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1. Instructions

Review comments should be collected and aggregated into a single review report.  This will facilitate efforts to resolve issues:

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

· Avoid changing CommentIds once drafts have been published – source of possible confusion.

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

2. Review Information

2.1 OMA Groups Involved

	Name Of Group
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	Comments Provided

	Requirements
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Architecture
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Security
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	IOP
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
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	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	


2.2 Review History

	Review Type
	Date
	Review Method
	Participating Groups
	Full Document Id

	Select: Full / Followup / Preliminary
	2008.xx.xx
	Select: F2F / Email / ConfCall
	
	OMA-<type>-<desc>-<version>-200ymmdd-<state>

	
	
	
	
	


3. Review Comments

3.1 OMA-WP-IMPS_V1_3_IMPL-20080630-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A001
	2008.08.11
	T
	General
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
The document title and version number (and consequently the included namespaces) are a bit confusing.
Assuming that

 - this document is Implementation Guidelines version 1.0.

 - this document is for IMPS 1.3

some changes are necessary.
Proposed Change:
Change the title of the document to “Implementation Guidelines for IMPS 1.3”

Change the version of the document to 1.0 (i.e. Draft Version 1.0).

Update the document ID to reflect this as well (i.e. OMA-WP-IMPS_IG-V1_0-20080630-D.

Update the namespaces to reflect this as well (i.e. http://www.openmobilealliance.org/DTD/IMPS1.3-IG1.0)

Make sure that these changes are applied everywhere in the document where necessary.
	Status: OPEN

	A002
	2008.08.11
	E
	General
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
The language setting varies over the document.

Proposed Change:
Select the entire document (CTRL+A) and select English/UK as the language (I think that’s the default in the TS template).
	Status: OPEN

	A003
	2008.08.11
	T
	General
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
This is an informational document; normative keywords are not acceptable.

Proposed Change:
Remove reference to RFC2119 from Section 2, make all keywords (MUST, SHOULD, MAY, etc) lowercase across the entire document and remove the 2nd sentence from 3.1.
	Status: OPEN

	A004
	2008.08.11
	E
	General
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
The format of the tables is not consistent. The rows/columns are sometimes gray, sometimes white.
Proposed Change:
Make the “look” of the tables consistent across the entire document.
	Status: OPEN

	A005
	2008.08.11
	E
	General
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
The format of the use cases is not consistent. Sometimes a use case is in one table cell with numbered bullets, sometimes it spans across individually numbered table cells.
Proposed Change:
Make the use cases consistent across the entire document.
	Status: OPEN

	A006
	2008.08.11
	E
	General
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Caps use.

Some terms/words are capitalized in one section and lowercase in another section.
Proposed Change:
Make the caps use consistent across the entire document.
	Status: OPEN

	A007
	2008.08.11
	E
	General
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Dash use.

Some terms/words are with dash in one section and without dash in another section. A good example is User ID vs. User-ID (there are others, this is just an example).
Proposed Change:
Make the dash use consistent across the entire document.
	Status: OPEN

	A008
	2008.08.11
	E
	General
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
There are a lot of unnecessary extra line breaks and spaces scattered throughout the entire document.

Proposed Change:
Remove the extra spaces/line breaks.
	Status: OPEN

	A009
	2008.08.11
	T
	General
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
It is pointless to use the work “recommended” in the “Recommendations” section.
Proposed Change:
In every “Recommendations” section remove the word “RECOMMENDED” from every sentence where it occurs and use “should” instead.
	Status: OPEN

	A010
	2008.08.11
	T
	General
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Did this white paper get SEC’s blessing? There are some issues in this document that requires their attention.
Proposed Change:
Add a security considerations section describing any potential issues and have the document reviewed and agreed by SEC.
	Status: OPEN

	A011
	2008.08.11
	T
	1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Ambiguous text: “They are aligned with GSMA IM Phase 1/2 Service Definition documents.”

Proposed Change:
What is “they” referring to? Applications or IG?

If IG is meant: clarify the sentence, however if Applications are meant, then we suggest removing the sentence (that would be an invalid claim).
	Status: OPEN

	A012
	2008.08.11
	T
	2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Referenced document version is missing from [OMADICT].

