-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments1-Vodafone  

EDITORIAL/TYPO: in the third sentence (“It is possible to take the functions from the IMPS system and combined them with the functions…”) replace “combined” with “combine”. 
	Agree.

AI: Editor
CLOSED.

	
	6.4.2
	Source:  OMA-REL-2005-0114-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments1-Vodafone  

EDITORIAL/TYPO: replace “MPS” with “IMPS”. 
	Agree.

AI: Editor

	
	6.4.3
	Source:  OMA-REL-2005-0114-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments1-Vodafone  

EDITORIAL: in last sentence (“The SSP is also used when connecting an IMPS server to Proprietary IMPS service via a Proprietary Gateway”) replace “IMPS” with “IM&P” which is generic and defined in section 3.3 Abbreviations. 
	Agree.

AI: Editor
CLOSED.

	
	6.4.4
	Source:  OMA-REL-2005-0114-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments1-Vodafone  

EDITORIAL/TYPO: both in Title and in first sentence (“The Server Mobile Core Network Protocol…”) replace with “Server to Mobile ….”, which is defined in section 3.3 Abbreviations.
	Agree.

AI: Editor
CLOSED.

	
	6
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Text / Figures copied from AD.  See other comments on the original text / Figures.
	See Recommendations  2 and 3 for the AD to be added here

AI: OZ (Jon Ingi) to create a CR. 

Fixed in 562
CLOSED.

	
	6.3
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3 

“Example” should be with small caps.
	AI [Zoltan] : Fixed in 0335 CR 

	
	8
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3 

‘Protocol’ is misspelled in the first row.
	AI [Zoltan] : Fixed in 0335 CR

	
	9.
	Source:  OMA-REL-2005-0114-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments1-Vodafone  

EDITORIAL: the first two rows in the table indicate that CSP and SSP support are both Optional (O) for Server. What is the purpose of a Server without CSP? And without SSP? Shouldn’t they be both Mandatory (M)?
	A server can have a relay role only and does not require CSP but only SSP functionality.

A server can be a CSP server without having to be interconnected to another server and hence does not require SSP. CLOSED


2 OMA-ETR-IMPS-V1_3-20050425-D

Recommendations

	ID
	Open Date
	Section
	Description
	Status

	001
	19 May 2005
	
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Enabler package includes OTA Provisioning and Device Management specifications, but no dependency is shown to those enablers
	 No action.

	002
	19 May 2005
	2.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3 

[ERELD] “<Enabler> should be replaced with IMPS.
	Fixed in CR 0336. CLOSED

	003
	19 May 2005
	2.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

MMSCONF should be removed. It is not used - IOPPROC is used.
	Fixed in CR 0336. CLOSED

	004
	19 May 2005
	5
	Source: email from Zoltán Ördögh, Nokia Tue, 17 May 2005 13:20:03 +0300

The client and server test requirements do not list all differences between 1.2 and 1.3 specs.

For example performing login, service and capability negotiation in a single transaction is missing.

Suggest verifying the test requirement not only against the IMPS 1.3 Delta RD since there are changes in the specifications that are optimizations, and not necessarily new requirements.


	New test cases for:

-004, 007, non-WV/IMPS address

-other to be defined later after reviewing the comments

PENDING

Fixed in CR 370. CLOSED

	005
	19 May 2005
	5.1.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0117-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments3-Vodafone   

Under the client test requirements. The following sentence exists:

“The IMPS system SHALL support bypass the Auto Login feature and force manual Login instead”. Please change this to:

“The IMPS system SHALL support both the AutoLogin feature and the Manual Login Feature”

As bypass may suggest that authentication is by passed.  However, the intention here is to have a configuration setting support.


	AI (editor): replace the sentence with “auto-login feature”

Fixed in 389. CLOSED

	006
	19 May 2005
	5.1.1.1
	Source:  OMA-REL-2005-0114-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments1-Vodafone  

CLARIFICATION: in first Test Requirement, 

1) “The receiving end MUST re-assemble…” what is the receiving end? Only a client or also a Server? 

2) If receiving end can also be a server, then the sentence “and show the complete list to the end-user” is not applicable.
	Replace: “and show the complete list to the end-user” with “use the re-assembled list in the related transaction.”

Fixed in 389. CLOSED

	007
	19 May 2005
	5.1.1.1
	Source:  OMA-REL-2005-0114-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments1-Vodafone  

Why Reactive Authorization simulated via Proactive Authorization is not included in Client test requirements?
	See status 004.

	008
	19 May 2005
	5.1.1.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0117-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments3-Vodafone   

Under the Server section the following requirement exists:

“The mechanism to split long lists in parts SHALL NOT create any security hole in the IMPS session.”

This requirements is not very clear and needs to be more explicit about what specifically needs to be tested. It is likely that split long lists can potentially allow buffer-overflow type attacks. A more clear and testable security requirement is needed.
	Delete this test requirement.
CLOSED. Fixed in 0370.

	009
	19 May 2005
	5.1.1.2
	Source:  OMA-REL-2005-0114-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments1-Vodafone  

CLARIFICATION: the second Test Requirement should be clarified. In the current formulation it is very generic.
	See 008 status

CLOSED

	010
	19 May 2005
	5.1.1.2
	Source:  OMA-REL-2005-0114-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments1-Vodafone  

Fourth Test Requirement: what is the ‘receiving end’? Only Client or also Server? Please clarify. 
	See 006 status, same resolution.

	011
	19 May 2005
	5.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Problem: Section contains original template instructions.

Fix: Remove the first paragraph, the original template instructions.
	Fixed in CR 0336

	012
	19 May 2005
	5.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

The backwards compatibility statement from section 6 of ERELD (see OMA-IM-2005-0235-IMPS13_BWComp_ERELD) should be added here as well.
	Fixed in CR 0336

	013
	19 May 2005
	5.3
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Problem: Section contains original template instructions.

Fix: Remove the first paragraph, the original template instructions.
	Fixed in CR 0336

	014
	19 May 2005
	5.3
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Dependencies on DM framework, IWF should be added.
	See 001 status.


Editorial Comments

	Document Rev
	Section
	Description
	Status

	OMA-ETR-IMPS-V1_3-20050425-D
	2.2
	Source:  OMA-REL-2005-0114-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments1-Vodafone  

EDITORIAL: delete [MMSCONF] from Informative References, because it is never referenced in the document.
	AI: Editor

Fixed in 389. CLOSED

	
	3.2
	Source:  OMA-REL-2005-0114-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments1-Vodafone  

EDITORIAL: the definition of Friendly Name is copy & pasted from Private Group Conversation. Replace with the right definition.   
	AI: Editor

Fixed in 389. CLOSED

	
	3.3
	Source:  OMA-REL-2005-0114-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments1-Vodafone  

EDITORIAL: delete MMS and WV from 3.3 Abbreviations, because they are never referenced in the document.
	AI: Editor

Fixed in 389. CLOSED

	
	4.
	Source:  OMA-REL-2005-0114-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments1-Vodafone  

EDITORIAL: in sentence “Generally, the testing activity should aim at validating the normal working behavior of the client/server interactions, …” it should be also added that server/server interactions is in scope of testing.
	AI: Editor

Add “and server/server interactions”

Fixed in 389. CLOSED

	
	4
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Missing:

· OMA-wA-Application-Characteristic-for-IMPS-V1_0-20050424-D.txt

· OMA-IMPS-MO-V1_0-20050424-D.doc
	AI: Editor

Fixed in 389. CLOSED

	
	5.1
	Source:  OMA-REL-2005-0114-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments1-Vodafone  

EDITORIAL: within the fourth paragraph, in the sentence “(i.e. client/server interactions one with another)” it should be added also “server/server interactions”.
	AI: Editor

Fixed in 389. CLOSED

	
	5.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Space is missing from “sectionis” in the last sentence.
	AI: Editor

Fixed in 389. CLOSED

	
	5.2
	Source:  OMA-REL-2005-0114-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments1-Vodafone  

EDITORIAL: delete the first paragraph, which comes from the template.
	AI: Editor 

Fixed in 389. CLOSED

	
	5.3
	Source:  OMA-REL-2005-0114-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments1-Vodafone  

EDITORIAL: 

1) delete the first paragraph, which comes from the template.

2) Replace the whole second paragraph (which is wrong) with “IMPS is dependent on Device Management, whereas the dependence on the Charging enabler is left unspecified”.
	AI: Editor

OK

Change:” No dependencies with other versions of IMPS are required”

To: “No dependencies on other  OMA enablers are required”

Fixed in 389. CLOSED


3 OMA-AD_IMPS-V1_3-20050426-D

Recommendations

	ID
	Open Date
	Section
	Description
	Status

	001
	19 May 2005
	N/a
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Enabler package includes OTA Provisioning and Device Management specifications, but no dependency is shown to those enablers.
	 No action see ETR 001 status

	002
	19 May 2005
	5.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Update diagram to show all entities described in the description text above it (PC clients, services/applications).
	 AI: OZ to provide a CR for the figure 

Fixed in 2005-0429R02

Closed

	003
	19 May 2005
	5.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Figure 2 is missing 'common functions' under the Service Access Point.
	Update the first part of the figure with “common functions” to be included in the same box as “authentication and authorization”

AI: OZ 

Fixed in 2005-0429R02

Closed

	004
	19 May 2005
	6.1.4
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Content Sharing is not fully defined in the spec.  Specific content sharing transactions were never included in WV 1.x.  Should mention that here since its common that people ask about where they are located in the specs.  See also AD A.4
	AI: Editor to add reference to A.4

Fixed in 2005-0429R02

Closed

	005
	19 May 2005
	6.1.5.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0117-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments3-Vodafone   

Several Authentication/Authorization mechanism are defined in this document such as:

· Application-Network Authentication / Authorization.

· User-Application Authentication / Authorization.

· Application-Application Authentication / Authorization 

· User-Network Authentication (only for Authentication)
It is not clear which of these mechanisms are actually provided by this specification. 
	No action. CLOSED.

	006
	19 May 2005
	6.1.5.4
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3
'message codec' is not defined.  I assume this refers to transcoding of content types contained in an instant message?
	AI: OZ to bring a CR to correct the sentence. 

Fixed in 2005-0429R02

Closed



	007
	19 May 2005
	6.3
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3
Text should be updated to avoid confusion with the PTS protocol vs CLP over SMS
	AI: OZ to bring a CR to correct the sentence.

Fixed in 2005-0429R02

Closed

	008
	19 May 2005
	6.1.4
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Content Sharing is not fully defined in the spec.  Specific content sharing transactions were never included in WV 1.x.  Should mention that here since its common that people ask about where they are located in the specs.  See also AD A.4
	See as 004.

	009
	19 May 2005
	7.4
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3
CPIM and SIP should be removed from figure 4.  HTTPS/SSL, PTS, WBXML, XML encoding of CSP should be added.
	AI (Vodafone) Bring a new CR with an improved figure

Fixed in 2005-0343R03.

Closed

	010
	19 May 2005
	7.4
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

SMCNP is not defined anywhere.
	SMCNP is a reference point between IMPS server and the underlying mobile network. It is implementation-dependent and not specified in this version of the enabler 

AI: Editor to update the section and to inform the ERELD editor

Fixed in 2005-0429R02

Closed

AI (ERELD Editor): Update also the ERELD. See ERELD. Closed

	011
	19 May 2005
	Appendix A
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

This appendix describes important features of IMPS services and architecture that is not less important than the current contents of section 6.  It should be included in the body of the AD rather than in an informal appendix.  

Proposal: Move this appendix to section 6.
	See status 012

	012
	19 May 2005
	Appendix A
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Missing description of many new 1.3 features - some are included, but not all - very inconsistent.
	AI (editor): Complete Appendix A according to the RD use cases and verify with the service tree and update the appendix.

Fixed in 2005-0429R02

Closed

	013
	19 May 2005
	A.1.13
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

This is the only section of the whole AD that has only a reference to another spec of the package “The authorization of presence attributes is described in the CSP specification [CSP]”. 

There should be some minimum description of presence authorization here.  Else what is the purpose of this whole appendix?
Proposal: To be consistent with the rest of AD, it is proposed to add a short paragraph in this section instead of the reference to CSP.
	See status 012 and provides a minimum description.

	014
	19 May 2005
	A.2.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Message should not be lost without an error being sent to the sending user.  See error code 533 for SendMessagePrimitive in CSP
	AI (editor) change “message lost” to “message not delivered

Fixed in 2005-0429R02

Closed

	015
	19 May 2005
	A.2.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Why within reasonable period - why force the operator to start throwing away messages instead of supporting a notification to the sender that the receivers message queue is full?  See error code 507 for SendMessageRequest primitive in CSP
	Remove: “(within a reasonable period)”

Fixed in 2005-0429R02

Closed

	016
	19 May 2005
	A.2.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

No mention here about offline message notification which is an important part of this feature
	See status of 012.

	017
	19 May 2005
	A.4
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

“Described in detail below”.

Should be reworded - there is nothing described below – it is described in the next sentence.
	Fixed in CR 0337. 

Closed


Editorial Comments

	Document Rev
	Section
	Description
	Status

	OMA-AD_IMPS-V1_3-20050426-D
	AD
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Document uses 2004 template.
	AI Editor: change to 2005.

Fixed in 2005-0429R02

Closed

	
	
	Source: email, A J Angwin, IBM, Thu, 19 May 2005 12:34:34 +0100

running footer front matter contains dates of 2004 - right or wrong ?
	Right. See previous comment.

	
	Scope
	Source: email, A J Angwin, IBM, Thu, 19 May 2005 12:34:34 +0100

Scope. The Scope bothers me. Again it launches into description of the parts and says how wonderful this is without saying what the architecture is trying to achieve. It would really help to describe instant messaging and presence as a service before saying what the bits and bobs are that are needed to make it realisable
	AI (Vodafone).

CR 416R02.

CLOSED.

	
	References
	Source: email, A J Angwin, IBM, Thu, 19 May 2005 12:34:34 +0100

References: Inconsistent style of referencing for RFCs, sometimes with authors, sometimes not. Sometimes within "" and sometimes not, etc. Please make them consistent and remove blank lines
	AI (editor). To make it consistent.

Fixed in 2005-0429R02

Closed

	
	
	Source: email, A J Angwin, IBM, Thu, 19 May 2005 12:34:34 +0100

for vCal and vCard should this not utilise the vObject profile produced by OMA to make these objects interoperable rather than perpetrate the basic specs which to not address the interop issues raised in the vObject enabler
	The consensus within the group is that since vObject does not solve all the problems associated with  vCard, etc. incompatibilities, therefore  the existing references will be kept.  

	
	2.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

[IOPPROC]: It is not obvious where to find this document. Furthermore I is not the latest version.

Proposal:

Provide a more precise URL or an indication that is accessible from the IOP working group home page and the latest version which is: Approved Version 1.2.0   04 Feb 2004

This comment applies to all other OMA documents referenced.
	 No action.



	
	2.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

[CSP SCR]. Provide the latest version of this specification and all other documents in the list of references. This comment applies to all specifications of the package.
	AI(editor): should be remove, SSP SCR and RFC3860.

Fixed in 2005-0429R02

Closed

	
	2.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Delete the 2 empty rows.
	AI(editor): OK.

Fixed in 2005-0429R02

Closed

	
	2.1 
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Most of the references are not called in the body of the specification.

Proposal: Call the references once in the body of the AD as required and delete those that are not used or include them in an informative list of references. This proposal applies to all the spec of the package.
	AI (editor): Remove normative references and abbreviation that are not used.

Also for the informative references change version from1.2 to 1.3.

Fixed in 2005-0429R02

Closed

	
	5
	Source: email, A J Angwin, IBM, Thu, 19 May 2005 12:34:34 +0100

   It would really help to have simple descriptions of the IMPS server, IMPS embedded clientand IMPS CLI client here to put the figure into context.
	AI(editor): Make one section, merge sections 5 and 6:  the figure plus a description of the components.

Remove “Informative” from header 5.

Fixed in 2005-0429R02

Closed

	
	6.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

The IMPS Server is the central point in a IMPS system should read The IMPS Server is the central point in an IMPS system.
	AI(editor): OK

Fixed in 2005-0429R02

Closed

	
	
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

"…functions from the IMPS system and combined them with the functions…" should read "…functions from the IMPS system and combine them with the functions".
	AI(editor): OK

Fixed in 2005-0429R02

Closed

	
	6.1.1
	Source: email, A J Angwin, IBM, Thu, 19 May 2005 12:34:34 +0100

Don't like the wording "Presence information can be fetched .. " since this implies the presence server requests the presence whereas the presence server may be informed of presence updates. This "Presence information can be obtained .." seems more accurate and covers both cases. Ths is particularly the case given the description of A1.4 Presence update which shows a user can update his/her presence
	AI(editor): OK

Fixed in 2005-0429R02

Closed

	
	 6.1.5.3 
	Source: email, A J Angwin, IBM, Thu, 19 May 2005 12:34:34 +0100

figure has text covering the lines making it unreadable


	AI(editor): OK will correct

Fixed in 2005-0429R02

Closed

	
	6.2 and 6.3
	Source: email, A J Angwin, IBM, Thu, 19 May 2005 12:34:34 +0100

 These confuse me. The description of the embedded client does not mention at all whether the message is text only or otherwise, what the protocol is etc. The Command Line Interface Client description says it might be a subset of functionality of the embedded client whose messaging is limited to text only and whose protocol might be SMS. So why differentiate and confuse - this is a conformance level statement and set of options for the embedded client. The problem with "Command Line Interface Client" is that it sounds more like something you would type on a OS command line e.g. "IMPS to:+1 234567890, Msg: hello fred"


	No action. The submitter understanding of CLI is  correct.

CLOSED



	
	7.1 & 7.2
	Source: email, A J Angwin, IBM, Thu, 19 May 2005 12:34:34 +0100

 Same concern as for 6.2 and 6.3 - this is a protocol choice statement for the same embedded client not something unique
	Yes it is a protocol choice.

CLOSED

	
	A.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Suggest changing the order of the list of parts to match the order of the subsections
	AI (editor): Change items order in the text (A.1)  to match the order of the subsections .

Fixed in 2005-0429R02

Closed

	
	A1.4
	Source: email, A J Angwin, IBM, Thu, 19 May 2005 12:34:34 +0100

A1.4 Get Presence feature

The sentence "A user is able to get another user's current presence information once as widely as the presence owner has authorized it. " does not parse well re intent. Is it "A user is able to get another user's current presence information once the presence owner has authorized it. " ?
	AI (editor): Change to: 

"A user is able to get another user's currently authorized subset of presence information upon request”.

Fixed in 2005-0429R02

Closed

	
	A.1.1, A.1.4, A.3.1, A.7.4
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Heading of subsections is strange.
	AI (editor): OK to change

Fixed in 2005-0429R02

Closed

	
	A.1.3
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

"…in the CSp specification" should read "...in the CSP  specification"
	AI (editor): editing

Fixed in 2005-0429R02

Closed

	
	A.1.4
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Usage of user for both subscribing and publishing user needs clarification.  Needs to be clear who is doing what.
	AI (editor): copy definitions of subscribers and publishers from presence spec.

Replace “user” with “subscriber” or “publisher” depending on the context.

Done. CLOSED  

	
	A2.2
	Source: email, A J Angwin, IBM, Thu, 19 May 2005 12:34:34 +0100

A2.2 Offline Messaging

The sentence "When an IMPS user sends a message and the other IMPS user is offline, the IMPS server implementation may support a store-and-forward functionality. If there is no such support in the IMPS server, the message is lost. " bothers me as it is not very user friendly. Surely the intent is not to simply loose the message without informing the sender but at least to inform the sender the message was not received.


	No action, see status 014. The second part:

 “without informing the sender but at least to inform the sender the message was not received” might violate the privacy of the recipient.

	
	A2.4
	Source: email, A J Angwin, IBM, Thu, 19 May 2005 12:34:34 +0100

A2.4

Again the comment re vCard and vCalendar being used rather than the vObject enabler which addresses the known interop issues
	No action, see previous status about vCard and vCalendar and vObject.

	
	A.2.4
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Add a reference for the following: ISO 8859-1
	AI (editor): Ok

Fixed in 2005-0429R02

Closed

	
	A.5.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

"The IMPS client is required to log into a IMPS server" should read "The IMPS client is required to log into an IMPS server"
	AI (editor): Ok editorial

Fixed in 2005-0429R02

Closed

	
	A7. Fig 7
	Source: email, A J Angwin, IBM, Thu, 19 May 2005 12:34:34 +0100

 The elements in the figure are WVS and strange names like H(1) and terms like Provider and Requestor  and these are not described as far as I can see. It seems appropriate for terms to reflect IMPS not what appears to be Wireless Village in an IMPS spec and for all terms to be defined and symbology such as H(n) to be defined
	AI (OZ): Update the figure.

