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Recommendations

	ID
	Open Date
	Section
	Description
	Status

	001
	2005.06.28
	3.3 Abbreviations 
	Table of abbreviations had only one acronym, and that is OMA. I went through the RD and extended the list of acronyms taking all the acronyms that were in the RD and which I believe should have been in the table
NEC
	Open

	002
	2005.06.28
	6.1.1 Security
	SEC-5. There is a typo, w-mail. 
Should be e-mail
NEC
	Open

	003
	2005.06.28
	6.1.1. Security
	SEC-10
The client MUST be able to be authenticated by the server when requesting data from the e-mail server

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

	004
	2005.06.28
	6.1.1. Security
	SEC-11

The server MUST be able to be authenticated by the client

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

	005
	2005.06.28
	6.1.1. Security
	SEC-12
Mobile email MUST support content screening

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

	006
	2005.06.28
	6.1.4 Usability
	Capability to recall an email message after it has been sent has not been captured. 
An input contribution (OMA-REQ-2005-0384) to propose these requirements has been submitted
NEC
	Open

	07
	2005.06.28
	6.1.4. Usability
	USAB-1 
Mobile email SHOULD minimize event propagation delays and must not impose excessive delays according to user preferences
If the second part is mandatory, ‘must not’ should be in capitals ‘MUST NOT’
NEC
	Open

	08
	2005.06.28
	6.1.4. Usability
	USAB-2
Mobile email SHOULD minimize delays in accessing email messages and must not impose excessive delays according to user preferences
If the second part is mandatory, ‘must not’ should be in capitals ‘MUST NOT’
NEC
	Open

	09
	2005.06.28
	1. Scope
	Scope talks about mobile e-mail as a service, but the requirements are on mobile e-mail enabler. 

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

	10
	2005.06.28
	2.1 Normative References
	Privacy reference is not up to date
Lucent
	Open

	11
	2005.06.28
	2.1. Normative References
	Add RFC2821 to Normative references, (used in USAB-29, -30)
Lucent
	Open

	12
	2005.06.28
	2.2 Informative References
	Add “Application Performance Report” to Informative Reference
Lucent
	Open

	13
	2005.06.28
	3.1. Conventions
	Add “Email Repository” to definitions. The term is used in several requirements, (USAB 10, 13, IOP-10”). Wording to be discussed and formulated
Lucent
	Open

	014
	2005.06.28
	4. Introduction
	Introduction requires a succinct problem statement and rationale before the rest of the text.

Lucent
	Open

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

	016
	2005.06.28
	4.1.2. Additional Considerations
	1st Bullet: 

Needs editorial clarification. The client should be able to modify the user experience based on network conditions
Lucent
	Open

	017
	2005.06.28
	4.1.2. Additional Considerations
	2nd Bullet: Needs clarification that DRM is not a feature of this enabler
Lucent
	Open

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

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

	020
	2005.06.28
	6.1.1. 

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

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

	022
	2005.06.28
	6.1.1. Security
	Note under section 6.1.1: Text is garbled. Simplify and re-move the normative statement
Lucent
	Open

	023
	2005.06.28
	6.1.3. Administration 

	ADMIN-1: Should be re-using OMA DM enabler
Lucent
	Open

	024
	2005.06.28
	6.1.3. Administration

	ADMIN-4: This looks like two separate requirements; one on preventing unauthorised usage and one preventing the revocation of unauthorised usage. Suggest splitting
Lucent
	Open

	025
	2005.06.28
	6.1.4. Usability

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

	026
	2005.06.28
	6.1.4. Usability

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

	027
	2005.06.28
	6.1.4. Usability

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

	028
	2005.06.28
	6.1.4. Usability

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

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

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

Lucent
	Open

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

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

	033
	2005.06.28
	6.2. Overall system Requirements
	SYSREQ-5: Revise to reference Application Performance [Performance] reference
Lucent
	Open

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

	035
	2005.06.28
	3.2. Definitions
	Suggest arranging definitions in alphabetical order
Lucent
	Open

	036
	2005.06.28
	4.2.2. Networks and Operators
	1st bullet: behavior -> behaviour
Lucent
	Open

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

	038
	2005.06.28
	6.1.4. Usability
	USAB-8: bullet last item
Lucent
	Open

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

	040
	2005.06.28
	6.1.4. Usability
	USAB-16: change ‘-mail’ to ‘e-mail’
Lucent
	Open
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