Proposed Change:
Update the reference so that it points to the appropriate document.
	Status: OPEN

	A013
	2008.08.11
	E
	2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
The text is not formatted correctly.

Proposed Change:
Select the entire first column and apply the “RefLabel” style.
	Status: OPEN

	A014
	2008.08.11
	E
	2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
The text is not formatted correctly.

Proposed Change:
Select the entire second column and apply the “RefDesc” style.
	Status: OPEN

	A015
	2008.08.11
	E
	2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Opening bracket missing from “PA XMLS]”

Proposed Change:
Add opening bracket.
	Status: OPEN

	A016
	2008.08.11
	E
	2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
The last paragraph in this section has a strange formatting. ;-)

Proposed Change:
Select and apply “Normal” style.
	Status: OPEN

	A017
	2008.08.11
	E
	2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
The reference descriptions include links. Some of them are click-able, some are just text formatted with blue colour.

Proposed Change:
Make them consistent – either click-able or not.

Our preference would be to remove the links and the blue colours.
	Status: OPEN

	A018
	2008.08.11
	T
	2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
The “IM Phase 2 Service Definition” document is not available from the GMSA web site, http://www.gsmworld.com/documents/index.shtml and as such it is considered a non-existent reference.
Proposed Change:
Remove the reference.
	Status: OPEN

	A019
	2008.08.11
	T
	3.1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
There seems to be some leftover (?) at the end of the first sentence.
Proposed Change:
Remove “to Recommendations”, or clarify what was meant to be said.
	Status: OPEN

	A020
	2008.08.11
	E
	3.1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
The last paragraph in this section has a strange formatting. ;-)

Proposed Change:
Select and apply “Normal” style.
	Status: OPEN

	A021
	2008.08.11
	T
	3.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
I understand that there are no new definitions added, but still. The current text is not worth having.
Proposed Change:
Either remove the section, or, explain the definitions already exist in the IMPS 1.3 Enabler and they are not repeated here.
	Status: OPEN

	A022
	2008.08.11
	T
	3.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
GSMA is an abbreviation, isn’t it?
Proposed Change:
Either remove the section, or, explain the abbreviations already exist in the IMPS 1.3 Enabler and they are not repeated here.
	Status: OPEN

	A023
	2008.08.11
	T
	4
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph two, first sentence.

IMPS Applications do not interact with each other directly – they interact via the IMPS server. The clients are in fact conformant and compliant to the IMPS Server as defined in the IMPS Enabler. Therefore, the word “interoperability” does not sound right in this sentence – it applies that there are some IOP issue with the specs that need to be corrected.
Proposed Change:
Replace “interoperability” something else (maybe “implementation”?).
	Status: OPEN

	A024
	2008.08.11
	T
	4
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph two, first sentence.

Wording change proposal.
Proposed Change:
Change “as” to “where” or “whereas” in “an application level as two or more”.
	Status: OPEN

	A025
	2008.08.11
	T
	4
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph two, second sentence.

Wording change proposal.
Proposed Change:
Change “However” to “Additionally” in “However, a lot of the options”.
	Status: OPEN

	A026
	2008.08.11
	T
	4
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph two, second sentence.

This sentence does not sound right. “two or more transactions” makes it sound as if it was possible to combine transactions (which is not the case) – transactions are still separate. Also, we don’t want to work backwards: we need to go from the use case to the result.
Proposed Change:
Change the current sentence to: “Additionally, due to the high level of optional information elements in the primitives of the IMPS protocol, it is not known what is the best and widely implemented way of executing a number of use cases that are not described in detail in the IMPS specifications - how transactions and options shall be combined and used to implement such use cases”
	Status: OPEN

	A027
	2008.08.11
	T
	4
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph three, first sentence.

The “not supposed” to does not sound very convincing in “this document is not supposed to change or bend” part of the sentence.
Proposed Change:
Replace “supposed to change or bend” with “changing or bending”.
	Status: OPEN

	A028
	2008.08.11
	T
	4
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Last paragraph.

Is this in the right place?
Proposed Change:
Move the entire paragraph to section 3.1.
	Status: OPEN

	A029
	2008.08.11
	T
	5.1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
First sentence.