Fixed in 2005-0429R02

Closed


4 OMA-IMPS-CLP-V1_3-20050426-D

The working group decided to drop CLP from the IMPS Enabler, as the survey indicated that no contributor would support it. Thus, none of the CONRR comments have been addressed.
Recommendations

	ID
	Open Date
	Section
	Description
	Status

	001
	19 May 2005
	all
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Document has not been kept updated in sync with other changes in 1.3.
	CLP is not part of  IMPS 1.3 enabler.

No action.

	002
	19 May 2005
	all
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Document does not highlight which section is normative and which is informative.
	CLP is not part of  IMPS 1.3 enabler.

No action.


Editorial Comments

	Document Rev
	Section
	Description
	Status

	OMA-IMPS-CLP-V1_3-20050426-D
	all
	Source: email, A J Angwin, IBM, Thu, 19 May 2005 15:08:03 +0100

I would really like to see this spec subsumed by one for the IMPS user agent and protocol with the CLI level of function being a minimum conformance. The argument re SMS and this simple protocol for messaging seems to be a legacy issue and the spec should be more forward looking.
	CLP is not part of  IMPS 1.3 enabler.

No action.

	
	 scope
	Source: email, A J Angwin, IBM, Thu, 19 May 2005 15:08:03 +0100

Does not define the scope of this spec - just IMPS as a whole.
	CLP is not part of  IMPS 1.3 enabler.

No action.

	
	General and references
	Source: email, A J Angwin, IBM, Thu, 19 May 2005 15:08:03 +0100

The abbreviation SMS is not defined in section 3.3, is defined in section 4 but used beforehand in the scope so should be in that section and there are no apparent references for SMS
	CLP is not part of  IMPS 1.3 enabler.

No action.

	
	  5 -10 
	Source: email, A J Angwin, IBM, Thu, 19 May 2005 15:08:03 +0100

These sections are not written consistently, if at all in some sections, in a language style consistent with RFC2119 as indicated in section 3. Therefore it has to be assumed nothing in this spec is normative as written today. Clearly this is not the case and the sections 5-10 should be rephrased to use the normative key words of RFC2119 approrpiately.
	CLP is not part of  IMPS 1.3 enabler.

No action.

	
	5.2
	Source: email, A J Angwin, IBM, Thu, 19 May 2005 15:08:03 +0100

It says "Two-way Short Message Service (SMS) is the transport binding for CLP by default. " So what are the other choices as I cannot see any listed or referenced ? If there are none it should say so and not say "by default".
	CLP is not part of  IMPS 1.3 enabler.

No action.

	
	Appendix B
	Source: email, A J Angwin, IBM, Thu, 19 May 2005 15:08:03 +0100

The SCRs are written by functional sections  and by subsections of client and server whereas the template states the SCRs are by client and server and subsectioned by function if necessary. A simple reorganising will resolve this
	CLP is not part of  IMPS 1.3 enabler.

No action.


5 OMA-IMPS-CSP_Data_Types-V1_3-20050426-D

Recommendations

	ID
	Open Date
	Section
	Description
	Status

	001
	19 May 2005
	4.5
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Messages received from external systems through SSP may not have enough contexts to always present the message in UTC.  Support for receiving a message in local time is therefore needed as well even thought the client may be mandated to always generate UTC.
	No action. 

IWF requirement.

	002
	19 May 2005
	5.2 table 50 and 117
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Maximum limit of GroupID and UserID may cause interoperability problems with IMPS/SIMPLE IWF.
	 Addressed earlier, general comments status # 005 

Fixed in CR 390. CLOSED

	003
	19 May 2005
	5.2 table 50
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Definition of Group-ID will cause interoperability problems with IMPS/SIMPLE IWF - must support other address schemes also, not just wv:
	Same as 002

	004
	19 May 2005
	Table 3
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

AcceptedCharSet is neither in CSP nor XMLS spec. The correct element is PlainTextCharset.

Proposal: Change Table 3 XML PCDATA AcceptedCharSet to PlainTextCharset and move the table so that it is listed in the correct alphabetical position.  
	AI (editor): 

Delete table 3

Fixed in CR 390. CLOSED

	005
	19 May 2005
	Table 4
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Same as for Table 3. AcceptedContentLength should be AcceptedTextContentLength.
	Refer to CSP 209 

	006
	19 May 2005
	Table 5
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

AcceptedContentType is not a terminal element it is defined in CSP as a structure and in XMLS as a non-terminal XML element.

The table should be deleted.
	AI (editor): 

Delete table 5
CLOSED. Fixed in 0390.

	007
	19 May 2005
	New Table between table 81 and 82
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

SAPSessionLimit is missing. Add a new table with the following:

XML PCDATA: SAPSessionLimit

Data type: Integer

Format: Defined in section 4.2.
Description: The SAPSessionLimit indicates the maximum number of concurrent sessions for the user over the SAP that the client is currently using [CSP section 6.9.1].

Range: From 2 to the upper limit defined in section 4.2.
	AI (editor): 

Add a new  table 

Fixed in CR 390. CLOSED

	008
	19 May 2005
	New Table between table 117 and 118
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

UserSessionLimit is missing. Add a new table with the following:

XML PCDATA: UserSessionLimit

Data type: Integer

Format: Defined in section 4.2.
Description: The UserSessionLimit indicates the maximum number of total concurrent sessions for the user[CSP section 6.9.1].

Range: From 2 to the upper limit defined in section 4.2.
	Add a new  table

Fixed in CR 390. CLOSED

	009
	19 May 2005
	
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

The following elements are missing:

ExtBlock -- text string

Extended-Request -- text string

Extended-Response -- text string

FriendlyName -- text string

SAPSessionLimit -- Integer

SegmentID -- Integer

UserSessionLimit -- Integer

UserNotify -- Boolean


	ExtBlock –Extended-Request  

And Extended-Response – No action have a namespace attribute

FriendlyName – TO ADD

SAPSessionLimit – see comment 007

UserSessionLimit – see comment 008

SegmentID -- TO ADD

UserNotify – Already exists table 70

AI(editor): Add friendly name and segmentID.

Fixed in CR 390. CLOSED


Editorial Comments

	Document Rev
	Section
	Description
	Status

	OMA-IMPS-CSP_Data_Types-V1_3-20050426-D
	5.1 Table 1 header
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

The 2 headers are “Information” and “Element XML Element” they should rather be: “Information Element” and “XML Element”
	AI (editor)

Fixed in CR 390. CLOSED

	
	5.2, table 3
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

“Integert” (should be Integer)
	AI (editor)

Fixed in CR 390. CLOSED

	
	5.2, table 7, 8, 9, 10
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

“An integer number in character count…”.

Strange wording
	AI (editor):  change 

“An integer number in character count…”. to

“An integer number indicating the character count…”.

AI to all interested parties to investigate consequences of replacing “character count” to “byte count” in all related specifications.

Fixed in CR 390. CLOSED



	
	5.2, table 11
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

PairId is in table 72, not 69.
	AI (editor):   change as proposed.

Fixed in CR 390. CLOSED

	
	5.2, table 17
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

The word unsubscription at the end of the paragraph is superfluous.
	AI (editor): Add a  “/” as follows:  

“the automatic subscription/ unsubscription is disabled”

Fixed in CR 390. CLOSED

	
	5.2, table 26, 33, 76
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

“If” should not follow “whether”. Remove “whether”.
	AI (editor): change as proposed  

Fixed in CR 390. CLOSED

	
	Table 92
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

The table caption should be “SessionID” and not “SessionCookie”.
	AI (editor): change as proposed  

Fixed in CR 390. CLOSED

	
	Table 97 and 98
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

These 2 tables are not listed in the right alphabetical order. They should appear after table 105.
	 AI (editor): change as proposed  

Fixed in CR 390. CLOSED

	
	5.2, table 120
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Correct “en-user” for “end-user”.
	AI (editor): change as proposed

Fixed in CR 390. CLOSED  


6 OMA-IMPS-CSP_PTS-V1_3-20050425-D

Recommendations

	ID
	Open Date
	Section
	Description
	Status

	001
	19 May 2005
	6 / 7.11 / 7.12.9 / C.38
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

ReactiveAuthorization functions should be removed.
	 AI Frank: To bring a CR to remove ReactiveAuthorization functions
CLOSED.

Fixed in 0478.

	002
	19 May 2005
	 7.2
	 Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

OFFNOTIF is not defined.
	 AI editor.
CLOSED. Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP_PTS-V1_3-20050620-D

	003
	19 May 2005
	7.3
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3
SAPSessionLimit and UserSessionLimit are not defined.
	AI editor.
CLOSED. Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP_PTS-V1_3-20050620-D

	004
	19 May 2005
	Appendix C
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

The examples – where applicable – do not include the FriendlyName with the UserIDs.
	Fixed in 338


Editorial Comments

	Document Rev
	Section
	Description
	Status

	OMA-IMPS-CSP_PTS-V1_3-20050425-D
	First page
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

First page is based on 2004 template.
	 Fixed.


7 OMA-IMPS-CSP_Transport-V1_3-20050424-D

Recommendations

	ID
	Open Date
	Section
	Description
	Status

	001
	19 May 2005
	6
	 Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

The text following figure 2 provides CSP procedure for the reconnect it does not belong to this document but to the CSP spec. 

Proposal: Move to CSP in a new section after section 6.6
	Pending until Frank fixes “session context: in CSP.
CLOSED.

CSP fixed in 0425 and 0430.

CSP Transport fixed in 0522.

	002
	19 May 2005
	6
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0117-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments3-Vodafone   

Session-ID is used to bind several transport mechanisms to a particular session with a User-ID after successful authentication. Session-ID itself may not be sufficient for certain transports in order to maintain the authenticated session. Specifications must clearly state that a particular Session-ID must also be bound to a transport level identifier such as an IP address. A correct binding for IP based services (TCP/UDP/HTTP) should be in the form of (IP address, User-ID, SessionID)
	It is possible to switch seamlessly between transports (example: from GPRS to SMS; from one PDP context to another) during the session. The suggestion would prevent this.

No action

	003
	19 May 2005
	7.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

What is the priority of transactions? Are polling requests sent before actual client messages if the Polling flag was on?

It should be clarified that Polling should take place before the client handles the transactions of its own.
	It is a client implementation issue.

No action.

	004
	19 May 2005
	8.1.1.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Editorial comments left in the document to add reference.
	Fixed in 339.

	005
	19 May 2005
	8.1.4.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Editorial comments left in the document to add reference.
	Fixed in 339.

	006
	19 May 2005
	9
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

There are “feature interactions” between offline notification and offline end-to-end message handling (OfflineETEMHandling) that need to be clarified. For example if REJECT has been requested, will the server send an offline notification with type = OMR or because the client selected REJECT implies that it does not want also to receive a notification. 

Need to consider and specify the interactions between each value of the OfflineETEMHandling and the offline notification mechanism.
	No relation between the two. The offline message notification is triggered when a message actually arrives to the user  (after passing the OfflineETEMHandling filter).

No action

	007
	19 May 2005
	9.1.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

According to offline message syntax, the maximum length of an offline message is 413 characters (not bytes!).

It should be stated that when SMS is utilized, then the SMS concatenation should be used when the SMS is too long.

Also, what is the limitation for WAP Push messages? What about when WAP Push message is delivered over SMS? Concatenation?
	AI editor: create CR to fix this issue. 

Fixed in CR 514.

	008
	19 May 2005
	9.1.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Does the Client-ID part of the offline notification contain also the application ID? In CSP-XMLS doc it is defined to be “<!ELEMENT ClientID ((URL | MSISDN), ApplicationID?)>” which would indicate that it is.

The use of Application-ID should be clarified as commented for CSP – that will take care of this as well. Generally, Application-ID is not part of the ClientID, it can be submitted along with it during login, and it MAY be used in invitations as well. Perhaps the element should not be part of ClientID on DTD level?
	This is a comment to CSP, not CSP Transport. AI to Zoltán.

CLOSED.

Fixed in 0430.

	009
	19 May 2005
	9.1.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

What is the intended use of OMR Offline notification type? Does the server send it to user every time it receives a message to inform the user that it does not support offline messaging?

This type should not be needed, as the server should not negotiate offline-messaging feature in the service negotiation if it does not support it.
	The group sees benefit to notify the recipient that the IM was dropped because he was offline.

Frequency of notification is an Implementation issue. User can disable it.

No action



	010
	19 May 2005
	  9.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

The offline notification must contain user-id or some other service id information since the same client / MSISDN may be used to access multiple accounts.  Else the user will not know where to login to be able to receive his message
	Implementation issue. The service provider decides what to put into the notification content.

No action.

	011
	19 May 2005
	  9.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Client-ID is not needed.  Notification is user / service associated, not client associated.  It adds unnecessary length to the notification.
	One single device may include multiple clients and we need to identify each one.

No action.

	012
	19 May 2005
	  9.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

"The encoding is UTF-8 Unicode Basic Latin (US-ASCII)" - This is a technically incorrect usage of these concepts
	AI OZ to clarify this comment.

Fixed in CR 461. CLOSED

	013
	19 May 2005
	  11
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

This section needs to be updated with the correct IANA registered identifiers
	AI OZ: Provides CR about the registration information.
CLOSED.

Fixed in 0457.

	014
	19 May 2005
	11.1 – 11.5
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0110-Colibria-ConsReviewPart2-IMPS_V1_3

Suggest that the document rather refer to the actual registered port numbers and application ids instead of the “For experimental purposes values”


	See number 13.

	015
	19 May 2005
	Appendix B
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Problem: SCR item names are incorrect. They do not have the proper SpecScrName nor the proper NumericId.

Fix: Each item should have the proper SpecScrName of IMPS- and end with the proper NumericId of 3 numbers, like 001.

Recommendation: Expand GroupType to include CSP- on the front of each current GroupType name.

Example: 

- CURRENT: TRANSP-C-1 

- CORRECT: IMPS-CSP-TRANSP-C-001
	Fixed in 339.

	016
	19 May 2005
	Appendix B.1.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Problem: SCR item TRANSP-C-2 has a STATUS of C. This is NOT a valid STATUS

Fix: Recommend adding an SCR item for Support for CIR with STATUS Mandatory and Requirement for either TRANSP-C-2 OR TRANSP-C-7.
	Fixed in 339.

	017
	19 May 2005
	Appendix B.1.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Problem: SCR item TRANSP-S-2 has a STATUS of C. This is NOT a valid STATUS

Fix: Recommend adding an SCR item for Support for CIR with STATUS Mandatory and Requirement for either TRANSP-S-2 OR TRANSP-S-7.
	Fixed in 339.

	018
	19 May 2005
	Appendix B.2.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Problem: SCR item SMS-C-2 has a Requirement for SMS-S-1. A CLIENT is NOT able to dictate what a SERVER MUST support.

Fix: Remove the Requirement
	Fixed in 339.

	019
	19 May 2005
	Appendix B.2.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Problem: SCR item SMS-C-4 has a Requirement for SMS-S-3. A CLIENT is NOT able to dictate what a SERVER MUST support.

Fix: Remove the Requirement
	Fixed in 339.

	020
	19 May 2005
	Appendix B.2.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Problem: SCR item SMS-S-2 is Mandatory and has a Requirement for SMS-S-1, an OPTIONAL item. SMS-S-1 becomes Mandatory by default.

Fix: Only Remove the Requirement or change SMS-S-1 to Mandatory with removing the Requirement.
	Fixed in 339.

	021
	19 May 2005
	Appendix B.2.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Problem: SCR item SMS-S-4 is Mandatory and has a Requirement for SMS-S-3, an OPTIONAL item. SMS-S-3 becomes Mandatory by default.

Fix: Only Remove the Requirement or change SMS-S-3 to Mandatory with removing the Requirement.
	Fixed in 339.


Editorial Comments

	Document Rev
	Section
	Description
	Status

	OMA-IMPS-CSP_Transport-V1_3-20050424-D
	First page
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

First page is based on 2004 template.
	AI editor: to fix
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP_Transport-V1_3-20050601-D

	
	5
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0110-Colibria-ConsReviewPart2-IMPS_V1_3

Last sentence should be:  Thus, a separate CIR channel is not needed.
	AI editor: to fix
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP_Transport-V1_3-20050620-D

	
	6
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0110-Colibria-ConsReviewPart2-IMPS_V1_3

Capitalization, title should be: IMPS Session and Channel Management
	AI editor: to fix
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP_Transport-V1_3-20050620-D

	
	7.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0110-Colibria-ConsReviewPart2-IMPS_V1_3

Change from: 

“This communication continues until neither IMPS client” to “This communication continues until neither the IMPS client”


	AI editor: to fix
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP_Transport-V1_3-20050620-D

	
	7.4
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

"…indicates that such redirect code as 301…" should read "…indicates that such redirect codes as 301..”
	 AI editor: to fix
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP_Transport-V1_3-20050620-D

	
	8.1.1
	Source:  OMA-REL-2005-0114-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments1-Vodafone  

EDITORIAL: fix dangling reference 
	AI editor: to fix
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP_Transport-V1_3-20050620-D

	
	8.1.1

4th Para.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Edit the following “(see chapter: editors note: add reference to chapter 9),”
	AI editor: to fix – same as previous: CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP_Transport-V1_3-20050620-D

	
	8.1.4
	Source:  OMA-REL-2005-0114-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments1-Vodafone  

EDITORIAL: fix dangling reference
	AI editor: to fix
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP_Transport-V1_3-20050620-D

	
	8.1.1 / 8.1.4 / 9.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Reference missing.
	Fixed in 339.

	
	9.1 2nd line
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Edit the following “(editors note: add reference to chapter 8)”.  
	Fixed in 339.

	
	9.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

"See Table Table 1." should read "See Table Table 1."
	Editor to fix
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP_Transport-V1_3-20050620-D

	
	10.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

"The CSP transactions and session document [CSP] as well as and the…"
	Editor to fix
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP_Transport-V1_3-20050620-D

	
	10.1
	Change from “WV SAP” to “IMPS SAP”
	FIXED in 339.


8 OMA-IMPS-CSP_WBXML-V1_3-20050426-D

Recommendations

	ID
	Open Date
	Section
	Description
	Status

	001
	19 May 2005
	  4.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

This section must be updated with the correct OMNA registered identifier
	AI editor: See CSP transport comment 13.

	002
	19 May 2005
	 4.2.4
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

SAPSessionLimit and UserSessionLimit are not defined.
	 AI editor: To fix
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-IMPS-CSP_WBXML-V1_3-20050625-D

	 003
	19 May 2005
	 4.2.3 and 4.2.9
	 Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

OFFNOTIF is not defined.
	 AI editor: To fix
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-IMPS-CSP_WBXML-V1_3-20050625-D

	004
	19 May 2005
	4.2.10
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0119-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments-SonyEricsson 

GetMap-Request/GetMap-Response is not included in the table of tokens
	AI editor: To fix
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-IMPS-CSP_WBXML-V1_3-20050625-D

	005
	19 May 2005
	4.2.11
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0119-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments-SonyEricsson 

GetPublicProfileRequest/GetPublicProfileResponse should be changed to GetPublicProfile-Request/GetPublicProfile-Response
	AI editor: To fix using CR 201.
CLOSED. It is indeed included in the spec, see chapter 4.2.11.


Editorial Comments

	Document Rev
	Section
	Description
	Status

	OMA-IMPS-CSP_WBXML-V1_3-20050426-D
	 
	 Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Add table captions.
	AI editor: To fix
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-IMPS-CSP_WBXML-V1_3-20050625-D

	
	
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Remove empty table rows.
	AI editor: To fix
OPEN.

Word appears to leave empty rows when table row deletion changes are approved.

Editor to remove the table rows without tracking the changes.

	
	Appendix C 
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Binary XML examples still have the wrong “Wireless Village public document identifier” – should be ‘10’ instead of ‘01’.
	AI editor: to fix.
OPEN. See CR 0551 and update according to that one instead.


9 OMA-IMPS-CSP_XMLS-V1_3-20050426-D

Recommendations

	ID
	Open Date
	Section
	Description
	Status

	001
	19 May 2005
	3.3
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

The abbreviation of “SAP” is missing. It is used in the specification, so it should be added.
	Fixed in 340

CLOSED

	002
	19 May 2005
	4
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

This section cannot be informational as section 3 states it as there are normative requirements included that are also reference by the SCR table in the document. Change section 3 so that it does not state that chapter 4 is informational.
	Fixed in 340

CLOSED

	003
	19 May 2005
	4
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Change Wireless Village reference in the first sentence to IMPS.
	Fixed in 340

CLOSED

	004
	19 May 2005
	5 on Page 13
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

<!ELEMENT TransactionDescriptor(TransactionMode,TransactionID, SegmentInfo?)>)>

The extra “)>” must be removed.
	Fixed in 340

CLOSED

	005
	19 May 2005
	5.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0117-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments3-Vodafone   

PresenceValueList element not found in CSP 1.3 DTD
	AI Frank: To fix
OPEN.

AI seems to be closed in Frank’s table, but could not find CR number.

	006
	19 May 2005
	6
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3
There is no definition for OfflineETEMHandling. Suggest adding the following to the DTD:

<!ELEMENT OfflineETEMHandling (#PCDATA)>
	Fixed in 340

CLOSED

	007
	19 May 2005
	6
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

<!ELEMENT AuthorizeAndGrant (#PCDATA)>
This definition was not added as described in CR 242R01.
	Definition does exist, just do a search for “AuthorizeAndGrant”.

