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1. Instructions
Review comments should be submitted in a form that simplifies the collection by the review report editor.  This form permits easy cut-n-paste actions by use of pro-forma structure of the review comments table.  The following are requests for submitters of the comments:

· If the review involves more than one document (e.g. ERP), use a separate table for each document.

· Use this docID in the Form field (e.g. for doc OMA-REL-2008-0134-RC_XYZ_RD – 'Form' entry would be 'doc #0134'.)

· The Type column should indicate 'E' for Editorial comment or 'T' for Technical comment

· Submitters are encouraged, but not required, to provide a proposed change – provide as much insight to issue as possible

· Marked up versions of the document can be submitted as an attachment.  If this is done, please note in the table, in summary form, the technical issues addressed.  Use one table entry to note that editorial items are presented.

RC docare internal docs and when uploaded, they should be attached to the appropriate review meeting.
2. Review Comments

2.1 OMA-WP-IMPS_V1_3_IMPL-20080630-D

	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	Z001
	2008.01.11
	T
	7
	Source: OZ Communications
Comment: CSP has the capability to indicate the preferred language. 

Proposed Change: it is proposed to perform the login with embedded ClientCap request. Extract language from capability list rather than relying on HTTP over which the user has no control.
	Status: OPEN 



	Z002
	2008.01.11
	E
	12.1
	Source: OZ Communications
Comment: Usage of “standard” is not appropriate
Proposed Change: refer instead to IMPS CSP. 
	Status: OPEN 



	Z003
	2008.01.11
	T
	12
	Source: OZ Communications
Comment: One reason to have multiple contact list is to avoid the strain of a huge contact list. This proposal defeats this purpose. And the duplicate contacts (between the contact lists) generate much additional traffic, consuming bandwidth and slowing down the client’s login sequence… Basically, this is bad user-experience.

Why block the contact list display name? This is the mechanism to provide a human-readable name to the contact-list. If the new client does not like it, it could change it.

Since these lists client-managed, they should not serve any special purpose on the server.

Proposed Change:  remove this proposal
	Status: OPEN 



	Z004
	2008.01.11
	T
	13.2
	Source: OZ Communications
Comment: Extension blocks exist to handle additional parameters like this. They should be used instead of overloading and hijacking parameters for other purposes. And it would leave the InviteNote available to provide some information about the shared file.
Proposed Change: Use extension blocks.
	Status: OPEN 



	Z005
	2008.01.11
	E
	14.3
	Source: OZ Communications
Comment: “Clients who want to appear as invisible are RECOMMENDED to set Qualifier of OnlineStatus to “F””. 

Proposed Change: reflect this feature in the table above (Table 12).


	Status: OPEN 



	Z006
	2008.01.11
	T
	14.3
	Source: OZ Communications
Comment: Change the second paragraph from the bottom of the section as shown below. 

Proposed Change: In order to support invisibility directly when logging in, the server is RECOMMENDED to set the value of the Qualifier of OnlineStatus as “F” and set OnlineStatus to “F” when a client logs in, and only change it the qualifier to “T” once the client sends the first presence publishing primitive.


	Status: OPEN 



	Z007
	2008.01.11
	T
	16.3
	Source: OZ Communications
Comment: There is a concern about the bandwidth used for typing alert. Typing alert is usually not used by Internet IM service providers over the air.
Proposed Change: Specify that sending alert should be done very sparingly.
	Status: OPEN 



	Z008
	2008.01.11
	T
	17.3
	Source: OZ Communications

Comment: “By default, new groups created by clients, SHOULD be private, open and searchable, with private messaging set to true”. The IG should follow the default value set in CSP spec.

Proposed Change: Client should set these properties upon group creation; if not specified, the server should use the defaults from CSP specification: open, private, private messaging set to false and not searchable.


	Status: OPEN 

	Z009
	2008.01.11
	T
	18.2
	Source: OZ Communications
Comment: Second bullet item is not correct.
Proposed Change: Delete second bullet item.
	Status: OPEN 

	Z010
	2008.01.11
	T
	18.2
	Source: OZ Communications
Comment: Add a new bullet item as sown bellow:
Proposed Change: CommCap: Qualifier=T, Cap=SMS, Status=Open
	Status: OPEN 

	Z011
	2008.01.11
	T
	19.2
	Source: OZ Communications
Comment: 
Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN 

	Z012
	2008.01.11
	T
	19.2
	Source: OZ Communications
Comment: 
Proposed Change: Use extended requests, instead of re-using standard messaging primitives.


	Status: OPEN 

	Z013
	2008.01.11
	T
	19.2
	Source: OZ Communications
Comment: Scenario describes in 5.6.3 (content handling policy) of IMPS CSP. 

The client Cap response can be used to notify the user of these extra costs (page 59 of CSP).

Proposed Change: Use guidelines specified in CSP instead.


	Status: OPEN 

	Z014
	2008.01.11
	T
	25.2
	Source: OZ Communications
Comment: An alternative standard approach is to use extended request. The use of SystemMessageUser with a pre-defined code is stretching CSP.

Proposed Change: Suggest using CSP extended request also to be more compliant with CSP without precluding the use of pre-defined system message ID. 


	Status: OPEN 
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