“the first time she opens the client”

We would not want to recommend this, would we? It would not allow a person to use his existing account he generated with another device.
Proposed Change:
Remove “the first time she opens the client”.
	Status: OPEN

	A030
	2008.08.11
	T
	5.1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph two.

“enables a server to provision a client's User-ID and password from the client”

I do not think that this is about provisioning. I think it is about creating an account (user-id and a password), see CSP Section 6.5.
Proposed Change:
Replace the first sentence with this: “The auto-registration feature allows a server to create a new user account comprising a User-ID and a password, as described in [CSP], section 6.5.”
	Status: OPEN

	A031
	2008.08.11
	T
	5.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Some text would be nice about what to expect in this section.
Proposed Change:
Add this text or something similar:

This section describes the use cases related to the auto-registration feature. Two main use cases are described that are distinguished based on where the User-ID is chosen/assigned. One, where the User-ID is chosen/assigned by the server [5.2.1] and a second, where the end-user is allowed to choose his/her own User-ID [5.2.2].
	Status: OPEN

	A032
	2008.08.11
	T
	5.2.1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 1, “Success Guarantees:”

Again, this is not about provisioning.
Proposed Change:
Replace “End user is provisioned in the IM system” with “End user is registered as a new user in the IM system”
	Status: OPEN

	A033
	2008.08.11
	T
	5.2.1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 1, “Main Success Scenario:”

First bullet.

Again, this is not triggered when the client is launched the first time (otherwise it would not be possible to specify an existing account).
Proposed Change:
Replace “1. End user launches IM client for the first time” with “1. End user attempts to log in without specifying a user name.” Or, just remove the bullet as a whole.
	Status: OPEN

	A034
	2008.08.11
	E
	5.2.1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 1, “Extension Scenarios:”

Shouldn’t the first sentence be formatted bold? I think this is supposed to be the “title” of the extension scenario. (?)
Proposed Change:
Make the first sentence (“Server assigns User-ID based on MSISDN of the client”) bold.
	Status: OPEN

	A035
	2008.08.11
	T
	5.2.1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 1, “Extension Scenarios:”

“Server assigns User-ID based on MSISDN of the client”

I think that this scenario is supposed to say that Auto-Registration does NOT take place because the server is able to determine the identity of the user from the MSISDN. Instead, the correct User-ID is returned.
Proposed Change:
Replace current scenario:

“Server assigns User-ID based on MSISDN of the client
3b. Server discovers the MSISDN of the client, auto-provisions the user and returns a login response indicating success with a Session-ID, User-ID based on MSISDN and an auto-generated password”

with this one:

Auto-registration is not needed

3b. Server discovers the MSISDN of the client and determines that a User-ID already exists for that MSISDN. Therefore, instead of performing auto-registration, the server provisions the client with the existing User-ID and password: it returns a login response indicating success with a Session-ID, and the appropriate User-ID and password.
	Status: OPEN

	A036
	2008.08.11
	T
	5.2.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
“in medias res”
Proposed Change:
Move the figure after the table, and give a reference to Figure 1 from the table.
	Status: OPEN

	A037
	2008.08.11
	T
	5.2.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 2, “Success Guarantees”

I think that this use case is identical to 5.2.1 until we get to the point where the User-ID is generated.
Proposed Change:
Copy-paste the text from table 1 in 5.2.1.
	Status: OPEN

	A038
	2008.08.11
	T
	5.2.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 2, “Preconditions”

I think that this use case is identical to 5.2.1 until we get to the point where the User-ID is generated.
Proposed Change:
Copy-paste the text from table 1 in 5.2.1.
	Status: OPEN

	A039
	2008.08.11
	T
	5.2.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 2, “Trigger:”

I think that the current text is wrong. It would happen every time then.

I think that this use case is identical to 5.2.1 until we get to the point where the User-ID is generated.
Proposed Change:
Copy-paste the text from table 1 in 5.2.1.
	Status: OPEN

	A040
	2008.08.11
	T
	5.2.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 2, “Main success scenario Steps” #1.