CLOSED.

	008
	19 May 2005
	6 on Page 16
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

<!ELEMENT ListManage-Request (ContactList, (AddNickList | RemoveNickList | ContactListProperties)?, ReceiveList,AuthorizeAndGrant?)>)>

The extra “)>” must be removed.
	Fixed in 340

CLOSED

	009
	19 May 2005
	6 on Page 16
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

<!ELEMENT CreateAttributeList-Request (PresenceSubList, UserID*, ContactList*, DefaultList, DefaultNotify, UserNotify?, ContactListNotify?)>)>

The extra “)>” must be removed.
	Fixed in 340

CLOSED

	010
	19 May 2005
	6 on Page 18
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

TryAgainTimeOut is mandatory in Result element.

It should be optional as in OMA-IM-2005-0260R01-IMPS13_SysMsgOZContinue_CSP_XMLS.
	Fixed in 340

CLOSED

	011
	19 May 2005
	6 on Page 20
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

<!-- GroupChangeNotice related content -->




(Joined | Left | (Joined, Left))

Is inconsistent with:

<!ELEMENT GroupChangeNotice (GroupID, Joined?, Left?, JoinedBlocked?, LeftBlocked?, GroupProperties?, OwnProperties?)>

since the GroupChangeNotice has been updated by OMA-IM-2005-0279-IMPS13-Extend-IM-and-PGC-XMLS, while SegmentContent has not.
	Fixed in 340

CLOSED

	012
	19 May 2005
	6 on Page 20
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

<!ELEMENT SearchPairList (SearchElement, SearchString, PairID?)>)>

The extra “)>” must be removed.
	Fixed in 340

CLOSED

	013
	19 May 2005
	6 on Page 20
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Mistakes during CR implementation (parentheses and comma use):

Current:

<!ELEMENT Presence ((UserID, UserNotify?)  | ContactList, ContactListNotify?),), PresenceSubList*)>

Agreed in OMA-IM-2005-0302-IMPS13_PrAuth_CSP_XMLS:

<!ELEMENT Presence (((UserID, UserNotify?) | (ContactList, ContactListNotify?), PresenceSubList*)>
	Fixed in 340

CLOSED

	014
	19 May 2005
	6 on Page 22
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

<!ELEMENT ServiceFunc (GETSPI?, GETMAP?, SGMNT?)>)>

The extra “)>” must be removed.
	Fixed in 340

CLOSED

	015
	19 May 2005
	6 on Page 22
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

<!ELEMENT PresenceAuthFunc (GETWL?)>

This seems to have been accidentally (there is no agreed CR for its removal) deleted from the DTD. It must be added back.
	Fixed in 340

CLOSED

	016
	19 May 2005
	6 on Page 22
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

<!ELEMENT GroupUseFunc (SUBGCN?, GRCHN?)>

Was not updated with change in OMA-IM-2005-0279-IMPS13-Extend-IM-and-PGC-XMLS
	Fixed in 340

CLOSED

	017
	19 May 2005
	5 and 6
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

The element SegmentID is defined twice: in section 5 as: <!ELEMENT SegmentID (TransactionID, SegmentReference)> and in section 6 as: <!ELEMENT SegmentID (#PCDATA)> 

The second definition in section 6 should be deleted.   
	AI editor: delete the second definition in section 6 

Fixed in CR 472. CLOSED

	018
	19 May 2005
	6
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Are comments allowed in Element definition in DTDs?  See definition of SegmentContent Element
	 Comments are allowed in element definition.
CLOSED.

	019
	19 May 2005
	6 
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

SessionPriority is missing from the CapabilityList and AgreedCapabilityList elements.

Add SessionPriority as follows:

<!ELEMENT CapabilityList (… UDPPort?, SessionPriority?)>

<!ELEMENT AgreedCapabilityList (… UDPPort?, SessionPriority)>


	AI editor:

SessionPriority as follows:

<!ELEMENT CapabilityList (… UDPPort?, SessionPriority?)>

<!ELEMENT AgreedCapabilityList (… UDPPort?, SessionPriority)>

Fixed in CR 472. CLOSED

	020
	19 May 2005
	6
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

SAPSessionLimit is missing from the AgreedCapabilityList element. 

Add SAPSessionLimit a follows:

<!ELEMENT AgreedCapabilityList (…, SAPSessionLimit?,…)>

<!ELEMENT SAPSessionLimit (#PCDATA)>


	AI editor: Add SAPSessionLimit as proposed

Fixed in CR 472. CLOSED

	021
	19 May 2005
	6 
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

PlainTextCharset is missing from the AgreedCapabilityList element. It should be defined as PlainTextCharset*. 
	AI editor: Add PlainTextCharset  as  follows:

PlainTextCharset+

Fixed in CR 472. CLOSED

	022
	19 May 2005
	6
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

The following elements are defined twice as PCDATA:

· MSISDN

· ReceiveList

· URL

One instance should be deleted.
	AI editor: 

to remove MSISDN from the namespace 

Delete one instance of ReceiveList 

Delete URL from the namespace

Fixed in CR 472. CLOSED

	023
	19 May 2005
	6
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

UserSessionLimit is missing from the AgreedCapabilityList element.

<!ELEMENT AgreedCapabilityList (…, UserSessionLimit?,…)>

<!ELEMENT UserSessionLimit (#PCDATA)>
	AI editor: To fix as proposed

Fixed in CR 472. CLOSED

	024
	19 May 2005
	
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

No terminal element for OfflineETEMHandling in the DTD.

Add: <!ELEMENT OfflineETEMHandling (#PCDATA)>
	AI editor: Fix as proposed.

Fixed in CR 472. CLOSED

	025
	19 May 2005
	Appendix A.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

List of agreed CRs lists 241R02.

241R02 was not agreed, 241R03 was, however this cannot be here as that CR is for the CSP document. Suggest verification – might be another CR. Tracking sheet error? Verify that 241R03 has been added to the correct place.
	AI editor: 

Remove 241R02. from the history.

Fixed in CR 472.  CLOSED.
AI Chair: Fix  tracking sheet that 242 R02 is marked for CSP. CLOSED as that sheet is not in use anymore.
AI Zoltan: Check 241R03 has been added to the correct place. CLOSED.

	026
	19 May 2005
	Appendix A.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

List of agreed CRs lists 242.

242 was not agreed, 242R01 was.
	Fixed in 340

CLOSED

	027
	19 May 2005
	Appendix A.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

List of agreed CRs lists 249.

249 was not agreed, 249R01 was.
	Fixed in 340

CLOSED

	028
	19 May 2005
	Appendix A.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

List of agreed CRs lists 252.

252 was not agreed, 252R01 was, however this cannot be here as that CR is for the WBXML document. Suggest verification – might be another CR. Tracking sheet error? Verify that 252R01 has been added to the correct place.
	AI editor: 

Remove 252.from the history.

Add 252R01 and text.

Fixed in CR 472.  CLOSED.
AI Chair: 

Fix  tracking sheet that 252 R01 is marked for WBXML. CLOSED as that sheet is not in use anymore.
AI WBXML editor: 

Check 252R01 has been added to the correct place (WBXML). CLOSED.

	029
	19 May 2005
	Appendix A.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

List of agreed CRs lists 254R01.

This cannot be here as that CR is for the DataType document. Suggest verification – might be another CR. Tracking sheet error? Verify that 254R01 has been added to the correct place.
	AI editor: 

Remove 254R01 from the history.

Fixed in CR 472.  CLOSED.
AI Chair: 

Check  tracking sheet that 254 R01 is marked for DataType. CLOSED as that sheet is not in use anymore.
AI data type editor: 

Check 254R01 has been added to the correct place (data type spec). CLOSED.

	030
	19 May 2005
	Appendix C
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

The examples – where applicable – do not include the FriendlyName with the UserIDs.
	Fixed in 340

CLOSED

	031
	19 May 2005
	C.12.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0119-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments-SonyEricsson 

The tag <AnswerOption> is a part of <SystemMessage> to give the user a possibility to choose one option from many. <AnswerOption> is not a part of <VerificationMechanism> so after the user has made a selection from option the user is also required to enter a text or visit an URL to confirm that an option has been choosen. So, why is not <AnswerOption> a part of <VerificationMechanism>?
	Verification mechanism is completely separate and independent from answer options.

No action.


Editorial Comments

	Document Rev
	Section
	Description
	Status

	OMA-IMPS-CSP_XMLS-V1_3-20050425-D
	 
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

First page is based on 2004 template.
	 AI editor: To fix

Fixed in CR 472. CLOSED

	
	6
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

<!ELEMENT ListManage-Request (ContactList, (AddNickList | RemoveNickList | ContactListProperties)?, ReceiveList,AuthorizeAndGrant?)>)>

Add a space before AuthorizeAndGrant.
	Fixed in 340

CLOSED

	
	6
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

The <!ELEMENT CreateAttributeList-Request line continues with blue font color after a while.
	Fixed in 340

CLOSED

	
	6
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

The <!ELEMENT DefaultAttributeList and the neighboring element definitions contain words with green font.
	Fixed in 340

CLOSED

	
	6
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

<!ELEMENT BlockList (InUse?,(EntityList| (AddList?, RemoveList?)))>

<!ELEMENT GrantList (InUse?,(EntityList| (AddList?, RemoveList?)))>

Add a space between EntityList and the | character.
	Fixed in 340

CLOSED

	
	7.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3 

“must” and “may” words should be all-caps.
	Fixed in 340

CLOSED

	
	A.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Last row – document id text is oversized.
	Fixed in 340

CLOSED

	
	C
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

A lot of examples use spaces to indent the examples. Would it be possible to replace those spaces with TAB characters?
	Fixed in 340

CLOSED

	
	C.20.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

The “1 “ should be removed from the section title.
	Fixed in 340

CLOSED

	
	C.44.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

The example contains elements with green font.
	Fixed in 340

CLOSED

	
	C.46.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

The example contains elements with green font.
	Fixed in 340

CLOSED


10 OMA-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050425-D

Recommendations

	ID
	Open Date
	Section
	Description
	Status

	001
	19 May 2005
	General
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

There are transactions targeted to ‘user’ instead of client (user-ID only, no client-ID). To which clients are they sent? The SessionPriority setting does not mandate that messages are sent to the highest priority client only. How to prevent extra traffic? Examples: Invite to an application, System message might be going to an application (game-group), application-specific group usage, etc. 
	It is up to the server to determine how messages are routed to the user and the session priority can be used as a guideline. 

>>>Use text from meeting minutes

CLOSED.
Fixed in 371.

	002
	19 May 2005
	General
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Application invitation is unclear. Further clarification is required – suggestion: keep AppID, and ClientID as well. When AppID is given, server to find out ClientID based on AppID, and send it to all ClientIDs that correspond to the given AppID. When ClientID is given, send it to the specified client.
	General comments: skip multiple app/sessions (MAS). 

AI (Frank) to write a new CR

CLOSED.
Fixed in 371.

	003
	19 May 2005
	General
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

OfflineETEMHandling – it is not described that it applies to invitations/IMs only or both? It does not talk about AppID – is there any relation or does it only apply to ClientID? Suggestion: Explicitly say that it applies to IMs and invitations as well, and describe the relationship of ClientID/AppID as well.
	CLOSED.

Fixed in 371.

	004
	19 May 2005
	n/a
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

No summary of changes between IMPS 1.2 and IMPS 1.3 exists in the specification set.  This should be added.
	AI: Interested parties should contribute and bring CR. If no CR is brought, this issue is closed
CLOSED.

It was added to AD appendix instead of CSP, fixed in ???

	005
	19 May 2005
	n/a
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

IMPS/SIMPLE IWF requirements have not been finalized and may impact IMPS 1.3 as discussed during 1.3 RD work.
	No action. CLOSED

	006
	19 May 2005
	n/a
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

The specification introduces a new mechanism for signalling content-type support between parties instead of using UAProf.  What is the reason for not using what has already been defined?
	UAProf does not have all the relevant attributes.

CLOSED

	007
	19 May 2005
	2.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Only one reference in document to [PRIVACY].  Are the specs fully compliant to PRI-1?  Should add a section describing privacy aspects and compliance to PRI-1. 
	AI (OZ): To investigate and create a CR as needed 

OZ did not create a contribution.

CLOSED.

	008
	19 May 2005
	3.2
	Source:  OMA-REL-2005-0114-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments1-Vodafone  

CLARIFICATION: in the 3.2 Definitions section, the definitions of Private Profile and Contact Details are very similar. Are they synonyms? If Yes, define once and reference each other, otherwise clarify better the difference between the twos. 
	AI (editor): replace contacts details with private profile and verify definition that contact details are not in use any more.
CLOSED.

Fixes as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050601-D

	009
	19 May 2005
	“3.3”
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0104-Colibria-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Move MSISDN to 3.2. It is elaborated in the text.
	AI (Editor) to make the change 

CLOSED.

Fixes as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050601-D

	010
	19 May 2005
	3.3
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

The definitions of MDN and MSISDN are identical. To show the relationship, it is proposed to add the following to the definition of MSISDN:

“E.164 MSISDN Number may be applied for MDN”. This statement is taken from ITU SANCHO database definition of MDN. 
	 See previous comment 009.

CLOSED

	011
	19 May 2005
	5.0…
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Multiple concurrent session support introduces complexity and additions to the specification.

Why is it required from the server to support at least 2 concurrent sessions? Multiple simultaneous sessions support should not be mandatory.  The minimum supported sessions should be set to 1 (instead of 2).
	Multiple session support is mandatory for the server (but not mandatory for the client) in RD (GEN-14). 

CLOSED

 

	012
	19 May 2005
	5.0
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

When multiple concurrent sessions exist for the same user, what status/presence attributes are returned to subscribers?  
	The subscriber will get all requested and authorized attributes.

See AI (Frank) related to comment 002.

CLOSED

	013
	19 May 2005
	5.0
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

How does a client know its own session priority?
	From the client capa. Nego. after login. The client will know from repeated client capa. nego. and presence information its priority.

CLOSED

 

	014
	19 May 2005
	5.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Client is specified as little bit too flexible. Suggestion: Move 5.3.8 a little earlier in the specs?
	No action.

CLOSED

	015
	19 May 2005
	5.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0115-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments2-Vodafone  

“When the session is terminated and a new session is established, the IMPS server MAY still maintain some services, such as subscribed presence attributes. This is an implementation issue in the IMPS server.”

=> Is this not in contradiction with :

“The subscription MUST NOT be persistent through different sessions” (8.3.2.1)

Anyway, how the client may know if the presence subscriptions are permanent or not ?
	AI(Editor) remove

“such as subscribed presence attributes.”

CLOSED.

Fixes as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050601-D
AI (interested parties) to bring CR to clarify reconnection and session context. 
CLOSED.

Fixed in 0425 and 0430.

	016
	19 May 2005
	5.1 2nd Para.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

 ”In order to establish a session, the client MUST log into a SAP using a one of the available protocol versions, transport mechanisms [CSP Trans] and a syntax definition that is supported over the selected transport ”. 

The above sentence is not clear:

1) “protocol versions”  refers to which protocol? CSP or transport? If it refers to CSP replace “protocol versions” with “CSP versions”.

2) “syntax definition” which syntax? – Clarification is needed.


	Add CSP before “protocol versions”

  Add after  “syntax definition” :” (XML, WBXML or PTS)”
CLOSED.

Fixes as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050601-D

	017
	19 May 2005
	5.1 1st Para.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Where is the reconnection and maintenance of the session between on and off periods of the client mentioned in the following sentences specified?

“If the transport connection is broken, the client can reconnect and continue the session. The client device MAY be even turned on and off and the session MAY still be continued”? 

Proposal: There should be a section after the logging in (section 6.4) on reconnection. 

Among other things, the reconnect procedure should specify until when a server has to maintain the context of a session in order to support a client reconnection request.


	Add “the transport connection” after “the client can reconnect”
CLOSED.

Fixes as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050601-D

	018
	19 May 2005
	5.1 2nd to last Para.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3 

“The server MAY provide support for Fundamental Features, Instant Messaging, Presence, Group and Content services, however at least one of these services MUST be negotiated”.

Writing that “at least one of these services MUST be negotiated” gives the impression that the other services can be used without negotiation”.

Proposal: Need to clarify the statement. For example: “the use of these services must be negotiated and at least one of them must be requested during service negotiation”. 
	AI (editor) add “and supported”
CLOSED.

Fixes as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050601-D

	019
	19 May 2005
	5.3.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0115-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments2-Vodafone  

“Every time the server sends the User-ID in a transaction, it MUST include the Friendly Name with the User-ID. If the Friendly Name does not exist, the IMPS server MUST NOT include the Friendly Name”

=> If available, shouldn’t the Alias be used ?
	“=> If available, shouldn’t the Alias be used ?” “available” refers to “alias”.

The correct condition would be: If friendly name is not available and server support presence and alias is available and authorized to the receiving user. The WG finds the above condition too complicated. 

CLOSED  

	020
	19 May 2005
	5.3.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Domain addressing versus local addressing: Server must maintain same addressing within session not transaction. E.g. Presence Notification we don’t know what comes from the server.
	 Fixed in 0341

	021
	19 May 2005
	  5.3.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Should wv: address scheme be registered with IANA?
	AI (OZ): Check if OZ can continue managing IANA registration. If they do, register wv scheme with IANA. Otherwise action item to be assigned to somebody else.

Done, waiting for IANA decision.

CLOSED



	022
	19 May 2005
	5.3.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Specification says that types of address schemes can be used.  However the transaction element UserID only allows wv: scheme addresses.
	Editor to check CSP, data type, WBXML, SSP
No action. Only IMPS addresses are in the scope, other addresses are permitted as well, and this is clear in the specs.

	023
	19 May 2005
	5.3.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Client-ID is defined in this version of the specification - should remove text stating that it is for a future version to define it
	Fixed in 0341

	024
	19 May 2005
	5.3.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Requirements on server handling of Friendly Name need to be added to SSP as well.  Needs to include description of what SE or function in SSP is responsible for inserting Friendly Name.
	PENDING For SSP 

AI to Frank(?)
OPEN.

	025
	19 May 2005
	5.3.1
	Source:  OMA-REL-2005-0114-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments1-Vodafone  

CLARIFICATION: 3rd paragraph, “In this specification version, the client identification is defined but its exact semantics and use cases are left for next IMPS specification release” – 

1) is this a new requirement not included in the RD? 

2) if Yes, what is the reason why it has been introduced?
	See status 023

	026
	19 May 2005
	“5.3.2”
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0104-Colibria-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

The Domain part is OPTIONAL. When it is not present, the address refers implicitly to the home domain, which is the domain that the client specified at login. Both the client and the server MUST support local and external addressing. In order to improve interoperability, the server MUST maintain the same addressing format within the scope of a transaction: if client requested using local address, the server MUST reply using local address.

The following is missing: 

If the user does not specify a domain at login, the server default domain will be used. 
	AI (Editor): To fix.

	027
	19 May 2005
	5.3.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Scheme part is no longer optional but text refers to 'The lengths of the optional domain and schema parts….' 
	AI (editor): Change to “the length of scheme and the optional domain…”

CLOSED.

Fixes as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050601-D

	028
	19 May 2005
	5.3.2 and References
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

RFC 2822 obsoletes RFC 822, 

Replace RFC 822 with RFC 2822.
	AI (ALL editors) replace RFC 822 with RFC 2822.
CLOSED.

Fixes as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050601-D

	029
	19 May 2005
	5.3.2

and 5.3.3
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

The char “/” and “:” should be added to the production rule extalpha because they are allowed in the domain_part and resource_part of the URI.

“+” should also be added to extalpha because it is allowed in the domain_part and resource_part of the URI.

Section 5.3.2, 5.3.3 and 5.3.4 should be consistent with regards to the allowed and not allowed character sets. 
	“/” is in the def of resource part. 

“+” is forbidden 

“:” is forbidden

AI (editor):  in section 5.3.3 the “+” should be removed and “:” added.
OPEN

	030
	19 May 2005
	5.3.4
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

User addressing: There is still a problem for clients to distinguish between a local address and a fully qualified one.  Typical example.  User has “joe” on his contact list and sends him a message.  The server responds with a message from “joe@mydomain.com”.  The client cannot know whether this is the same user as the first one.

The friendly name if available could resolve this problem.

One solution would be to add this information in the LoginResponse (ClientCap/ServiceNeg?).  Note that some servers have address that appear local but do not have a domain.
	No Action. Friendly name is delivered with the user id when it is available. Client are encouraged to verify the user id with the server.

	031
	19 May 2005
	5.3.4…
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

The Friendly name in public profile and the Alias presence attribute should be one and the same thing, i.e. either of those should be removed (preferably Alias).
	Friendly name is public and alias is private and they can be different.

CLOSED

	032
	19 May 2005
	5.3.4
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3 

“The users MAY also be identified by screen names, nicknames and aliases. These identifiers explicitly and implicitly refer to the User-ID” and by Friendly Name.