Not consistent with Step 1 in 5.2.1.
Proposed Change:
Make it consistent with Step 1 in 5.2.1.
	Status: OPEN

	A041
	2008.08.11
	T
	5.2.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 2, “Main success scenario Steps” #2.

Not consistent with Step 3.
Proposed Change:
Replace the last sentence with this:

“The various User-ID options available to the user, where the last option allows the user to choose a custom User-ID.”
	Status: OPEN

	A042
	2008.08.11
	T
	5.2.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 2, “Main success scenario Steps” #4.

The sentence ends with a comma and some words are missing.
Proposed Change:
Replace the sentence with this:

The client returns the user’s selection in the ChosenOptionID element of the SystemMessageUser primitive.
	Status: OPEN

	A043
	2008.08.11
	E
	5.2.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 2, “Main success scenario Steps” #5.

Caps use.
Proposed Change:
Intext -> InText
	Status: OPEN

	A044
	2008.08.11
	T
	5.2.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 2, “Main success scenario Steps” #6.

A word is missing.
Proposed Change:
Insert the word “message” after “system”.
	Status: OPEN

	A045
	2008.08.11
	T
	5.2.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 2, “Main success scenario Steps” #7.

A word is missing.
Proposed Change:
Insert the word “primitive” at the end of the sentence.
	Status: OPEN

	A046
	2008.08.11
	T
	5.2.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 2, “Main success scenario Steps” #8 and #8a, first sentences.

Two issues with these sentences:

 - They are identical in #8 and #8a.

 - What does “taken” mean? Currently in use? Is that enough?
Proposed Change:
Merge the two identical sentences into a single, individual step (this would also allow showing it on the figure similarly to step 6), replace “taken” with “reserved” and add a footnote to the word “reserved” saying:

Reserved in this context means either that the User-ID is currently in use, or, that the User-ID is not in use but it did not pass a safe re-use period yet. The re-use period is implementation-specific. It could be based on the time since the User-ID has been deprecated, based on the time since last message has been sent to a deprecated User-ID, etc.
	Status: OPEN

	A047
	2008.08.11
	T
	5.2.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 2, “Main success scenario Steps” #8, last sentence.

Why is “Authentication” uppercase?
Proposed Change:
Make it lowercase, or add a definition for this term.
	Status: OPEN

	A048
	2008.08.11
	T
	5.2.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 2, “Main success scenario Steps” #8 and #8a.

#8a is clear about the password, however #8 does not mention it. Since the user account is new, I think that the password will be generated by the server and will be returned to the client - in both cases.
Proposed Change:
Elaborate in step #8 how the password is generated and returned and remove discussion of future authentication – it is a separate use case described in section 8.

If you did the proposed changes right, #8 and #8a will look identical, so you can merge these two into a single step.
	Status: OPEN

	A049
	2008.08.11
	T
	5.3
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
First sentence, “specific use of system messages”.

I do not think that it has anything meaningful in this for a client.
Proposed Change:
Split up the sentence. Something like:

In order to facilitate an easy first-time setup, clients and server should implement the trigger and response mechanisms described in 5.2.1 and 5.2.2 and take advantage of them as they see fit. Servers that allow a user to choose their own User-IDs should facilitate the User-ID choice by taking advantage of the special use of the System Message feature as it is described in 5.2.2.
	Status: OPEN

	A050
	2008.08.11
	T
	5.3
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Second sentence.

Two issues:

 - it is the recommendation section already, no need to state that individually.

 - needs improvement.
Proposed Change:
Change the sentence to something like:

Whenever a client receives a User-ID and password from the server in a LoginResponse primitive, it should store these newly received credentials persistently for the current network (domain).
	Status: OPEN

	A051
	2008.08.11
	T
	6.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Wrong section title.
Proposed Change:
Change the title of this section to “Use cases and examples”.
	Status: OPEN

	A052
	2008.08.11
	T
	6.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
The first sentence does not seem to be appropriate.
Proposed Change:
Change the sentence to:

“This section describes how the terms of use are delivered to the end-user and how to get the user’s response prior to taking the service into use.”
	Status: OPEN

	A053
	2008.08.11
	T
	6.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
In medias res.
Proposed Change:
Move the figure after the table.
	Status: OPEN

	A054
	2008.08.11
	T
	6.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 3, “Success Guarantees”

I think that this is an invalid claim.
Proposed Change:
Change this sentence to: “The terms of use are delivered to the user and the user’s response is returned to the server.”
	Status: OPEN

	A055
	2008.08.11
	T
	6.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 3, “Preconditions”

I think that this is not a valid pre-condition.
Proposed Change:
Change this sentence to: “The service provider deems it necessary to deliver the terms of use to the user and get the user’s response.”
	Status: OPEN

	A056
	2008.08.11
	T
	6.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 3, “Trigger”

This is not valid.
Proposed Change:
Change this sentence to: “The server, issues a System Message when appropriate - based on service provider’s policies - , during login phase.”
	Status: OPEN

	A057
	2008.08.11
	T
	6.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 3, “Main success scenario Steps” #2.

The error code is not consistent with the one in the figure.

Is it 921 or 436?
Proposed Change:
Correct the error code and make it consistent.
	Status: OPEN

	A058
	2008.08.11
	T
	6.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 3, “Main success scenario Steps” #2.

This about the terms of use (and nothing more). Such choices are possible, but not relevant in this use case.
Proposed Change:
Remove this from the sentence: “text or an informative text with a  URL pointing to the terms of use if the text is too long”.
	Status: OPEN

	A059
	2008.08.11
	T
	6.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 3, “Main success scenario Steps” #3, first sentence.

A word is missing.
Proposed Change:
Insert the word “message” after “system”.
	Status: OPEN

	A060
	2008.08.11
	T
	6.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 3, “Main success scenario Steps” #3, second sentence.

Two issues:

 - One of the options are selected (not the last).

 - Left-over text.
Proposed Change:
Replace the second sentence with this: “The user selects the ‘Agree’ option.”
	Status: OPEN

	A061
	2008.08.11
	T
	6.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 3, “Main success scenario Steps” #4.

The sentence ends with a comma and some words are missing.
Proposed Change:
Replace the sentence with this:

The client returns the user’s selection in the ChosenOptionID element of the SystemMessageUser primitive.
	Status: OPEN

	A062
	2008.08.11
	T
	6.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 4, “Step” “1 to 3”.

Step 3 of the original flow is not part of this.
Proposed Change:
Remove 3 from the range (so that is says “1 to 2”) and add a new step 3, which says: “The client displays the system message and waits for the user’s selection. The user selects the ‘Reject’ option.”
	Status: OPEN

	A063
	2008.08.11
	T
	6.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 4, “Step” #4

Step 4 should be re-used from the original flow.
Proposed Change:
Replace the current text with this: “Same as for the Successful flow.”
	Status: OPEN

	A064
	2008.08.11
	T
	6.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 4, “Step” #5

This is just one way of doing it; however I am not sure that it is the best. It could be a better alternative to re-send the terms of use again in the system message (this time with a note added that says “without agreeing to this, you cannot use the service”) and ask the user again. Or, just respond with a failure without a system message.
Proposed Change:
Consider a better alternative.
	Status: OPEN

	A065
	2008.08.11
	T
	6.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 4, “Step” #5

“The server ends the session.”

I am not sure what this is supposed to mean. This is login phase; there is no session, so it can’t be ended. It sounds particularly bad to send a system message and then dropping the connection (of that’s what was meant) – what about the Status primitive? How will the client know that there won’t be a follow-up on this?
Proposed Change:
Clarify. Again, I would rather solve this differently; in a way that does not leave the client “hanging” in an unknown state (see the previous Nokia comment).
	Status: OPEN

	A066
	2008.08.11
	T
	6.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 4, “Step” #6

There is no system message option that would tell the client to re-connect. Since there is a flaw in the flow, the client would be in an unknown state, so, at best, the user would have to manually disconnect and re-connect again.
Proposed Change:
Remove this step.
	Status: OPEN

	A067
	2008.08.11
	T
	6.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
There is no “Recommendation” section.

I think it would be a good place to insert things like verification mechanism, etc.

Or, an “Additional considerations” section?
Proposed Change:
Consider adding such section.
	Status: OPEN

	A068
	2008.01.11
	T
	7
	Source: OZ Communications

Form: INP doc
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 



	A069
	2008.08.11
	E
	7.1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph 2.