Proposal: Add friendly name after aliases and edit the sentence.
	AI (editor): remove nickname.
CLOSED.

Fixes as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050601-D

	033
	19 May 2005
	“5.3.5”
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0104-Colibria-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Examples show public contact lists. Not listed in 5.3.1 
	AI (editor): add private and public to the bullet item of 5.3.1 “contact list”
CLOSED.

Fixes as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050601-D

	034
	19 May 2005
	“5.3.5”
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0104-Colibria-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Examples for the ContactList-ContactList-IDs are:
	AI (editor): Delete one instance of “ContactList”  in “Examples for the ContactList-ContactList-IDs are”.
CLOSED.

Fixes as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050601-D

	035
	19 May 2005
	5.3.8
	Source:  OMA-REL-2005-0114-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments1-Vodafone  

SECURITY – The direct app-to-app feature is in general an approved requirement (ref. RD, UC 5.13 Multiple Sessions/Applications). However, no security has been defined here and as such this feature opens the way for security threats that can potentially compromise user data, user experience and network peformance. Security must be defined for this feature. 
	1) The CIDPrefix in IMPS–MO allows operators to require certain strings included in the clientID.

2) Client or server may verify that it is really the user that establishes a session and if it is not the case, reject log in.

3) It should be possible to add application id to the grant and block lists (AI: Zoltan).

4) The client may reject instant messages without retrieving them based on the contents of the Messageinfo information element (Notify/get).

5) It should be mandatory to the server to verify that the Application ID in IMs and invitations vs. the application ID used in login and reject if not equal (AI: Zoltan).

Fixed in 371. CLOSED

 

	036
	19 May 2005
	5.3.8
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Does ClientID always contain the ApplicationID? When is ApplicationID expected? Example is needed. It should be clarified when and how AppID is used (which transactions) – a new section maybe?
	AI (Zoltan) add a section to describe application ID.
CLOSED.

Fixed in 430.

	037
	19 May 2005
	5.3.8
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Client Addressing. A bad feature!

1) This gives out to much information to other users (think group chat).  

2) Imposes on clients to create a unique-ID (which they can not). 

3) Imposes on users/clients to know what client they are talking to.  How to indicate in the user interface that you can be in 4 different chats to the same user?

If multiple sessions are to be supported they need to be transparent from the other end. 

To distinguish between simultaneous sessions, a short identifier similar to a port number can also be used instead of sending the full client id.
	1) ClientID is not sent in any group-related transactions.
No action.
2) AI (Azadeh) to investigate the deletion  of MSISDN currently used to create ClientID.

CLOSED.

Fixed in CR 436, 437 and 456
Also  ClientID can be an arbitrarily URI so it is not difficult to generate one.

3) The server exposes all ClientIDs of the user via presence. ClientID is not sent with group chatting.

- “AI (Zoltan): to create a CR to describe server logic for UserID, client id and application ID.
CLOSED.

Fixed in 371.
- AI (Claude/OZ): To create a CR for the last sentence.
Contribution was not submitted.

CLOSED.

	038
	19 May 2005
	5.3.8
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

The client id must not vary from session to session. It must be unique to a device. To distinguish between clients involved in simultaneous sessions, a different suffix can be added to the same unique client ID.

Proposal: Change section 5.3.8 to specify that the client ID is a unique identifier specific the device. To allow multiple accesses of the same user from the same client/device a unique distinguishable suffix may be added to the client ID...
	No action related to 37. See also 42.

	039
	19 May 2005
	“5.4”
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0104-Colibria-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Inconsistency between 5.4 and 6.1 regarding usage of Status as response to failing requests. 
	1) AI (Zoltan) To provide a CR to clarify error management according to the following guidelines:

1) All request primitives that expect status as a response must be responded with status.

2) All request primitives that has their own response primitives defined: 

2.1) Success: own response primitive

2.2) Failure/request wasOK: 

2.2.1) There is a result element in the response primitive: Own response + details in result.

2.2.2) There is no result element in the response primitive: status wilh details in result.

2.3) Failure/request was not OK:  status with details in result.

	 040
	19 May 2005
	6.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Nothing is said about time-out: “did not time out yet” – it is unclear. Should give a reference that described what it is (transaction mgt describes this)
	Fixed in 0341

	041
	19 May 2005
	6.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Polling Request:

(There have been a lot of changes to this section that have not been marked as changed)! For example: ban on clients to do a poll.  What if clients do not get CIR notifications or they are delayed.  The clients should at all times be able to check the server for waiting messages.

“The client MUST NOT send PollingRequest primitive to the server without prior CIR from the server or if the ‘Poll’ element is indicating ‘F’ (false) in a response primitive from the server”.  

It’s unwise to disallow the client to send polling request, what happens for example when the server sends out SMS CIR and sets Poll flag to True in a response to the client, and there is only one message waiting on the server?  Should the client send one or two polling requests?  There should be no restrictions on Polling requests from the client, except some reasonable time between Polling requests that give no data in reply (nothing waiting on the server), to prevent unnecessary load.
	AI (Editor): Specify that the client must not send polling request primitive to the server more often than the ServerPollMin agreed during client capability negotiation.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050601-D

	042
	19 May 2005
	5.3.8 / 6.4.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Not allowing a user to log in again with the same client-id may lead to denial of service in cases where client does not have knowledge about existing sessions.  The client will then not be able to log in again until possibly after the existing session has timed-out.  The requirement in 6.4.1 to handle this is insufficient and may lead to very bad user experience where the user is unable to login to the service.
	AI (OZ/Siemens):  To create change request with the following guidelines in mind

1) ClientID is unique/user. No two sessions with the same ClientID from the same user (address session reconnect).

2) Deadlock situation

3) User experience

4) Different error conditions.
OPEN.

	043
	19 May 2005
	6.4
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0117-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments3-Vodafone   

This section needs to be completely re-written as it is not very clear how login is performed. The section is in a long narrative format that does not help understanding the exact functionality for implementation.  

 The following items needs clarification:

-What exact messages are required in a 2-way/4-way login mechanism (some generic text is not sufficient). Please separate this section mainly into two sub sections (2-way, 4-way)

-What are the credentials used by the terminal (Client-ID, User-ID/passwords). What are the formats of these parameters and how are they configured in the terminal. 

-What is the mechanism to authenticate the client/user via MSISDN/MDN which messages are required to perform this. 

-References to the HASH functions (MD4, MD5, MD6, SHA) are missing. It must be more clear how the challenge/response scheme works. 

-It is not clear which of these HASH functions are mandatory to implement which are optional. 

-HASH functions such as MD4 are not considered secure and MUST not be used.

-Nonce lengths, validity period,  etc are not defined. 

-It is not clear why login procedure choice is left to the client and not to the IMPS server as only IMPS sever can determine if it supports MSISDN based authentication vs. username/password based authentication.


	1) Messages are the same login request and response.

AI(Frank): Provide a CR to re-organize the login description section. 
CLOSED.

Fixed in 0411.
2) (see table 7). CSP data types describes the format of each element. IMPS MO provides a framework to configure Client IDPrefix, UserID and Password as well as any proprietary field into the terminal.
No action.
3) SMNCP reference point is used which is not specified in IMPS.

AI (Editor): Provide references to the hash functions. The explanations are clear.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050601-D
4) All of them are optional on the client side and MD5 is mandatory on the server side.

No action.
AI (Chair) to make a motion on the IM reflector to remove MD6.
It has been agreed to remove MD6.

CLOSED.
5) MD4 is optional and it is up to operators to support.
No action.
6) Defined in data type document.
No action.
7) CLOSED. Fixed in CR 411.


	044
	19 May 2005
	6.4
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Login Request (LR).

Notes on LR modes.  They should only be 2-way and 4-way.  If the server needs to authenticate the user using network (or other means) that should fit within that model.  

Delete the transition from 2 to 4 way login. 

Wording needs to be simplified.
	See status # 043

	045
	19 May 2005
	6.4
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Missing normative references to hashing scheme specifications. The references of MD4, MD5, MD6 and SHA and BASE64 are not included.

Proposal: MD4 is in RFC1320, MD5 in RFC 1321, SHA in FIPS 180-2
	AI (editor) to include references.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050601-D

	046
	19 May 2005
	6.4
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Does SHA refers to SHA-1 only or to SHA-1 | SHA-256 | SHA-384 | SHA-512 as specified in FIPS 180-2?
	AI (editor): Clarify that CSP refers to SHA-1
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050601-D

	047
	19 May 2005
	6.4
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Where is MD6 defined and standardized?
	See #043

	048
	19 May 2005
	“6.4.1”

“6.5”
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0104-Colibria-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

In order to use the (IM) services 
	AI (editor): Change the sentence to “IMPS service”.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050601-D

	049
	19 May 2005
	“6.4.1!
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0104-Colibria-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Paragraph 3 states that unsuccessful login is indicated in the LoginResponse Result part. This contradicts with 6.1
	See #039

	050
	19 May 2005
	“6.4.1”
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0104-Colibria-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

The hashing scheme for MD4,MD5,MD6 and SHA can be described in one common procedure where only the actual hashing function differs
	See # 043

	051
	19 May 2005
	6.4.1 
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

What is reasonable time period?

When the client does not have such Session-ID stored, the client SHOULD attempt to log in. When the login attempt fails due to non-unique Client-ID (error code 608), the client SHOULD NOT attempt to log in again for a reasonable time period.

The “reasonable” should refer to the TTL from the lost session – it is very vague as is. Should the client attempt to log in using a newly generated ClientID instead? (MAY?)
	See # 042

	052
	19 May 2005
	6.4.1.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Server MUST send a LoginResponse in response to a LoginRequest primitive. However it is stated “When the server requires response to System Message(s), it MUST send a Status primitive instead of LoginResponse.” 

It should be still the LoginResponse, however the Result element is utilized. The pervious sentence is a leftover from OZ’s CR.
	Fixed in 0341

	053
	19 May 2005
	6.4.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Session re-establish

This feature needs to be specified better.  It is not clear what the session state is.  Is the client online – can it receive messages even though the client does not support offline messages etc.
	See 015. 

The client will not be able to receive any messages while it is offline except offline notification.

	054
	19 May 2005
	6.4.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3Re-establishment of a session – it’s seems like a confusing feature.  The Transport document indicates that a client can re-establish a session that was successfully disconnected.  In that case, one can argue that there is nothing to re-establish if the session has been terminated successfully !
	No action. Transport spec is clear. It is a feature of IMPS 1.3 that a client may re-establish a successfully disconnected session. 

	055
	19 May 2005
	6.4.1 4th Para.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

The whole paragraph is about capability negotiation following a successful login. It should not be included in this section but in the client and service capability negotiation (section 6.9).
	See # 043

	056
	19 May 2005
	6.4.1

6th Para.

2nd sentence
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3
“The IMPS server MUST respond with either success or failure”.
The context to which the underlined sentence applies is unclear. Does it apply to the first loginRequest primitive or the whole 4-way log in?

Also does it apply to the MSIDN/MDN authentication or also to the 4-way authentication based on the digest-bytes? 

If it applies to the 4 way log in and to the first loginRequest primitive, it must indicate also the error code to return to indicate that the client has to continue with the authentication procedure (error code 401). 
	See #043

	057
	19 May 2005
	6.4.1

9th Para.

2nd sentence
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

The following sentence is not clear: “When the Client-ID not in use by the user, the server MUST continue the login transaction normally.”
	See #042

	 058
	19 May 2005
	6.4.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

When the client performs 2-way log in and the server requires 4 way log, the specification of this procedure is missing. In particular what does the client include in the 2nd log in message? Does it include the password? Or does it assume that the server has the password sent in the first login request? Does it include the hash function it used to calculate the digest bytes?  

Proposal: Add text about the transition from 2 to 4-way log in or as proposed earlier delete the possible transition from 2 to 4-way login.
	Replace: “Even if the client chooses the two-way access control, the server MAY send a response with error code 401. It means that the server requires 4-way login. In this case, the response message from server MUST contain the available authorization scheme “digest scheme” with the challenge “nonce” for the scheme. The client MAY continue with the 4-way login or MAY discontinue the login transaction. When the client decide to continue with the 4-way login, it MUST use the information sent by the server and perform the second part of the 4-way login”.

See 043
OPEN

	 059
	19 May 2005
	6.4.1 24th Para.  p. 32
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

When the server sends a system message in a Status primitive instead of LoginResponse and the system message require an answer from the user/client, this answer may never be returned. How long must the server keep track and memorizes that an answer from the client is required?

Clarification about the server behavior for this situation is required to ensure that both the server and the client behave consistently.

Text should be added to specify: “when a response to a system message is expected, the subsequent LoginRequest must carry the response in the System-MessageResponse-List element. The server shall keep track that a response is required for 24 hours. After that at the next login attempt by the client, the server May send (as required) a previously sent and unanswered system message”.
	AI (OZ): To clarify that the system message should not be tied to login transaction but to the user.

CLOSED.

Fixed in 0467.

	 060
	19 May 2005
	6.4.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

How does a server recognize that several successive LoginRequest primitives are related to the same session establishment attempt? In particular, if no response to the system message is expected from the client, two consecutive LoginRequest will be similar; does this mean that they refer to the same session establishment attempt? The server may send the same system message after each LoginRequest.

In addition as per a previous comment, the procedure must indicate how long the server should memorize that it sent a system message. In particular if no loginRequest is sent immediately.

Proposal: Add a sentence similar to the following: “A server must keep track that it sent a system message in order to avoid sending the same system message when the client responds with a subsequent LoginRequest, in particular when no response to the system message is expected from the client”.
	Transaction ID for the 4-way must be the same.

No further action.

	061
	19 May 2005
	6.4.1 Last Para.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3 

“When the response from the server does not contain error code 436 – the server does not require a response to the System Message(s) – the client MUST prompt the end-user with the System Message(s), and it MAY continue with the login sequence normally, and MAY send the user's response(s) to the System Message(s) later”. 

If the server does not require a response from the client, the client has nothing to return to the server. The last sentence should be deleted.

Furthermore what does the underlined sentence mean? What does it mean to continue “normally”? 

How does the client continue “normally” when the server returned a system message that does not require a response in the status primitive? At this stage the server is supposed to reply with a LoginResponse to complete the login procedure or should the client respond with another LoginRequest? 
	Not requiring a response does not necessarily mean that there is no response.  
No action.

	 062
	19 May 2005
	6.4.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

 It should be explicitly indicated that when consecutive LoginRequest carry the same client Id, they refer to the same session establishment attempt and this is not an illegal situation as the text on Client ID (Section 6.4.1 9th paragraph) might imply.
	See 042

	 063
	19 May 2005
	Table 7
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

What does PWD as one of the digest scheme values refer to?
	See 043. PWD was accidentally removed in 1.3. There is a need of an error code indicating that no matching digest scheme. In that case the client starts with the 2-way login request.
OPEN

	 064
	19 May 2005
	Table 7
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

The Req value of the System-MessageResponse-List element should be C and not O because it is conditional on the sending of a system message in the status primitive.
	No action. 

	065
	19 May 2005
	6.4.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0115-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments2-Vodafone  

CSP 1.3 Error code 902 : MSISDN error

Error code 902 is used in IMPS CSP 1.2 for “Not enough credit to complete requested operation”
	See comment 246.

	066
	19 May 2005
	“6.4.3”
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0104-Colibria-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

SessionCookie states max length, this is redundant information. Described in “CSP Data Types”
	AI (editor): Remove.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050601-D

	067
	19 May 2005
	“6.5”
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0104-Colibria-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Third paragraph states that status code 203 can be returned to that extra registration information is required from the user. Should be 436, correctly described in 6.4.2. 
	AI (editor): Change to error code from 203 to 204.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	068
	19 May 2005
	“6.5”
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0104-Colibria-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

AoC and ToC are not described.
	AI (editor): 

Change: ToC to T&C

Include in the list of abbreviations:

AoC: Advice on Charging

T&C: Terms & Conditions

CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050601-D

	069
	19 May 2005
	“6.5”
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0104-Colibria-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Inconsistency:

States that the user MUST be registered. 6.4.1 states that the server MAY require that the user is registered. 
	AI (editor) Change 6.5 to be consistent with 6.4.1
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050601-D

	070
	19 May 2005
	“6.5”
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0104-Colibria-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

System message MUST be used to exchange this extra registration information and also to inform the client when the registration is complete and the service is ready to be used.

Cannot find the procedure on how to inform the client when the registration procedure is complete. 
	Ai (editor): To clarify the wording that the client will be informed to continue login or that the login was successful.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050601-D

	071
	19 May 2005
	6.5
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Figure 4 and its caption is the same as figure 3. The caption should be clearer to refer to auto-registration.
	AI (editor): Remove the figure and the caption.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050601-D

	072
	19 May 2005
	6.5
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Usage of error code 203 and System Message notification is inconsistent with other usage of System Message notification to signal no service until System Message response is received.
	See 067

	073
	19 May 2005
	6.5
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Error code 203 in this context does not match its description in section 11.1.3.  Should be code 204.
	See 067

	074
	19 May 2005
	6.5
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Missing detailed description on how System Message description in section 7.1 is used to poll for registration information.  See other comments on restructuring this section.
	It is up to the operator what the extra information is and to provide the corresponding system message.

No action.

	075
	19 May 2005
	6.5
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3 

“If the user is not registered to the service, the IMPS server MAY perform Auto-Registration“.  From this sentence, it is optional for the server to perform auto-registration. If the user is not registered and the server does not perform auto-registration, the user is still not registered and this situation contradicts the first sentence of this section “In order to use the IM services the user MUST be registered for the service”.

 The text requires clarifications. 
	See # 069

	076
	19 May 2005
	6.5
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Some aspects of the auto-registration procedures are insufficiently specified or unclear. It is written, “A User-ID MUST be created and sent to the client in the LoginResponse”. The user provided a User-ID in the LoginRequest. If the auto-registration requires that a new user id be created always, it should be indicated that the user-id provided in the LoginRequest is a temporary user-ID valid for the first login.

What about the password? Does the user get a new password?
	The password is not sent over the CSP from the server. It is up to the service provider to devise a secure method to deliver the password.
No action.

	077
	19 May 2005
	6.5
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

If a new user id was created, when it becomes effective? Immediately at the subsequent transaction. The statement “The client MUST update the User-ID” is not precise enough. A sentence such as “and use the newly provided User ID from now on, in subsequent primitives of this session and in future sessions”.
	AI (editor): To add clarifications to describe that the new UserID will be in use by the user/client after it has been received immediately. However the client will not have to restart the login to use the new UserID.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050601-D

	078
	19 May 2005
	6.5
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

What is the relationship between error code 203 and the auto-registration? Error 203 indicates that an extended block was ignored and refers to proprietary solutions.

Clarifications is required about the use of error coded 203.

Furthermore error code 203 is not listed in the list of possible error codes returned in the LoginResponse.
	See #067. Error code should be 204.

	079
	19 May 2005
	6.5
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

How auto-registration is used with the 4-way login. When is the new User ID and password returned? In the first or second LoginResponse.
	Password is not returned (see 076). See 077 for the UserID

	080
	19 May 2005
	“6.6.1”
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0104-Colibria-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

The server MUST respond with a Status primitive. (Status is missing)
	AI (editor): To correct.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050601-D

	081
	19 May 2005
	“6.6.1”
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0104-Colibria-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

If the user is an active member (e.g. joined) to one or more discussion groups when the logout request is issued, the server (the client if server-initiated disconnect) MUST automatically remove (leave group) the user from the discussion group.

The text in parenthesis (the client if server-initiated disconnect) is not understood. 
	AI (editor): Remove the text in parentheses.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050601-D

	082
	19 May 2005
	6.6.1 / RD GEN-15
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Not allowing the server / operator to decide its policies regarding disconnection of clients is problematic due to the non connection oriented design of the IMPS protocols - may lead to denial of service for a user - see also previous comment on client-id definition.  A better solution would be to define an error code that allows the server to signal the reason for disconnect to a previous session - this would stop the clients from continuously reconnecting and stealing the session from each other in scenarios where it's beneficial to be able to disconnect a previous session and / or required by operator. 
	See 042

	083
	19 May 2005
	6.6.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Figure 5 shows the server’s response as a status but the text below says the server should respond with a primitive.

The text should rather say that the server responds with the  status primitive.
	See 080

	 084
	19 May 2005
	6.6.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3 

“The server SHOULD disconnect a client if the session Time-To-Live timer has been exceeded”. The server uses the keep alive timer. Therefore the spec should refer to this timer and not to Time-to-Live.
	AI (editor): Change Time-to-Live timer to keep alive timer.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050601-D

	085
	19 May 2005
	6.6.3.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Disconnect primitive has a mandatory Transaction-ID element, which by it’s description is present “if client initiated the transaction”
It is contradictory that a mandatory element is present only in some cases.

Additionally Disconnect primitive is used only in server-initiated transactions.

Transaction-ID should be OPTIONAL.
	Fixed in 0341

	086
	19 May 2005
	6.7.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Is separate keep-alive needed for all sessions coming from the same device? This causes extra traffic and it would be beneficial if the device could combine session-Ids of all it’s clients to same Keep-Alive request.
	The keep alive is per session.

AI(Paolo): To create a CR to clarify adaptive server behavior in case of multiple sessions

Fixed in CR 351. CLOSED

	087
	19 May 2005
	6.9
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Service and Capability

Extend from features to functionality?  Add Transport/CIR, multisession, autoregistration etc.

Support for transport switching – switching bindings.

Format of language parameter: en_us etc - need to refer to a standard.
	Unclear comment.

No action.

	088
	19 May 2005
	6.9.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0115-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments2-Vodafone  

ServerPollMin : isn’t this parameter obsolete since Polling transaction policy has been detailed in 6.2 ? If not, it should be specified that this parameter does not concern Polling-Req triggered by a CIR or a Poll=T flag.

(6.2 : “The client MUST NOT send PollingRequest primitive to the server without prior CIR from the server or if the ‘Poll’ element is indicating ‘F’ (false) in a response primitive from the server. The server MUST NOT repeat sending primitives that have already been sent to the client utilizing a previous PollingRequest and did not time out yet.”)
	See comment 041

	089
	19 May 2005
	“6.9.1”
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0104-Colibria-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

REACT, CAAUT, GETAUT are present in service tree. Why?
	Fixed in 0341

	090
	19 May 2005
	“6.9.1”
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0104-Colibria-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

ServerPollMin, why is this required? 

6.2 states that “the client MUST NOT send a PollingRequest primitive to the server without prior CIR or Poll indication.
	See 041

	091
	19 May 2005
	“6.9.1”
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0104-Colibria-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Second last paragraph. 

“If the client indicates the use of WAP SMS anor WAP UDP binding for CIR, the server MUST NO T provide the IP-address or TCP port in the response. 

This excludes the option of negotiating STCP and WAPPUSH SMS?
	AI (Nokia): Clarify the use of CIR related settings.

Fixed in CR 382. CLOSED

	 092
	19 May 2005
	6.9.1.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3 

“Service negotiation MUST be done after the successful login transaction” However in chapter 6.4.1. it is stated “In order to minimize latency, the client MAY request login , service negotiation, and client capability negotiation in a single transaction by …”

It is contradictory to mandate service negotiation after login if the service negotiation can be done in the login. Change to “MUST be done during or after”.
	Fixed in 0341

	093
	19 May 2005
	6.9.1. Figure 10
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

PresenceAuth-Functions have unused items (REACT, CAAUT, GETAUT) – Remove these from the tree.

EXCON not defined in CSP-XML’s Group-Use-Functions definition, PTS. Add these to XMLS and PTS.
	Fixed in 0341

	094
	19 May 2005
	6.9.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

AcceptedTransferEncoding: Is this really needed at all? There is only one value (BASE64) – why not turn it into a Boolean flag and rename it to Base64Supported?
	Yes it is needed. CLOSED

	095
	19 May 2005
	6.9.1.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

CliCapReq: ServerPollMin, is this relevant now that poll without CIR is not allowed (See 6.2.)?

Suggest removing it.
	See 041

	096
	19 May 2005
	6.9.1.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

CliCapResp: AcceptedPull/PushLength, MultiTrans, can the SAP increase these values? This should be stated what values can be changed and to what direction – server must not increase the values.
	Fixed in 0341

	097
	19 May 2005
	6.9.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

CliCapResp: What is the difference between SAPSessionLimit and UserSessionLimit?

The wording is very similar, it might be better to make it somewhat clearer.
	Fixed in 0341

	098
	19 May 2005
	6.9.1.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

CliCapResp: TCP&UDP-related parameters. Must the server support UDP&TCP CIR and always give these values if the client indicates that it supports STCP/SUDP? What if server does not support?

Suggest adaptive polling as an exception when no CIR channel has been agreed – otherwise there is no messaging.
	Fixed in 0341

	099
	19 May 2005
	6.9.1.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

It is stated “The client and the server MUST support client capability negotiation over SMS transport” Really?

So we have to implement SMS transport just for this? Re-word it so that when SMS Transport is used, then the CliCapNeg is mandatory.
	Fixed in 0341

	100
	19 May 2005
	6.9.1. 
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

It is stated “If the client indicates the use of WAP SMS or WAP UDP binding in CIR, the server MUST NOT provide the IP-address or TCP port in response” 

This is contradictory with the MUST requirement to give the value if client indicates support to STCP/SUDP.

This is contradictory with the SHOULD requirement that the client should be able to receive CIR by all agreed methods.
	Fixed in 0341

	101
	19 May 2005
	6.9.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

AcceptedPullLength – An integer number in character count that indicates the maximum length of content (either plain text or multimedia object) that the client accepts using the notify/get mechanism. 
AcceptedPushLength – An integer number in character count that indicates the maximum length of content (either plain text or multimedia object) that the client accepts using the push mechanism.  

AcceptedTextContentLength – An integer number in character count that indicates the length of the text messages that the client supports.
AcceptedTextContentLength overlaps the other two.  It should be indicated that the server must use the lowest denominator.
	AI: Zoltan to clarify the text.

Fixed in CR 430. CLOSED

	102
	19 May 2005
	6.9.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Forcing immediate TCP CIR re-connection upon disconnect if client doesn’t have connectionless CIR channel on the side is too brutal?
	Unclear comment.

OPEN.

	103
	19 May 2005
	6.9.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

A wildcard for content subtype is commonly used to signal that all subtypes are supported.  No mention here of whether IMPS supports this or not.  Should be clarified.
	No action. Mime allows the use of wildcard for sub-types.

	104
	19 May 2005
	6.9.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Inconsistent usage of character / byte count.  Sometimes used as the same concept and in other cases incorrectly usage of character count for multimedia content.
	See editorial comment: 5.2, table 7, 8, 9, 10 against CSP data types.

	105
	19 May 2005
	6.9.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Text describes 'BASE64' as an example of transfer encoding, while it's the only supported method in IMPS 1.3.  Text should reflect that.
	See 094

	106
	19 May 2005
	6.9.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

In description for ParserSize : " When a primitive is too large to fit into this limit, the originator MUST handle the primitive according to the segmentation mechanism as described in … - This may not be possible to fulfill since segmentation is an optional feature.
	The previous sentence clarifies the one in the comments. No ACTION.

	107
	19 May 2005
	6.9.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Additional text for 'SupportedCIRMethod' is beneficial to solve problems from IMPS 1.2.  However there are additional problems related to signaling of support for multiple CIR channels and / or signaling of CIR channels in general, that have not been handled and should be handled in IMPS 1.3:

· The client cannot detect what CIR channel is preferred by the server.
· The client cannot switch between CIR channels.
· Multiple simultaneous CIR channels are not supported.
· Error handling is not specified.  The server will not know if the client receives CIR notifications.
· Connection parameters are not all consistently signaled to the server for all CIR methods
Additionally the text for server does not take into account that in most cases the client needs to establish the CIR channel and he is not forced to do so in the priority order from the capability negotiation / and or some connection attempts may fail.  The server may therefore not be able to fulfill the requirement in this section.
	- Why should the client detect the CIR supported by the server? The common subset is sufficient.
No action.
- The client should listen to all available CIR channels negotiated
No action.
- They are.

No action.
- For WAP push and SMS, the message will be delivered when the network is available. For TCP: TCP implementation will detect that the TCP connection is down. For UDP by nature it is unreliable.

- Last bullet item is unclear. The server provides the setting not the client.

The phone number for SMS channel is missing.

AI: Azadeh will provide a CR.

CLOSED.
Fixed in 0433.
The comment in the last paragraph is unclear.
No action.

	108
	19 May 2005
	6.9.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Error codes to signal ContentPolicyLimit related error conditions are missing from the specifications
	AI Zoltan: To provide a CR.

Fixed in CR 430. CLOSED

	109
	19 May 2005
	6.9.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Usage of 'text' and 'plaintext' is inconsistent.  Unclear whether only 'text/plain' content type is being referred to or whether other subtypes of 'text' are included (such as 'text/html')
	AI to editor: Change “plaintext” into text/plain”.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050601-D

	110
	19 May 2005
	6.9.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Why is transfer-encoding signaled end-to-end?  Isn't it a client-server function?
	Unclear comment.

No action.

	111
	19 May 2005
	6.9.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3A wildcard for content subtype is commonly used to signal that all subtypes are supported.  No mention is here of whether IMPS supports this or not.  Should be clarified.
	See 103.

	112
	19 May 2005
	6.9.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3 

“The abbreviated names of the service tree elements are described in the sections related to the transactions”.

Comment: not always for example OFFNOTIF does not appear in section 9.1.7 about offline message notification and there are other similar cases.
	AI editor to provide the missing abbreviated names.

Fixed in CR 430. CLOSED

	113
	19 May 2005
	6.9 page 45-47
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

OfflineETEMHandling is not defined in the Agreed capabilities of the Client Capability Response. It is defined however in the DTD for both the request and the response primitives.
	AI editor: To create a CR to include

OfflineETEMHandling in the response primitive

Fixed in CR 430. CLOSED

	114
	19 May 2005
	6.9.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Neither of SAPSessionLimit nor UserSessionLimit are listed in the CSP XMLS/DTD spec.
	See XMLS comment 20

	115
	19 May 2005
	6.10.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Towards the end: “The client SHOULD retrieve all segments as well, however when there is a very good reason not do it then client MUST …” is a vague expression. Better:

“ The client SHOULD retrieve all segments. If the client does not retrieve all segments it MUST …”
	Fixed in 0341

	116
	19 May 2005
	6.10.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

After figure 14: “The GetSegmentRequest MUST include…” Probably DropSegmentRequest is meant here.

Typo – editorial.
	Fixed in 0341

	117
	19 May 2005
	6.10
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3 

“When the segmentation mechanism was agreed during service negotiation and the primitive does not include any of the lists described above, the original transaction cannot be completed thus it MUST fail – see […] or if it is a request, it MUST be performed using multiple smaller pieces”.
Contradicts the flowchart in Figure 12, showing that it fails.  If it should not fail, there is no description about how the splitting should be done for that kind of request.
	AI editor: To change MUST to MAY and ensure that the text and the flowchart are consistent.

Fixed in CR 430. CLOSED

	118
	19 May 2005
	6.10
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Section does not describe the behavior when a segmented list is updated while the segments are being sent.  Assume data is cached by the SAP, but needs to be described.
	AI editor: To fix the text.

Fixed in CR 430. CLOSED

	119
	19 May 2005
	6.10
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Why does the segmentation mechanism not support segmentation of lists of contact lists?
	The list of contact list IDs is expected to be short; therefore segmentation is not required.

No ACTION.

	 120
	19 May 2005
	6.10 1st sentence
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3 

“The client MAY set a limit on the maximum transport message size using the ParserSize setting during client capability negotiation”. 

The ParserSize limit is a limit on a single primitive size and not on “maximum transport message size”. A transport message may contain multiple primitives and lower layer protocol overhead”.

Proposal: Correct the proposal to refer to primitive size and not transport message size.
	AI editor: replace “transport” with “primitive”.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050601-D

	121
	19 May 2005
	6.10.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0119-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments-SonyEricsson 

Segment-ID is not defined anywhere. Should be defined in Data Types specification
	Segment-ID is not a terminating element; it contains an integer number and the related transaction ID.

CLOSED

	 122
	19 May 2005
	6.10 3rd Para.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3 

“Since splitting always happens at XML element boundaries, splitting a single XML element is not possible”.

There is a contradiction between the left-hand side of the comma and the right hand side. A single XML element may contain a number of nested XML elements. Therefore according to the second part the nesting element cannot be split. But the first part of the sentence says that splitting is done at XML element boundaries!

It should be clear whether the first part of the sentence refers to a terminal XML element (an element that does not contain other elements). In that case the sentence is correct.

The sentence requires clarifications. 

 
	AI: Zoltan to create a CR.

Fixed in CR 430. CLOSED

	 123
	19 May 2005
	6.10.1 2nd Para.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3 

“and the retrieved segment MUST be invalidated on the terminating end”.

What does invalidated mean here?

Proposed clarification: “Invalidating a segment means that it is marked as received by the receiver and must not been requested again”.
	AI editor: to clarify the meaning of “invalidated”.
CLOSED.

Fixed in 430.

	124 
	19 May 2005
	6.10.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3 

“The Get Segment transaction allows a client or a server to retrieve a segment from the other end”.

The segmentation can be performed by either the client or the server, How does a client know what is the server limit on the primitive size in order to perform the segmentation? This information is known about the client with the ParserSize requested capability parameter,
	AI editor: To clarify that there is no limit on the server.

Fixed in CR 430. CLOSED

	 125
	19 May 2005
	6.10.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

A description of the Segment-ID information element is required, in particular about its contents and how it s used between the client and the server. 
	See 121.

	126
	19 May 2005
	6.10.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Explanation about how the segments are numbered should be part of the procedures and provided in this spec.  
	No Action addressed in the section 6.10.

	127
	19 May 2005
	6.10.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

How does a sender inform the other side that all segments where transmitted?  This information should be in the procedure.
	Indicated in the procedures. The total number of segments is provided by the sender with the first segment.

No action

	128
	19 May 2005
	6.10.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Are the segments retrieved sequentially? If not, how long the segments must be kept by the sender. Especially that the receiver is the one who invalidates the segments? How does the sender know whether the receiver invalidated a segment or not?

Clarification is needed.  
	AI  editor: A CR to indicate that segments are retrieved sequentially 

Remove references to invalidating segments. Let the sender deal with it.

Segments are kept until they are retrieved or dropped by the receiver.

Segment are retrieved in sequence. 

Fixed in CR 430. CLOSED

	129
	19 May 2005
	6.10.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3 

“When the transaction is successful, the GetSegmentResponse primitive MUST contain the Segment-ID and the Segment-Content, and the retrieved segment MUST be invalidated on the terminating end”.

How the sender knows that a transaction was successful? How to cater for loss segments?
	AI editor: Drop segment must be sent after all segments have been retrieved.

Fixed in CR 430. CLOSED

	130
	19 May 2005
	6.10.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Figure 14, the diagram where the server sends a DropSegmentRequest should not be there, since the server is not allowed to send it.
	Obsolete. See 129. 

	131
	19 May 2005
	6.10.1 Table 26
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

In the DropSegmentRequest, Segment-ID according to the description “Identifier for the segment to be dropped and the segmented transaction”. 

If “the Drop Segment transaction indicates to the server that the client does not need the rest of the segments anymore” What is the need to include a Segment-ID, it is sufficient to include the TransactionID of the transaction whose segments are to be dropped?
	Segment-ID is included to keep it spec simple.

	132
	19 May 2005
	6.10.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Error code 434 title and description are not consistent (see also error code 435). The title refers to “unknown segment reference” whereas the description is about unknown TransactionID.   

Proposal:  To provide a title consistent with the description.
	No Action. Descriptive text indicates when to send error code 434 and 435.

	133
	19 May 2005
	6.10.1 and 6.10.3
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Contradiction: “The server MUST NOT perform the Drop Segment transaction” however Table 23 lists the DropSegment primitives as possible from the Server.
	See 129.

	 134
	19 May 2005
	7.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

System Message.

The server should only be allowed to send 436 – Blocking response to client as response to a LoginRequest.   Otherwise this breaks the multiple simultaneous transaction support.  If the server must let the user respond to something before continuing it should forcefully disconnect and do it on the next LoginRequest.

The System message should be sent to the user only after it has authenticated the user.  Otherwise the user can simply say that it was not him that accepted the message.
	Action item assigned to Frank already to address login procedure.

Fixed in CR 506

CLOSED

	 135
	19 May 2005
	7.1.1 1st Para. Table 27 
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Some inconsistencies: The header of the first column is ‘Required Response” and one of the 2 entries is “NO”. If no response is required why in the fourth column a user will provide a response. For examples: “Optional Verification-Key, and the only answer option included in the System Message.”
	No contradiction. No action. Verification-Key is independent of answer options.

	136
	19 May 2005
	7.1.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0119-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments-SonyEricsson

Since it is possible to receive multiple <SystemMessage> in a <SystemMessageList>, is there any priority between the different <SystemMessage>? Or has the first tag priority over the second and the third?
	AI editor: when there are multiple system messages in the SystemMessageList, the client must process, the individual system messages in the order thay appeared in the primitives. The server may sort the system messages in the system message list before sending according to its needs.

Fixed in CR 430. CLOSED

	 137
	19 May 2005
	7.1.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3 

“The Unique-ID element of the response MUST match the Unique-ID of the System Message notification”. There is no Unique-ID element defined.

The text should be: Each SystemMessageID included in the SystemMessageUser must mach a one of the SystemMessageID included in the SystemMessageRequest. Like-wise their must be a mach between each ChosenOptionID of the SystemMessageUser and an AnswerOptionID included in the SystemMessageRequest.
	AI editor: replace Unique-ID with SystemMessageID.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	 138
	19 May 2005
	7.1.1 second to last Para.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3 

“…or it MAY disconnect the client – using error code 607 – for a period of time”.

 “for a period of time” is not precise enough?

Proposal: The text must be precise enough to allow a consistent behavior of the client and the server.
	AI: Zoltan to create a CR to fix it.

Fixed in CR 430. CLOSED

	 139
	19 May 2005
	7.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

General Notifications

Overlap with presence authorization?

How about stuff another client is doing: group etc.  How about group change notifications.

Client 2 cannot have the same state as client 1.  For example sent messages.  Why not let the user refresh the CL etc?
	There is an overlap but there is no issue because the Notification transaction is mandatory.

Most of the group activities are covered. There are no identified use cases for the other group activities.

One client should know with the notification transaction that the resource it assumes to exist has been created/updated/removed on the server by another client.

	 140
	19 May 2005
	7.2.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Notifying about users being added to contact lists is a big privacy issue.  Contact lists are used for more things then presence subscription, see for example AD.  Adding a user-id to a locally stored contact list should not result in a notification to the added user - only the subscription to his presence should result in a notification.  Notification based on subscription is also the only supported method in SSP and therefore the only method supported when SE are distributed or between servers / domains.
	AI Zoltan: To create a CR for CSP for a new contact list property (flag) to disable notification. 

The default value of the flag to notify a user who was added to a contact list is defined as a configuration parameter in the server. 

A new IE from the client is required to enable the client to set the value of the flag.

Change the status response primitive to a proper response to provide the value set by the server

CLOSED.
Fixed in CR 430. 

AI Frank: To create a CR for SSP to add the general notification mechanism.
CLOSED.

Fixed in ???

	141
	19 May 2005
	7.2.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

There is an overlap between the following notification types:

· Added-To-Contact-List

· Authorization-Needed-Contact-List

· Authorization-Needed-Default-List

Client should only receive a single notification when somebody subscribes to his presence for the first time.
	The first event will always happen, and either one of the last two will happen and both have to be notified.

No Action

	142
	19 May 2005
	7.2.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Description of when these notifications are to be used should be included in the relevant sections of the specifications.  In some cases this is done, but not all.
	AI Editor: Check and add description if needed.

Fixed in CR 430. CLOSED

	143
	19 May 2005
	7.2.1 4th Para.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

We read the following about the notification: “The subscription MUST NOT be persistent through different sessions – the server MUST remove all notification subscriptions for the particular client that logged out or was disconnected.”

Interactions between the notification and the reconnect should be clarified. Two possibilities: Either the notifications are available or unavailable after a reconnect. To support a possible reconnect, the notification should be available, they are part of the session context. A clarification is required.
	AI: Siemens to bring a CR on session context and  will address this issue.

CLOSED.

Fixed in 425 and 430.

	 144
	19 May 2005
	7.2.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Inconsistency between: “After successful subscription, the server MUST send the requested notifications” and 

“the server MUST send NotificationRequest primitive to the client as soon as events matching the notification types occur”.

Because in the first case the triggering event for sending the notification is not specified but it is clearly and unambiguously specified in the second case.

Proposal: Delete the first occurrence or make it as specific as the second one.
	AI editor: Fix to ensure consistency

Fixed in CR 430. CLOSED

	145
	19 May 2005
	7.2.1 table 31
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3 

“The server MUST treat this type as always subscribed. It is not possible to unsubscribe this notification directly.”

Two issues: 1-The client cannot unsubscribe this notification,  but it is not clear whether it has to subscribe explicitly to this notification or not. It appears from the data type values (NotificationType) that it has to subscribe. 

2-It is not clear what “always subscribed” means? If the subscription is permanent (cf. “always” in the quoted text) why the client has to subscribe?

Proposal: The above quoted text has to be clarified with regard to the subscription to this type of notification.
	Group agrees that this notification type has top be treated as other notification types: The client has to subscribe to the notification explicitly. 

AI: Editor to change the text. Also add a reference to the Boolean values that trigger the notification.

Fixed in CR 430. CLOSED

	146
	19 May 2005
	7.2.1 table 31
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

This table lists the different types of notifications. In CSP XML we have the following element:

<!ELEMENT Notification-Request (NotificationType, (InUse | GroupID | ContactList+ | InviteID | (PresenceSubList, UserID*, ContactList*, DefaultList) | SessionPriority | UserList)?)>

It is unclear why we have both UserList and UserID and with which notification types they are used?
	AI: XMLS editor: Remove the UserID from the ELEMENT Notification-Request
OPEN

	147
	19 May 2005
	7.2.1 table 35
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Related to the previous comment and to the statement “Every time the server sends the User-ID in a transaction, it MUST include the Friendly Name with the User-ID” in section 5.3, it follows that the server cannot send without contradicting this statement, the UserID in a notification without the friendly name. 

Clarification is required.
	See 146.

	148
	19 May 2005
	7.2.1 table 35

Presence-Attribute-List row
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3 

“The presence attribute list that have been assigned to the indicated user(s), contact list(s) and/or the Default-List”

How should the users be identified? With the UserID or UserList element?
	See 146.

	149
	19 May 2005
	7.3 

page 62
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0119-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments-SonyEricsson 

The paragraph beginning with "There is a prerequisite for using the public profile-related features" is very unclear with regards to which primitives are allowed and disallowed based on whether the mandatory public profile attributes have been entered. Shouldn't UpdatePublicProfileRequest be accepted? Should public profile searching be allowed?
	AI: Azadeh to create a CR to clarify that the public profile search to allow retrieval of own public profile even if it is not filled in. 

CLOSED.

Fixed in 0512.

	150
	19 May 2005
	7.3
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0115-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments2-Vodafone  

Some PublicProfile attributes and ‘usual’ PA’s are redundant: 

Friendly Name <-> Alias

Country <-> Address/Country

City <-> Address/City

Free text <-> StatusText

=> From a UI perspective, how will the end-user will manage them ?

=> How will watchers manage them ? (for suggested nickname for instance)
	Presence is dynamic information and public profile is more static information. 

Example: Public profile contains permanent address. Presence information may contain up-to-date location.

No Action.

	151
	19 May 2005
	7.3
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0115-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments2-Vodafone  

Table 36 : Intention and Interests/hobbies. Without predefined values, search on this criteria (see Table 41) are likely to fail (“cinema” or “movies”, “football” or “soccer” …)
	No action. Valid comment but agreeing on a common ontology of interests would not be possible at this stage. Same problem should be addressed in SIP/SIMPLE IM.

	152
	19 May 2005
	7.3 

page 62
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0119-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments-SonyEricsson 

"Format: Country code as defined in [ISO3166-1]." It must be specified if it is the Alpha-3, Alpha-2, och numeric country code that is to be used. All of these are defined in ISO3166-1. For example, all of these values are valid country codes for Sweden: SWE, SE, 752
	AI Zoltan: Create the CR to align with the presence document.

Fixed in CR 430. CLOSED

	153
	19 May 2005
	7.3
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0119-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments-SonyEricsson 

Where are the public profiles fields, to be used in Property/Name, specified? These should be specified in the Data Types specification
	AI Editor. Add a reference to table 41.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	154
	19 May 2005
	7.3.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3
“There is a prerequisite for using the public-profile related features” What are public-profile related features?

Not clear that it’s the text above (features vs functionalities).
	Fixed in 0341

	155
	19 May 2005
	“7.3”
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0104-Colibria-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Wording: 

Similarly, a user MUST NOT access another user’s public profile when the mandatory elements are missing from the other user’s public profile

-- rather --

Similarly, a user MUST NOT be given access another user’s public profile when the mandatory elements are missing from the other user’s public profile
	See 149.

	156
	19 May 2005
	“7.3”
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0104-Colibria-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

table 36 contains lots of redundant information that belong in DataTypes document. 
	See 153.

	157
	19 May 2005
	7.3
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

IMPS 1.x is built up with different service elements that can be used combined or separately.  Mandating Public Profile in the case of a service that is IM only seems like an unnecessary constraint.  Maybe the public profile should be moved to the presence service element?
	Public profile is a general feature, and as such not related to IM/ Presence/Groups directly. The feature is generally related to all services (including search, which is a general service).

No action.  

	158
	19 May 2005
	7.3
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Public profile

The information in the public profile should match the search parameters exactly.  Currently the Alias/Friendly name overlap and other information elements are only in one place.  Name and e-mail are searchable and are in the user properties but should be in the public profile for example.

Searching public profiles and the information they contains can potentially lead to undesirable situation such as undesirable advertisements, unsolicited messaging… Storing the information there is ok but Search might not be supported/enabled for many IM providers in the future.
	There is no overlap. See #150.

No action.

There is nothing to be done on the protocol level.

No action.

	159
	19 May 2005
	7.3
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Some statements about the initial creation of a public profile would be helpful. They would remove related uncertainties from a number of paragraphs of this section.
	See 149.

	160
	19 May 2005
	7.3 5th Para.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

The naming of the public profile fields is missing from this sentence:

“The IMPS protocol defines the following fields:”

Proposal: Either add the name of the fields to use in the various primitives or a reference to the first column of Table 41.
	See 149.

	161
	19 May 2005
	7.3
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

The following sentence is not clear: “There is a prerequisite for using the public profile-related features – except the search based on public profile: the user MUST have the mandatory fields of his/her own public profile (see…) filled”

Does it mean that a user can search other users public profile even if his own profile was not filled?
	See 149.

	162
	19 May 2005
	7.3 Table 36
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

4th column, second row (country) “the client MAY offer this to the user based on the MSISDN”. What does offer mean here? Does it mean that the client may automatically complete this entry for the user? If yes the text should be clearer.
	AI editor:to clarify the meaning of “offer”.

Fixed in CR 430. CLOSED

	163
	19 May 2005
	“7.3.1”
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0104-Colibria-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

contents bullet: The information MAY be non-localized. 

What is the rationale for this statement. Isn't this the default behavior for all free text formats. 
	AI editor: Remove the last sentence.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	164
	19 May 2005
	7.3.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0115-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments2-Vodafone  

Clear/update public profile transaction: “[…]If the Clear-Public-Profile element indicates ‘T’ (true) the server MUST – with the exception of the Friendly Name field – clear the entire public profile.[…]”. 

=> Non empty Age and Country are also mandatory, so a Clear-Public-Profile MUST clear the entire public profile, with the exception of the Friendly Name AND Age and Country
	See RD PPR-2 and PPR-3.

No action.

	165
	19 May 2005
	7.3.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

The System Message notification should be sent in the Status primitive, not after to make sure that the informational message arrives in the same context in the client.  Applies to all parts of this section where System Message notification is used.
	AI Frank: Change (2nd paragraph of 7.3.2) to send the system message in the status primitive.

Fixed in CR 500

CLOSED

	166
	19 May 2005
	7.3.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

How does the server indicate which user has not filled in his public profile if the requesting user is retrieving the public profile of a list of users?  DetailedResult element?
	Error code 905. No action.

	167
	19 May 2005
	7.3.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Why indicate to the retrieving user that the other user has not filled out his mandatory public profile fields?  Shouldn't the error code rather be generic and indicate that the public profile is not available.
	AI editor: Change the description of error code 905 to “Public profile is not available”.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	168
	19 May 2005
	7.3.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Public profile not available error code is missing.  Needed for IWF and pre 1.3 users.
	See 167.

	169
	19 May 2005
	7.3.2 first line
	 Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3 

“A user MAY retrieve the public profile of any user” including his/her own. 
Proposal: Add the proposed wording for the sake of clarity.  
	AI: editor.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	170
	19 May 2005
	7.3.2 second to last Para.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3 

“The default values are to be restored” What are the default values of the public profile?
	Default values are in table 36.

AI Editor: Add a reference to table 36.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	171
	19 May 2005
	7.3.3
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0118-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments--ORANGE  

The error codes used for the GetPublicProfile transactions are:

- Service unavailable. (503)
- Not logged in. (604)
- Unknown user ID. (531)
- Missing mandatory profile field(s) of requesting user (904)
-Missing mandatory profile field(s)of requested user (905)
-Too many public profiles requested (201/906)

Except "Service Unavailable", how could the Operator or Service Provider reply to a GetPublicProfile request on a contact of another interoperable Operator or Service Provider that doesn’t want to give access Public Profile to its customers?  
If "Service Unavailable" is the only available error code, our fear is that the client/user will not make the difference between a service that is not available for any contact and a service that is not available because the Operator or the Service Provider of the contact has not authorized it.


	AI (CSP and SSP editors): Add a new error to CSP and SSP “ Agreements between service providers prevent the server from performing the requested operations 

Check to find out what other transactions this error code may apply to.
CSP CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	172
	19 May 2005
	“7.4”
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0104-Colibria-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Third paragraph: 

Every Search-Element must not be present...
	See 175.

	173
	19 May 2005
	“7.4”
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0104-Colibria-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

5th paragraph and table 43:

 GGroup-ID -> Group-ID
	AI Editor: To correct.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	174
	19 May 2005
	7.4
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Is it said somewhere what Search Element the server supports? Client doesn’t know what elements are supported. If we do ‘AND’ search e.g. Name and MSISDN and the server respond invalid parameter so how does the client know which one is not supported.

Suggest adding a status code that indicates that there is a non-supported criteria included. (Maybe be the list of supported search elements in the status details?)
	AI Zoltan: Create a CR to provide text as suggested.
CLOSED.

Fixed in 0504.

	175
	19 May 2005
	7.4.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3 

“Every Search-Element MUST NOT present more than once”, should probably be “Every Search-Element MUST NOT be present more than once”

Typo – editorial
	Fixed in CR 0341

	176
	19 May 2005
	7.4
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Search

Age limitation – need to specify range.

It is difficult to enforce age limitation depending on local rules – what is local?

Search should only turn up public data.  Not data depending on your access to private data of others (joined groups and presence information).  This is simply to complicated (server side).
	 “Local” refers to the age limitation of the user’s home domain. 

AI editor: clarify what “local” means.

AI Frank: To verify that SSP enforces local age limitation for inter-domain search.  

AI Zoltan: To provide a new CR to specify that the last 3 elements in table 43 must be used with the own user ID only. 

Fixed in CR 430. 

	177
	19 May 2005
	7.4.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0115-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments2-Vodafone  

Table 42. Search elements for user search: USER_FIRST_NAME and USER_LAST_NAME are not defined as Presence Attibutes in [PA]. 

=> How are they defined and published from an IMPS client ?
	It is part of the private profile which is not in the scope of IMPS specification but defined by the operators.

No ACTION.

	178
	19 May 2005
	7.4.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0115-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments2-Vodafone  

Group search age policy : “[…]if the age is missing from the public profile, return all groups in the search results[…]”

=> Anyone who is under aged and did not fill his/her Age in the Public Profile can found any age restricted group
	No action. We cannot do anything about it in the spec. The operator can enforce the filling of the age.

	179
	19 May 2005
	7.4.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0115-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments2-Vodafone  

What is the exact definition of the “private profile” ? All other PA’s than the Public Profile, or only the SEARCHABLE PA’s?
	See Chapter 3.2 in CSP.
No action.

	180
	19 May 2005
	7.4.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

The System Message notification should be sent in the Status primitive, not after to make sure that the informational message arrives in the same context in the client.
	See 165

	181
	19 May 2005
	“7.4.1”
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0104-Colibria-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

When a user is performing search based on GROUP_USER_ID_JOINED, GROUP_USER_ID_OWNER and/or GROUP_USER_ID_AUTOJOIN it is not described if the Searchable Property SHALL be taken into consideration or not. Colibria believes that the Searchable property should be regarded as “T” in these cases independent of it's actual value. 
	See 176. Agreed to search based on own user ID.

	182
	19 May 2005
	7.4.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Advanced search

This is too complicated.  No user interface will have the option of allowing users to enter such complicated criteria.

Better approach is to allow “Startswith”, “Contains” and “Endswith” searches.  If users need multiple possibilities they can search multiple times.
	It is a client design issue and advanced search is in the RD.
No action.

	183
	19 May 2005
	7.5.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0115-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments2-Vodafone  

“The client MUST send the InviteRequest primitive to the server containing the list of user(s) to be invited specified by User-IDs or screen-names, […] and his/her own screen-name”

“The Recipient user(s) MUST be identified with User-IDs, Screen-names […]”

“The InviteUserRequest primitive contains the ID of the invitation, the ID or the screen-name”

=> screen-name is only valid in the context of Groups of a GR invitation. Confusion between screenName and FriendlyName ?
	Fixed CR 371

	184
	19 May 2005
	7.5.1.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3 

“A user MAY invite other user(s) to …” 

AP and EC types of invites are not mentioned.

Later on “The subject of invitation MAY be …” has the same problem

The first paragraph should describe the missing invite-types as well.
	Fixed in 0341

	185
	19 May 2005
	7.5.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

How should the inviter get the Application-ID of the invitee which he need to include in the Invite-Request? Fetching it via the ClientInfo presence attribute might not be possible due to lack of presence authorization. 

This is yet another issue with the multiple concurrent sessions.
	Fixed CR 371

	186
	19 May 2005
	“7.5.1”
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0104-Colibria-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

first sentence:

... to share presence values lists, (and) to share content and to request

- remove and
	AI Editor: to fix the text.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	187
	19 May 2005
	“7.5.1”
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0104-Colibria-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

The invite GM (Group Membership) semantics are hard to understand from the text. Is Invite GM meant as an apply mechanism? 
	AI: Colibria to clarify.

Colibria is satisfied with the new text (CR 430/371) provided by the editor.

CLOSED

	188
	19 May 2005
	“7.6”
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0104-Colibria-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

second sentence in first paragraph: 

The client MUST send the CancelInviteRequest primitive to the server containing a valid Invite-ID. 

What is a valid Invite-ID?
	AI: Editor to clarify.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	189
	19 May 2005
	“7.6”
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0104-Colibria-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

what is contact list invitations?
	Fixed in CR 371

	190
	19 May 2005
	table 52
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0104-Colibria-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

ClientID -> Client-ID
	AI: Editor to fix.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	191
	19 May 2005
	7.6.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3
It is stated in the chapter 7.6.1 that "Note that the cancellation request makes sense only in the scope of contact list invitations, group membership invitations and presence information sharing invitations."

This indicates that canceling AP or EC invitations does not make sense, and thus should not be done. Why is it not sensible to cancel an invitation to messaging (IM) either? There might be a reason, but I couldn't find it from the spec. Also wondering what should the client do if it receives a cancellation to any of the non-sensible invitations?
	Fixed in CR 371

	192
	19 May 2005
	7.7
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

GetMap

The server will need more information to  be able to create usable maps.  For example screen size and the expected usage of the maps.  Is the user looking for a restaurant or the nearest highway exit?
	No need for more information about the device characteristics. The content type is based on client capability negotiation.
No action.

	193
	19 May 2005
	7.7
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

It must be possible to retrieve a URL of a map rather the map itself. A map server can provide a better map service that the IM server. 

Proposal: Add this option in the GetMapRequest and response primitives.
	AI: OZ to bring a CR to be able to retrieve a URL to get a map.
CLOSED.

Fixed in 0481, 552, 563, 564

	194
	19 May 2005
	8.1.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0115-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments2-Vodafone  

p83: “[…]If the request contains Add-Nick-List but does not contain Nickname for certain users, the server MUST automatically add a Nickname for those users. When the Public Profile of the added user is available, the FriendlyName MUST be added as Nickname. Otherwise, the server MUST add the User-ID as Nickname.[…]”. 

=> If available, shouldn’t the Alias be used as nickname before using the UserID ?
	No action, check the RD.

	195
	19 May 2005
	8.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Presence attributes

Why is the support now mandatory?

Regarding client attributes.  Why does the server publish attributes for ClientA but not ClientB?  How does a client present this information to the end user?
	The support is mandatory because there is a requirement in the RD.

No action.
The second part of the comment is unclear. No action. 

	196
	19 May 2005
	8.2.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

The different roles: Subscriber, publisher and watcher should be defined here. They are used without being defined. 

Proposed definition: A subscriber is a user who requests to have access to another user’s (a publisher) presence information.

A publisher is a user who makes available and authorizes other users (the subscribers) to have access to his presence information.

A watcher is user who is either is a current subscriber, a former subscriber or a user who did not subscribe, but used the GetPresence primitive to access presence information.    
	AI Frank to provide the missing definitions.

Fixed in CR 499

CLOSED

	197
	19 May 2005
	8.2.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Add contact before list in the following sentence. 

“In the proactive authorization model, the publisher MAY use individual authorization, list authorization or default authorization”.


	List authorization is used in many palces in the section. It will not add any value to  make all the changes. 

	198
	19 May 2005
	8.2.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Change ”user” to “publisher” because it is more precise.

“For individual authorization, the user MAY specify that he wants to be notified if the authorized watcher request other attributes than the one authorized. If the watcher requested other presence attributes than those authorized by the publisher, reactive authorization MUST be applied”.


	AI editor: To fix.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	199
	19 May 2005
	8.2.3
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

There is an important design change here between 1.2 and 1.3.  A client can only update the whole attribute list and cannot provide a delta.  Providing a delta was supported in the old 1.2 reactive authorization design.  This may lead to inconsistency in 1.3 if multiple clients are performing updates and / or if responses are lost.  Probably also under other scenarios.
	AI OZ: Elaborate on the possible inconsistencies.  

	200
	19 May 2005
	“8.2.4”
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0104-Colibria-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Change clear to delete: 

If the Default-List element indicates 'T', the server must delete the attribute list.
	AI editor: To fix.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	201
	19 May 2005
	“8.2.4”
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0104-Colibria-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Cannot understand this sentence: 

If the Default-List element indicates 'T' the server MUST include the default attribute list in the response even if it is empty – which ultimately means clearing the default attribute list. 
	“which ultimately means clearing the default attribute list.” Was removed by Frank in CR ??
OPEN

	202
	19 May 2005
	8.2.4.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Below Figure 40. GetAttributeList-transaction. “If the Default-List element indicates ‘T’ the server MUST include the default attribute list in the response even if it is empty – which ultimately means clearing the default attribute list.”

Copy-paste error? It is a get operation, so not clear should happen. Probably it means that the default list is empty?
	Fixed in 0341

	203
	19 May 2005
	8.2.4
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

CreateAttributeList transaction requires full state on client.  Problematic when multiple clients may be manipulating the lists.  Client is always required to fetch whole list before updating it and race conditions may occur.  May lead to different behavior then expected by the end-user which brakes PRI-1 in RD
	Clients will be notified of the changes. No action.

	204
	19 May 2005
	8.3.2.1.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3
AutoSubscribe-feature. Isn’t it a negotiated feature? There is a lot of text on how to behave depending on whether the feature is on or off in the server. This feature should be negotiable.
	AutoSubscribe-feature negotiation does not belong neither to client capability negotiation nor to service negotiation.
No action, feature was removed.

	205
	19 May 2005
	“8.3.2.1”
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0104-Colibria-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Is this a server policy issue?: 

The empty values are typically used when the publisher did not give an initial value for the particular presence attribute, or the publisher did not authorize the subscriber and it does not wish to reveal the fact that there is no authorization.


	Yes it is a server policy issue. In any case the qualifier must be false.
No action.

	206
	19 May 2005
	8.3.2.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0115-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments2-Vodafone  

“The subscription MUST NOT be persistent through different sessions”

=> bandwith consuming at each login 
	See 143. 

	207
	19 May 2005
	8.3.2.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0115-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments2-Vodafone  

UnsubscribePresence : “The server MUST identify the users with User-IDs – ContactList-IDs, and screen name(s) MUST NOT be used”

What are “screen name(s)” in this context ?
	AI editor: Remove “screen name(s)”.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	 208
	19 May 2005
	“8.3.3.1”
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0104-Colibria-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Remove the “pro- or reactively” to avoid confusion. Subscriber is either authorized or not.

The server MUST distribute only those attributes that are (pro- or reactively) authorized for the requesting user.
	AI editor: remove “(pro- or reactively)”
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	 209
	19 May 2005
	9.1.2.3.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

SetDeliveryMethodRequest has an information element called “Accepted-Content-Length”, which means the same as AcceptedPushLength in ClientCapabilityRequest. 

The names are inconsistent – these should be the same.
	AI Zoltan to bring a CR. 

Fixed in 430. CLOSED

	210
	19 May 2005
	9.1.5
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Client cannot acknowledge message delivery referred to be Message-URI - MessageDelivered primitive does not support it.  Especially relevant for notification/pull.  Problem reported for 1.2 previously.
	AI Frank to write a CR.

	211
	19 May 2005
	“9.1.6.1”
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0104-Colibria-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Missing is: 

The information that is carried MUST be:
	AI editor: to fix.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	212
	19 May 2005
	9.1.7
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Section should describe offline message handling in detail, not just the notification.  The appendix section in the AD document contains information that is missing from the normative spec and should be included here.
	The offline notification does not happen within the scope of CSP. It is describes in the transport document. CSP supports only the agreement.
No action.

	213
	19 May 2005
	“9.1.7.”
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0104-Colibria-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Clarification and typo:

When the user's home server supports offline messages, the home server - and only the home server - SHOULD send an offline message notification whenever the a new instant message arrives while the user is offline (not logged in) providing that the client requested such feature on behalf of the user during service negotiation and an offline bearer has been successfully agreed during client capability negotiation. The details of the offline notification are described in “Transport Binding for Offline Notifications” [CSP Trans].

should read: 

When the recipients home server supports offline messages, the home server - and only the home server - SHOULD send an offline message notification whenever (the) a new instant message arrives while the user is offline (not logged in) providing that the client requested such feature on behalf of the user during service negotiation and an offline bearer has been successfully agreed during client capability negotiation. The details of the offline notification are described in “Transport Binding for Offline Notifications” [CSP Trans].


	AI editor: to fix.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	 214
	19 May 2005
	9.1.9.1.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Is Font information relevant in the DeliveryStatus? Should it be said that the server MAY choose not to include it since it does not add any value? Or to remove it completely?
	It is used in many areas in the CSP it is easier to keep the message info unchanged than to describe all variation.
No action.

	215
	19 May 2005
	9.1.11
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Extend one-to-one IM Conversation

There is no need to create a new set of transactions.  Adding meta data to the current CreateGroup Request can do this.
	The comment should have been provided during the CR process.
No action.

	216
	19 May 2005
	9.1.11
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

This whole feature is missing from SSP.
	AI OZ: Clarify whether it is need for SSP. If yes bring a CR.

Fixed in CR 494 and 493. CLOSED

	217
	19 May 2005
	9.1.11.1.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

InviteUserResponse is missing from the diagram. Figure 56.
	Fixed in CR 0341

	218
	19 May 2005
	9.1.11.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Is this correct:

· Type: Public. The server owns the group. I.e. no users are allowed to delete the group or update the group properties.

Accesstype: Open. All participants MUST be allowed to invite other users to join the Private Group Conversation.

Should the word Public be replaced with something else? It causes confusion to have Private Group Conversation in a Public group.
	AI to all editors: 

To put “private group conversation” in italics in the whole enabler
CLOSED
Yes it is correct.
No action.

	219
	19 May 2005
	9.1.11.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Diagram is missing all the GroupChange notices. All of those should be added.
	Fixed in 0341

	220
	19 May 2005
	9.1.11.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

The text describes the type as Public group, but refers to it as Private group conversation, that’s inconsistent.
	See 218.

	221
	19 May 2005
	9.1.11.1 1st Para.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

The following sentence confuses “user” with “client”.  The sentence should be corrected:

“The ExtendConversationRequest also includes the ExtendConversation-User-ID, which identifies the user, that Client2 is already having a conversation with, i.e. Client1 is already engaged in the one-to-one IM conversation. 

In several other places in this section, there is a similar misstatement.
	Keep the text as it is.
No action.

	222
	19 May 2005
	9.1.11.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

The behavior of the user/client to be added (i.e. user3/client3) is missing from the procedure.
	AI Azadeh: Add a sentence to clarify the behavior of client3.

Fixed in CR 444. CLOSED

	223
	19 May 2005
	9.1.11.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0115-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments2-Vodafone  

At ExtendConversationRequest reception, server must create a Public group. For this group : “Accesstype: Open. All participants MUST be allowed to invite other users to join the Private Group Conversation”

=> contradiction between public or private group that must be created. Obviously, the group type has to be ‘private’.
	See 218.

	224
	19 May 2005
	9.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0115-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments2-Vodafone  

Message-Info structure: What happened when the client-ID is not specified in the Message-Info ? Are responses sent to all the user’s client(s) ?
	Fixed in CR 371

	225
	19 May 2005
	9.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

This section and description of mandatory server behavior is missing from SSP
	Fixed in CR 371

	226
	19 May 2005
	9.3
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Block transactions require full state on client.  Problematic when multiple clients may be manipulating the lists.  Client is always required to fetch whole list before updating it and race conditions may occur.  May lead to different behaviors then expected by the end-user which brakes PRI-1 in RD
	See 203.

	227
	19 May 2005
	9.3.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0115-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments2-Vodafone  

A blocked user may be “specified by User-ID(s) or Screen-Name(s)”

=> how a user can be identified by his/her Screen-Name out of a group ? 
	The user cannot be identified by his screen name outside of the group.

No action.

	228
	19 May 2005
	9.3.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0115-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments2-Vodafone  

“Blocking is active for the blocked entities(s) until the user decides to turn off the use of the Blocked-Entity-List or to unblock (remove from the list) the particular entity.”

=> there is still may be confusion with clients using the PEP block lists …
	The PEP paper has not been updated since version 1.1 of IMPS specification if somebody wants to use then it should be updated.
No action.

	 229
	19 May 2005
	9.3.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Application of blocking decision tree to contact-list is missing from CSP.  Should reference the diagram and description instead of duplicating it
	The figure is sufficient; the mechanism is described in the text.

No action.

	230
	19 May 2005
	10.1.5
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0119-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments-SonyEricsson 

What happens if there is maximum number of users in the group when the "creator" tries to join? The "creator" will be rejected from his own group.
	Yes. The "creator" will be rejected from his own group.
No action.

	231
	19 May 2005
	10.1.5
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0119-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments-SonyEricsson 

What happens if the group is full, when the user tries to auto join? Will it try again after some time or something else?
	The attempt will fail the server will not re-try.
No action.

	232
	19 May 2005
	10.4
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0115-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments2-Vodafone  

Figure 1. Joining decision-tree : “Is group close ?” 

=> shall be “Is group restricted ?”
	AI editor: To fix.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	233
	19 May 2005
	10.4.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0115-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments2-Vodafone  

JoinGroup : “when the age field is missing from the public profile, the server MUST allow the user to join – providing that the rest of the conditions are met.”

=> Anyone who is under aged and did not fill his/her Age in the Public Profile can join any age restricted group ?
	See 178.

	234
	19 May 2005
	10.4.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0115-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments2-Vodafone  

JoinGroup : “The server MUST allow only members to join a ‘Closed’ group.”

=> shall be “to join a ‘Restricted’ group”
	Has been already fixed.
No action.

	235
	19 May 2005
	10.4.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0115-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments2-Vodafone  

JoinGroup : “If the screen name was missing from the request, the server MAY generate a new screen name.”

=> how ?
	AI editor: Add sentence “How the server generates a new screen name is implementation-specific”.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	236
	19 May 2005
	10.4.1.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Last sentence in the chapter. Since now a user can have several sessions at a time, it is important that the IMs from the joined groups are delivered to those clients only that actually joined the group.
	“Starting from v1.3, a user MAY have separate sessions at a time, thus the server MUST send the IMs from the group to those clients of the joined user only from which he/she has joined the group.”

No action.

	237
	19 May 2005
	10.1.5
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

SSP is missing description on how the group SE can maintain the rules for the 'RequireInvitation' property of a group since Invitations may not be visible to the SE.
	See 216.

	238
	19 May 2005
	10.6.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0115-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments2-Vodafone  

“If the group is ‘Closed’ […]” (3 times in this chapter

=> shall be “if the group is ‘restricted’ […] “
	See 234.

	239
	19 May 2005
	10.7.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0115-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments2-Vodafone  

“[…]when the requested group is ‘Closed’”

“If the group is ‘Closed’ […]”

“[…] member f the ‘Closed’ group”

“[…] properties for members of an open or closed group […]”

· shall be “[…]when the requested group is ‘Restricted’”

· “If the group is ‘Restricted’ […]”

· “[…] member of the ‘Restricted’ group”

· “[…] properties for members of an open or restricted group […]”
	See 234.

	240
	19 May 2005
	10.7.1.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

According to table 113 all users MAY retrieve the properties of a group, while the first sentence in 10.7.1 “user with sufficient access rights MAY retrieve”.

The first sentence should be somehow changed so that non-members cannot retrieve the group properties of a closed group.
	Fixed in 0341

	241
	19 May 2005
	10.8.1.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

It is stated “Users on the reject list MUST NOT join the group.”

It should be server’s task to enforce that a rejected user does not get in the group, so it should be reworded to something like “The server MUST NOT allow rejected users to join the group.”
	Fixed in 0341

	242
	19 May 2005
	10.8.1.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

If a user is in both lists (Add-User-List, Remove-User-List) how will the server behave?

It is a terminal issue – should it be covered in the specs somehow anyway? Like in contact list management where the “add” and “remove” lists cannot be used at the same time?
	Fixed in 0341

	243
	19 May 2005
	11
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Removal of 1xx status codes and 202-status code has impact on SSP.  These error codes are required due to the asynchronous design of SSP.  Should be reintroduced and a section describing their usage should be added to the main part of the spec.
	AI OZ to bring a CR.

Fixed in CR 468, 470. CLOSED

	244
	19 May 2005
	11
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

The following error code is in use by existing implements and should not be removed from the specification.  Their usage should be described instead in the main section of the specification:

· 501

One example of usage is to signal that a specific extension is not implemented (even though the namespace is recognized).
	See 243

	245
	19 May 2005
	11
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Error code 540 is required to be able to signal that a specific SMS header format is not supported.  PTS encoding with and without UDH is allowed
	See 243

	246
	19 May 2005
	11
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

The following error codes were added to IMSP 1.2 to allow an operator to signal to clients that specific charging events had occurred.  A specific charging interface is out side of the scope of the IMPS specifications but a mechanism to notify clients about these events is required by operators.  This has not changed since IMPS 1.2 and these error codes should not be removed.  Their usage should be described in the main section of the specification.
	Temporary note (to be removed): Remember 065

A system message response about charging can be sent. It is more advanced than a simple error code.
The necessary status codes have been added back.

CLOSED.

Fixed in 0468.

	 247
	19 May 2005
	11.1.4
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

204 Registration is successful and the client cannot continue.

This is an error condition not success (2xx not appropriate).
	AI editor: move this error code to the 9xx series.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	248
	19 May 2005
	11.4.9
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

What is across all SAPs? What does that mean?

It should be clarified that “across all SAPs” means “across all SAPs that allows access for the user towards its operator – when the operator allows accessing its services from the several SAPs.”.
	Fixed in 0341

	249
	19 May 2005
	11.6.4
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0115-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments2-Vodafone  

“The group specified in the request is a closed group.”

=> shall be “The group specified in the request is a restricted group.”
	See 234.

	250
	19 May 2005
	11.9.3/4
	Source: email from Claude Kawa, OZ Communications, Thu, 19 May 2005 07:54:12 –0400

Error codes 902 and 903 of IMPS  CSP 1.2:

11.9.3. 902 – Not enough credit to complete requested operation

The server cannot perform the requested operation since the user has not enough credit.

11.9.4. 903 – Operation requires a higher class of service

The server cannot perform the requested operation since it requires a higher class of service. A class of service is a designation assigned by the service.

Should be reinstated in IMPS CSP 1.3


	See 246.

	251
	19 May 2005
	Missing section on multiple session
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

The information about the support of multiple clients is scattered in a number of sections. There should be an overall upfront introductory section on “multiple client” per user id. It should address the “session priority”, the notification mechanism, and end-to end messaging, the role of the client ID... everything relevant to the support of multiple clients by the client and the server.
	AI OZ and Siemens to address this comments while fulfilling the related action item from Iceland.
CLOSED.

Fixed in 0425, 0430.

	252
	19 May 2005
	Appendix B
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Problem: SCR item names are incorrect. They do not have the proper SpecScrName nor the proper NumericId.

Fix: Each item should have the proper SpecScrName of IMPS- and end with the proper NumericId of 3 numbers, like 001.

Recommendation: Expand GroupType to include CSP- on the front of each current GroupType name.

Example: 

- CURRENT: SERV-C-1

- CORRECT: IMPS-CSP-SERV-C-001
	Fixed in 0341

	 253
	19 May 2005
	Appendix B
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Problem: If an item in the SCR is marked with a STATUS of Mandatory, it MUST be implemented to meet the specifications. Sections B.1.1 and B.1.2 list the high level functions and the STATUS for each as Mandatory and Optional.  Other sections in the SCR break down these high level functions with some items marked as Mandatory.  This is inconsistent.

Fix: Change all breakdown SCR sections to STATUS Optional and point requirements from high level functions to the break down section required.

Example: 

- CURRENT: 

Table B.1.1:

SERV-C-2 -- STATUS = Optional

Table B.7.1.1:

IMSE-C-2 -- STATUS = Mandatory

IMSE-C-5 -- STATUS = Mandatory

IMSE-C-9 -- STATUS = Mandatory

- CORRECT: 

Table B.1.1:

SERV-C-2 -- STATUS = Optional -- REQUIREMENT = IMSE-C-2 AND IMSE-C-5 AND IMSE-C-9

Table B.7.1.1:

IMSE-C-2 -- STATUS = Optional

IMSE-C-5 -- STATUS = Optional

IMSE-C-9 -- STATUS = Optional

This fix will not require a considerable rewrite as the detailed breakdown items are all marked with Status = Optional.  This change the top and intermediate levels only.
	Fixed in 0341

	254
	19 May 2005
	Appendix B.4.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Problem: SCR item TRANS-C-9 has a requirement of TRANS-C-12, which does not exist. Also, TRANS-C-9 is Mandatory, making the requirement un-necessary.

Fix: Correct the Requirement name or remove it altogether.
	Fixed in 0341

	255
	19 May 2005
	B and 5.3.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

In 5.3.2 we read “A WV-URI MUST include the schema “wv:”” and in B.2.1 “If the scheme part of a WV address is missing the default schema of “wv:” is assumed”. Clearly we have a contradiction.
	AI Frank: To talk to Adamu to clarify why is the wv scheme mandatory in 1.3.
WV scheme remains mandatory.

CLOSED.

	256
	19 May 2005
	B.4.1 and B.4.2 TRANS-C/S-1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

When a session is reconnected does the following statement apply? “The same Transaction-ID is not used more than once in a session.”
	See 143

	257
	19 May 2005
	Appendix B.7.1.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Problem: SCR item IMSE-C-9 has a requirement of IMSE-C-9, which is itself, and IMSE-C-11. Also, IMSE-C-9 in Mandatory, making IMSE-C-11 Mandatory because it is prefaced with an inclusive OR.

Fix: Correct the Requirement name or remove it altogether.
	Fixed in 0341


Editorial Comments

	Document Rev
	Section
	Description
	Status

	OMA-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050425-D
	
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

First page is based on 2004 template.
	Fixed.

	
	scope
	Source: email, A J Angwin, IBM, Thu, 19 May 2005 15:08:03 +0100

Does not define the scope of CSP but IMPS as a whole
	AI Vodafone: Rewrite the scope.

Fixed in CR 449.

	
	References 
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

E.164:  Not the latest version.

The latest version of Recommendation E.164 was approved in 2005-02
	 AI editor: To change
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	
	Abbreviation
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Abbreviation SMS is not defined in section 3.3 and is used in scope. Suggest this and other abbrevs are checked
	AI editor: To fix.

CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	
	2.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

E.164 link is dead.
	AI editor: remove the URL

Fixed in CR 443. CLOSED

	
	3.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

MDN is an abbreviation.
	Fixed

	
	3.3
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

The definition of MSISDN should be moved to the definition section. Section 3.3 is the list of abbreviations.
	Fixed

	
	section 4 or 5
	Source: email, A J Angwin, IBM, Thu, 19 May 2005 15:08:03 +0100

There is no text in this spec that puts it into context. What is it going to define etc. The AD certainly didn't have the level of detail yet came closer. The CSP spec launches straight into the Session
	Related to scope section

Fixed in CR 449.

	
	5.1
	Source: email, A J Angwin, IBM, Thu, 19 May 2005 15:08:03 +0100

a)  The sentence in the 1st para ". If the transport connection is broken, the client can reconnect and continue the session." seems to be a capability statement. Should be be written normatively, e.g. " If the transport connection is broken, the client MAY reconnect and SHALL be able to continue the session."

b)  The term session cookie is used and is mandatory yet the only subsequent description is in the SCRs which talks about it in the context of WV login. How can it be mandatory if not using WV ? What is a session cookie in the context of SIP/SIMPLE ?

c) 5.1 It says "normally all transactions are performed within an established session. How is this the case when PAG's presence, XDM etc is used ? If they are not being used why not ?
	AI editor: change according to comment a).

CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D
b) Not applicable. It is not in the scope of this spec which is about IMPS.

No action.

c) Not applicable. It is not in the scope of this spec which is about IMPS.
No action.

	
	5.1
	Source:  OMA-REL-2005-0114-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments1-Vodafone  

TYPO: second paragraph, “the client MUST log into a SAP using a one of the available…” – delete “a”.
	AI editor: to fix.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	
	5.1 4th Para
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Replace “IMPS protocol” with “IMPS CSP”.
	AI editor: it should be “CSP protocol”.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	
	5.3.3
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Certain characters are not allowed in the User-ID portion of IMPS addresses (see 4.2.4, below).

Replace 4.2.4 with the correct section number.
	AI editor: To fix.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	
	6.4
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

This section is very long and contains description of many different concepts.  Section should be restructured into subsections with a description of high level login feature at the top.
	See Recommendation Number 043.
CLOSED.

Fixed in 0411.

	
	6.4.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Typo: it supports only for negotiation. Client that desire to discover the available services SHOULD utilize the normal service negotiation separately.
	AI editor: To fix.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	
	6.4.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

In the 4th to last paragraph, there is a missing word in the phrase “Client that desire to discover the available SHOULD utilize the normal service negotiation separately.”
	AI editor: To fix.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	
	6.4.1 9th Para.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3 

“A client might loose lose the Session-ID”
	AI editor: To fix.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	
	6.4.3 Table 7 and 8
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Change WV to IMPS. 

 
	AI editor: To fix.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	
	6.5
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

AoC, ToC are not listed in the list of abbreviations
	Fixed

	
	6.6.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

The word 'Status' is deleted at the top of the section - should be kept
	AI editor: To fix.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	
	6.9.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

In the section on ClientCapabilityResponse, for element AcceptedTextContentLength, replace “AnyContent” with “AcceptedTextContentLength”
	AI editor: To check and fix.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	
	6.10
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3 

“This shortened original primitive MUST be a treated as a segment”

The bold ‘a’ should be removed.
	AI editor: To fix.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	
	7.1.1 1st Para.
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3 

“… a Status element”.

A syntactic correction is required.
	AI editor: To correct the sentence.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	
	7.3
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Change as shown (delete shortly):

The public profile – shortly - is a user’s profile information that MUST be available to the public


	AI editor: To fix.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	
	7.3 

page 62
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0119-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments-SonyEricsson 

"- shortly -" is no needed, and makes the sentence more complex.
	See previous comment.

	
	7.3 

page 62
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0119-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments-SonyEricsson 

"public - it" can be replaced by "public. It" which creates two sentences instead of one, which increases readability.
	AI editor: To fix.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	
	7.3 

page 62
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0119-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments-SonyEricsson 

"The IMPS protocol defines the following fields:" should be changed to "The IMPS protocol defines the fields as described in Table 36" ("the following fields" is incorrect as there is an additional paragraph between this text and the table)
	AI editor: To fix.

CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	
	7.3.2

page 64
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0119-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments-SonyEricsson 

Add a sentence to clarify that fields not included in the Public-profile element are left untouched.
	Not editorial comment.

No action.



	
	7.4.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0115-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments2-Vodafone  

GGroup-ID ? (in text and in table 43) : Group-ID instead
	Fixed see comment 173.

	
	7.4.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3 

“It is possible to search based on combined private profile and public profile elements. The server MUST apply the rules/restrictions from both private profile based search and public profile based search”.

“Private profile” is not defined elsewhere. Is it related to the contents of Table 42 or Table 43 or both/

 
	Private profile is defined in the definitions. No action.

	
	7.4.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3 

“It is possible to search based on combined private profile and public profile elements”.

Replace “elements” by “search elements”.
	AI editor: To fix.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	
	7.5.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0115-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments2-Vodafone  

“presence values” : “presence attributes” instead ?
	AI editor: To fix.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	
	10.1


	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0119-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments-SonyEricsson 

Remove "and" from the last bullet
	AI editor: To fix.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	
	10.1.5
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0119-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments-SonyEricsson 

Remove the "or" from the first bullet.


	AI editor: To fix.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	
	11.7.3
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3 

“The client attempted to use an MSISDN that is not use by the device, thus the server rejected the request. The client MUST NOT repeat the request without modification.”

The bold ‘use’ is missing a ‘d’ in the end (should be ‘used’).
	AI editor: To fix.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D

	
	8.2.2 Figures 34 and 36
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Replace “I” with ( denoting set intersection and “Y” with (I =1 to n   denoting set union.
	MS Word issue. No action

	
	9.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Description of font information is duplicated all through the section - should be moved to a single section describing content types, for example section 9.4.
	No action.

	
	9.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

This section “Message-Info structure” should appear earlier in the beginning of section 9 before message-Info IE is used in the various primitive.
	Fixed. 

	
	12
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3 

“the standard Wireless-Village protocol” should be replaced with “IMPS CSP”
	AI editor: To fix.
CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D


11 OMA-IMPS-MO-V1_0-20050424-D

Recommendations

	ID
	Open Date
	Section
	Description
	Status

	001
	19 May 2005
	5.1.23
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

It is stated “The OMA IMPS standard allows 200 characters for URI-based Client-IDs” 

However XMLS-document defines the ClientID to be “<!ELEMENT ClientID ((URL | MSISDN), ApplicationID?)”

URL is max 200 characters and ApplicationID is max 100 characters, so the Client ID is max 300 characters.

The use of Application-ID should be clarified as commented for CSP – that will take care of this as well. Generally, Application-ID is not part of the ClientID, it can be submitted along with it during login, and it MAY be used in invitations as well. Perhaps the element should not be part of ClientID on DTD level?
	 AI Zoltan: Bring CR to move the ApplicationID outside the ClientID ELEMENT.

Fixed in CR 439.


Editorial Comments

	Document Rev
	Section
	Description
	Status

	OMA-IMPS-MO-V1_0-20050424-D
	
	VOID
	 


12 OMA-IMPS-PA_XMLS-V1_3-20050426-D

Recommendations

	ID
	Open Date
	Section
	Description
	Status

	001
	19 May 2005
	5.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

According to this chapter the PA DTD is not correct, as it MUST NOT contain the unmodified presence attributes.
	Fixed in 345.

	002
	19 May 2005
	Appendix C
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

The examples – where applicable – do not include the ClientID.
	Fixed in 345.


Editorial Comments

	Document Rev
	Section
	Description
	Status

	OMA-IMPS-PA_XMLS-V1_3-20050426-D
	
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Font size of Figures / Tables in ToC is too small
	The template defines it. No action.


13 OMA-IMPS-PA-V1_3-20050426-D

Recommendations

	ID
	Open Date
	Section
	Description
	Status

	001
	19 May 2005
	5.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

<!ELEMENT ClientIMPriority (#PCDATA)>

TO make it clear to the reader, add a note to indicate that ClientIMPriority corresponds to the SessionPriority defined in section 6.9.1.
	AI OZ: Clarify the references and provide a fix.

Fixed in CR 469. CLOSED

	002
	19 May 2005
	CSP PA 7
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Description of the required server behavior must be included in SSP.  Incl. description of behavior when Presence and IM Service Elements are not combined in the same server.
	AI OZ: To fix

Fixed in CR 479

CLOSED

	003
	19 May 2005
	Table 15
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

It should be made clear in this spec that ClientIMPriority is the PA that corresponds to the SessionPriority defined with the other client capabilities in CSP section. A similar reference is made in CSP section 6.9.1 with the definition of SessionPriority. 
	AI editor: Fix

Fixed in CR 469. CLOSED

	004
	19 May 2005
	Appendix B
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Problem: SCR item names are incorrect. They do not have the proper SpecScrName nor the proper NumericId.

Fix: Each item should have the proper SpecScrName of IMPS- and end with the proper NumericId of 3 numbers, like 001.

Recommendation: Expand GroupType to include CSP- on the front of each current GroupType name.

Example: 

- CURRENT: PA-C-1

- CORRECT: IMPS-PA-C-001
	Fixed in CR 344

	005
	19 May 2005
	Appendix B vs 8.1.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Problem: SCR table and Section 8.1.1 of the specifications are contrary.

Fix: Either change all of the SCR table items to OPTIONAL, or change the 8.1.1 text to MUST for the following items:

PA-C-3 and PA-S-5 -- ClientInfo

PA-C-4 and PA-S-6 -- ClientContentLimit
	Fixed in CR 344

	006
	19 May 2005
	Appendix B.1.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Problem: SCR items PA-C-15 and PA-C-16 are Mandatory and have a Requirement for PA-C-14, and Optional Item.

Fix: Remove PA-C-15 and PA-C-16 requirements, change the STATUS to Optional, and put PA-C-15 AND PA-C-16 as Requirements for PA-C-14.
	Fixed in CR 344

	007
	19 May 2005
	Appendix B.1.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Problem: SCR items PA-C-31, PA-C-32 and PA-C-33 are Mandatory and have a Requirement for PA-C-30, and Optional Item.

Fix: Remove PA-C-31, PA-C-32, and PA-C-33 requirements, change the STATUS to Optional, and put PA-C-31 AND PA-C-32 AND PA-C-33 as Requirements for PA-C-30.
	Fixed in CR 344

	008
	19 May 2005
	Appendix B.1.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Problem: SCR items PA-C-38, PA-C-39, PA-C-40 and PA-C-41 are Mandatory and have a Requirement for PA-C-37, and Optional Item.

Fix: Remove PA-C-38, PA-C-39, PA-C-40 and PA-C-41 requirements, change the STATUS to Optional, and put PA-C-38 AND PA-C-39 AND PA-C-40 AND PA-C-41 as Requirements for PA-C-37.
	Fixed in CR 344

	009
	19 May 2005
	Appendix B.1.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Problem: SCR items PA-C-51 is Mandatory and has a Requirement for PA-C-48, and Optional Item.

Fix: Remove the PA-C-51 requirement, change the STATUS to Optional, and put PA-C-51 as a Requirements for PA-C-48.
	Fixed in CR 344

	010
	19 May 2005
	Appendix B.1.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Problem: SCR items PA-C-56 and PA-C-57 are Mandatory and have a Requirement for PA-C-55, and Optional Item.

Fix: Remove PA-C-56 and PA-C-57 requirements, change the STATUS to Optional, and put PA-C-56 AND PA-C-57 as Requirements for PA-C-55.
	Fixed in CR 344

	011
	19 May 2005
	Appendix B.1.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Problem: SCR items PA-C-49 and PA-C-50 have STATUS of C. This is NOT a valid Status.

Fix: Remove PA-C-49 and PA-C-50 requirements, change the STATUS to Optional, and put PA-C-49 OR PA-C-50 as Requirements for PA-C-48
	Fixed in CR 344

	012
	19 May 2005
	Appendix B.1.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Problem: SCR items PA-C-53 and PA-C-54 have STATUS of C. This is NOT a valid Status.

Fix: Remove PA-C-53 and PA-C-54 requirements, change the STATUS to Optional, and put PA-C-53 OR PA-C-54 as Requirements for PA-C-52
	Fixed in CR 344

	013
	19 May 2005
	Appendix B.1.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Problem: SCR items PA-S-2 is Mandatory and has a Requirement for PA-S-1, and Optional Item.

Fix: Remove the PA-S-2 requirement, change the STATUS to Optional, and put PA-S-2 as a Requirement for PA-S-1.
	Fixed in CR 344

	014
	19 May 2005
	Appendix B.1.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Problem: SCR items PA-S-4 is Mandatory and has a Requirement for PA-S-3, and Optional Item.

Fix: Remove the PA-S-4 requirement, change the STATUS to Optional, and put PA-S-4 as a Requirement for PA-S-3.
	Fixed in CR 344

	015
	19 May 2005
	Appendix B.1.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Problem: SCR items PA-S-20 and PA-S-21 are Mandatory and have a Requirement for PA-S-19, and Optional Item.

Fix: Remove PA-S-20 and PA-S-21 requirements, change the STATUS to Optional, and put PA-S-20 AND PA-S-21 as Requirements for PA-S-19.
	Fixed in CR 344

	016
	19 May 2005
	Appendix B.1.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Problem: SCR items PA-S-36, PA-S-37, and PA-S-38 are Mandatory and have a Requirement for PA-S-35, and Optional Item.

Fix: Remove PA-S-36, PA-S-37, and PA-S-38 requirements, change the STATUS to Optional, and put PA-S-36 AND PA-S-37 AND PA-S-38 as Requirements for PA-S-35.
	Fixed in CR 344

	017
	19 May 2005
	Appendix B.1.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Problem: SCR items PA-S-43, PA-S-44, PA-S-45, and PA-S-46 are Mandatory and have a Requirement for PA-S-42, and Optional Item.

Fix: Remove PA-S-43, PA-S-44, PA-S-45, and PA-S-46 requirements, change the STATUS to Optional, and put PA-S-43 AND PA-S-44 AND PA-S-45 AND PA-S-46 as Requirements for PA-S-42.
	Fixed in CR 344

	018
	19 May 2005
	Appendix B.1.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Problem: SCR items PA-S-56 is Mandatory and has a Requirement for PA-S-53, and Optional Item.

Fix: Remove the PA-S-56 requirement, change the STATUS to Optional, and put PA-S-56 as a Requirement for PA-S-53.
	Fixed in CR 344

	019
	19 May 2005
	Appendix B.1.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Problem: SCR items PA-S-54 and PA-S-55 have STATUS of C. This is NOT a valid Status.

Fix: Remove PA-S-54 and PA-S-55 requirements, change the STATUS to Optional, and put PA-S-54 OR PA-S-55 as Requirements for PA-S-53
	Fixed in CR 344

	020
	19 May 2005
	Appendix B.1.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Problem: SCR items PA-S-58 and PA-S-59 have STATUS of C. This is NOT a valid Status.

Fix: Remove PA-S-84 and PA-S-59 requirements, change the STATUS to Optional, and put PA-S-58 OR PA-S-59 as Requirements for PA-S-57
	Fixed in CR 344

	021
	19 May 2005
	Appendix B.1.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Problem: SCR items PA-S-61 and PA-S-62 are Mandatory and have a Requirement for PA-S-60, and Optional Item.

Fix: Remove PA-S-61 and PA-S-62 requirements, change the STATUS to Optional, and put PA-S-61 AND PA-S-62 as Requirements for PA-S-60.
	Fixed in CR 344


Editorial Comments

	Document Rev
	Section
	Description
	Status

	OMA-IMPS-PA-V1_3-20050426-D
	7 2nd Para, bullet item 1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3 

“Content adaptation is not within the scope of the first release of IMPS specifications and implementation of any such a mechanism is proprietary”.

This is the third release of IMPS.  The above statement should be modified to avoid referring to an IMPS release.


	 Fixed in CR 344


14 OMA-IMPS-SSP_Transport-V1_3-20050425-D

Recommendations

	ID
	Open Date
	Section
	Description
	Status

	001
	19 May 2005
	5.4
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

This section must be updated with correct IANA content-type
	 AI OZ to check what needs to be done.
OPEN

	002
	19 May 2005
	5
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0117-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments3-Vodafone   

This section mentions the use of HTTPS however, it does not specify any profile of HTTPS such as which cipher suites (encryption algorithms) to be used or whether both servers need to use certificates to authenticate each other. This information needs to be provided in order to prevent incompatibility. 
	See RFC 2818, Standard HTTPS is used.
No action.


Editorial Comments

	Document Rev
	Section
	Description
	Status

	OMA-IMPS-SSP_Transport-V1_3-20050425-D
	
	VOID
	 


15 OMA-IMPS-WV-SSP_XMLS-V1_3-20050425-D

Recommendations

	ID
	Open Date
	Section
	Description
	Status

	001
	19 May 2005
	5
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

DTD is not valid.  For example extra '?' character in definition of Status element
	 Fixed in 422 CLOSED

	002
	19 May 2005
	5
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

System Message notifications should not be included in service tree
	 Fixed in 423. CLOSED

	003
	19 May 2005
	5
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Friendly Name is missing from User element (only included on UserID element)
	User element contains UserID element and UserID contains FriendlyName

No Action

	004
	19 May 2005
	5
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

User Session service tree is missing new services added to CSP service tree:

· GetMap

· Segmentation

· ExtendIM
	Fixed in 423. CLOSED


Editorial Comments

	Document Rev
	Section
	Description
	Status

	OMA-IMPS-WV-SSP_XMLS-V1_3-20050425-D
	
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Document uses 2004 template.
	Fixed in 375R01


16 OMA-IMPS-WV-SSP-V1_3-20050425-D

Recommendations

	ID
	Open Date
	Section
	Description
	Status

	001
	19 May 2005
	
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Specification contains too much duplication of description from CSP, while in some cases there is only a reference to CSP.  This increases the risk that the two are not consistent as detailed in more comments below.  There may be other instances of inconsistency that were not identified by this reviewer
	 No specific inconsistencies mentionned.

	 002
	19 May 2005
	6.3
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Generic SSP Addressing Scheme is inconsistent with Generic CSP Addressing Scheme.  Changes done in CSP have not been incorporated in SSP specs.  Whole Addressing section seems to be out of sync between CSP and SSP. It should be better to reference the relevant text of CSP.
	 Fixed in 427

	003
	19 May 2005
	6.4.6
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Messages received from external systems through SSP may not have enough contexts to always present the message in UTC.  Support for receiving a message in local time is therefore needed as well even thought the client may be mandated to always generate UTC.
	AI OZ to propose a solution.
OPEN

	004
	19 May 2005
	6.6.8
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Text is missing description of how to handle Service Negotiation for segmentation for a remote user session
	Fixed in 428. CLOSED

	005
	19 May 2005
	8.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

System Message notification element is missing from Table 2
	Fixed in 428. CLOSED

	006
	19 May 2005
	8.2
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Definition of Status primitive is inconsistent with CSP.  Missing DetailedResult
	Fixed in 428 and 431. CLOSED

	007
	19 May 2005
	10.3
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

System Message transaction is mandatory and should therefore not be included in service negotiation.
	Fixed in 428

	008
	19 May 2005
	10.8.4
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Need to describe also that this is required to be able to adapt PA information for content transcoding
	AI OZ to propose a solution.

Fixed in CR 479

CLOSED

	009
	19 May 2005
	11.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

CSP client capability negotiation now includes session related parameters that are not supported in SSP (session priority, session limit, etc), but need to be handled in SSP.  These should be reflected in the User Profile (or some other mechanism)
	AI OZ to propose a solution.

Fixed in CR 496

CLOSED

	010
	19 May 2005
	11.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

MSISDN must be available through User Profile to support offline message notification
	Fixed in 428. CLOSED

	011
	19 May 2005
	12.1.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Only system messages generated by the local SAP should be removed
	AI OZ to propose a solution.

Fixed in CR 460. 

CLOSED

	012
	19 May 2005
	12.1.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Should clarify that optimized login between client and server (see CSP 6.4.1) will require the SAP to perform individual transactions towards the provider server.  There is no optimized login transaction in SSP.
	Fixed in 428. CLOSED

	013
	19 May 2005
	12.1.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

UserLoginResponse is inconsistent with CSP.  Does not support registration feature of CSP.
	The registration is supported in SSP.  No action

	014
	19 May 2005
	13
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Problem: SCR item names are incorrect. They do not have the proper SpecScrName nor the proper NumericId.

Fix: Each item should have the proper SpecScrName of IMPS- and end with the proper NumericId of 3 numbers, like 001.

Example: 

- CURRENT: SSP-SERV-S-1 

- CORRECT: IMPS-SSP-SERV-S-001
	AI: Siemens to create CR
OPEN

	015
	19 May 2005
	13.1.4
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Searching for groups and limiting based on age of requesting user.  It's not clear from the spec how this is done when the Group Service Element is located on a different server from the SAP handling the search.  One solution is to include an age element in the search primitive sent between servers.
	This is explained in the SSP spec
No action.

	016
	19 May 2005
	13.1.4
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Section is not fully in sync with description in CSP.  For example missing description of how to handle authorization when searching based on presence.
	
Unclear comment.

No action.

	017
	19 May 2005
	13.1.7 / 13.1.8
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Description of rules for address inclusion is incomplete and at least missing description of usage of Application-ID when inviting based on application.
	On hold until Application-ID handling is solved in CSP.

AI for Siemens to create CR.
OPEN

	018
	19 May 2005
	13.1.7 / 13.1.8
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Description of handling of OfflineETEMHandling and Client-ID for invitations is missing.
	On hold until Client-ID handling is solved in CSP.

AI for Siemens to create CR.
OPEN

	019
	19 May 2005
	13.1.7
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Extended Conversation (EC) type is missing from CSP (introduced in CSP in 1.3)
	Fixed in 428 and 432. CLOSED

	020
	19 May 2005
	14.2.5
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Description on nickname handling is missing for SSP (added to CSP in 1.3)
	Not required in SSP

No action

	021
	19 May 2005
	15.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Section should at minimum contain a reference to the authorization section in CSP (sectgion 8.2)
	Fixed in CR 428. CLOSED

	022
	19 May 2005
	16
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Missing description on offline message notification (incl. responsibility home or remote domain)
	CSP functionality and not required in SSP

No Action

	023
	19 May 2005
	17.1.3
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

JoinGroupResponse is missing element to send new Screenname to user - also missing normative text for this feature.
	Fixed in CR 428. CLOSED

	024
	19 May 2005
	17.1.15
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Missing feature of notifying user when a blocked user has joined the group.  GroupChangeNotifce Primitive is missing the relevant elements.
	Fixed in CR 428 and CR 441. CLOSED

	025
	19 May 2005
	18
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Missing error codes introduced in CSP:

· 204

· 756

· 757

· 758

· 902

Note: some of these might be already used in SSP and therefore may not be moved to a different code.
	Fixed in 428

204 deleted in latest CSP spec

756,757 and 758 updated

902 will be deleted in CSP spec

CLOSED

	026
	19 May 2005
	19.7
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Problem: SCR Item SSP-SAP-S-4, a Mandatory item, has a requirement for another Mandatory Item

Fix: As both items MUST be implemented, remove the requirement.
	AI: Siemens to create CR
OPEN

	027
	19 May 2005
	19.8
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0105-Nokia-consistency-review-comments-IMPS-V1_3

Problem: SCR Item SSP-CMSE-S-09, a Mandatory item, has a requirement for an optional item. Since the Mandatory item MUST be implemented, the Optional item becomes Mandatory by default.

Fix: Remove the requirement, make SSP-CMSE-S-09 Optional, or make SSP-CMSE-S-08 Mandatory
	AI: Siemens to create CR
OPEN


Editorial Comments

	Document Rev
	Section
	Description
	Status

	OMA-IMPS-WV-SSP-V1_3-20050425-D
	
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Document uses 2004 template
	Fixed in 376R02

	
	
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Track changes is enabled
	Fixed in 376R02

	
	
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Empty table rows should be deleted
	Fixed in 376R02

	
	
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Missing numbers on figure (for example section 13.1.9)
	Fixed in 376R02

	
	
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Automatic numbering not used everywhere in the document (may apply to other documents as well)
	Fixed in 376R02

	
	
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Some references are not dynamic and my be incorrect if section numbering changes in the referenced to section
	Fixed in 376R02

	
	2.1
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

E.164 link is dead
	Fixed in 443R01

	
	6.3.8
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

Reference not found error in Word (my be elsewhere as well)
	Fixed in 443


17 OMA-RD_IMPSDelta-V1_3-20041118-C

Recommendations

	ID
	Open Date
	Section
	Description
	Status

	001
	19 May 2005
	RD 6
	Source: OMA-REL-2005-0106-OZ-Review-Comments-IMPS-V1_3

The following requirements are not fulfilled by the specification:

· GEN-8 (no mention of this in the specification)

· SYM-8 / SYM-9 (length too short in specification)
	The first part of GEN-8: “The server MAY restrict the content types that it accepts for delivery” is fulfilled, see CSP client capability negotiation.
No action.
As for the second part, the working group agreed not to use MMS conformance classes.
No action.

SYM-8 and 9: AI to CSP editor to copy paste the two requirements into CSP.

CLOSED.

Fixed as editorial in OMA-TS-IMPS-CSP-V1_3-20050620-D


	002
	19 May 2005
	5.16.6
	Source:  OMA-REL-2005-0114-IMPS1.3-Consistency-Review-Comments1-Vodafone  

SECURITY: there is a potential security threat associated with direct IMPS-based communications between 3APP. The recommendation contained in 5.16.6 is not translated into requirement. 

The TS (CSP) provides an implementation of this feature. 
	AI Vodafone: Clarify the comment.
Now it is possible to verify the Application-ID during login, as well as to use Application-ID in access control transactions.

CLOSED.


Editorial Comments

	Document Rev
	Section
	Description
	Status

	OMA-RD_IMPSDelta-V1_3-20041118-C
	
	Source: email, A J Angwin, IBM, Thu, 19 May 2005 12:34:34 +0100

The term IMPSDelta in the title is misleading. The fact the RD seems to only have use cases and associated requirements for the delta above and beyond IMPS1.2 seems irrelevant to the title - since by referencing etc you can bring in the previous use cases and requirements assuming they are unchanged.
	 No available RD document for IMPS 1.2 So it was approved by TP to have a delta RD including only the additional requirements. The reader is informed  from the title that it is a delta document.

No action


18 OMA-RDRR_IMPSDelta-V1_3-20041109-D

Recommendations

	ID
	Open Date
	Section
	Description
	Status

	 
	
	
	VOID
	 


Editorial Comments

	Document Rev
	Section
	Description
	Status

	OMA-RDRR_IMPSDelta-V1_3-20041109-D
	
	VOID
	


19 OMA-wA-Application-Characteristic-for-IMPS-V1_0-20050424-D

Recommendations

	ID
	Open Date
	Section
	Description
	Status

	 
	
	
	VOID
	   


Editorial Comments

	Document Rev
	Section
	Description
	Status

	OMA-wA-Application-Characteristic-for-IMPS-V1_0-20050424-D
	
	VOID
	


____________________
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