Is this an English word: “internationalizable”?
Proposed Change:
Internationalized?
	Status: OPEN

	A070
	2008.08.11
	E
	7.1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph 2.

“on the ClientCapability-Request”
Proposed Change:
“in the ClientCapability-Request”?
	Status: OPEN

	A071
	2008.08.11
	E
	7.1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph 3.

“and the alike”
Proposed Change:
“and similar System Messages”?
	Status: OPEN

	A072
	2008.08.11
	T
	7.1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph 3.

This is a fact – missing reasoning.
Proposed Change:
Add to the end of the sentence: “where it would be important to present information using the native language”.
	Status: OPEN

	A073
	2008.08.11
	T
	7.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
This works only for clients that use HTTP.
Proposed Change:
State this at the beginning of the section.
	Status: OPEN

	A074
	2008.08.11
	T
	7.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
First sentence.

Not very clear.
Proposed Change:
Replace “to add the Accept-Language HTTP header tag” with this:

“to utilize the Accept-Language HTTP header tag to indicate its preferred language”
	Status: OPEN

	A075
	2008.08.11
	T
	7.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
“header tag on all requests”
Proposed Change:
“header tag in all HTTP requests”
	Status: OPEN

	A076
	2008.08.11
	T
	7.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph 2.

More specific reference is needed, but extra RFC reference is not needed.
Proposed Change:
Replace “defined in [RFC2616] (and RFC[1766])” with “defined in section 3.10 of [RFC2616]”.

Also, add a reference to RFC2616 in section 2.
	Status: OPEN

	A077
	2008.08.11
	T
	7.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph 2.

Refer IMPS definition instead.
Proposed Change:
Replace “(three letter language code as specified in [ISO639-2]).  ” with this: “(three-letter language code as defined in section 5.2 of [CSP DataType])”.
	Status: OPEN

	A078
	2008.08.11
	T
	7.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
This is already said in the first sentence, there is no need to repeat it again.
Proposed Change:
Remove duplicate statement “Clients are RECOMMENDED to only use the Accept-Language tag until client capabilities has been negotiated to save bandwidth usage.”
	Status: OPEN

	A079
	2008.08.11
	T
	8
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
The section title is not accurate.
Proposed Change:
Change section title to “Finding out the MSISDN in use”
	Status: OPEN

	A080
	2008.08.11
	T
	8.1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph 1.

This text has nothing to do with the problem being addresses.
Proposed Change:
Remove the current sentence (and add a valid sentence if necessary).
	Status: OPEN

	A081
	2008.08.11
	T
	8.1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph 2.

Copy-paste leftover? Does not seem to have anything to do with the rest of the sentence.
Proposed Change:
Remove “to be registered in the user's private profile” from the sentence.
	Status: OPEN

	A082
	2008.08.11
	E
	8.1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph 2.

This long sentence should be split up – it very hard to separate the use cases from the actual text.
Proposed Change:
List the use cases using a bulleted list.
	Status: OPEN

	A083
	2008.08.11
	T
	8.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
“It is RECOMMENDED clients negotiate the use of SSMS CIR during client capabilities negotiation.” Negotiation is one thing, what about support?
Proposed Change:
Replace the quoted sentence with this:

“Clients should support and use Standalone SMS Binding (8.1.4 of [CSP Trans]) – this allows the server to find out the correct MSISDN that the client is using.”
	Status: OPEN

	A084
	2008.08.11
	T
	8.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
“It is further RECOMMENED that the server consequently uses the "HELO" SMS-MO it receives from the client in order to find and update the MSISDN of the client.”
Proposed Change:
Replace the quoted sentence with this:

“The server should use the received "HELO" message (and the Session-ID within) to find out the MSISDN used by the client – and store the current MSISDN for any further correspondence that might be necessary.”
	Status: OPEN

	A085
	2008.08.11
	T
	9
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
The section title talks about “credentials” – which contains the User-ID, while the entire section talks about retrieving the password only.
Proposed Change:
Either include the User-ID retrieval as well, or change the section title to talk about the password only.
	Status: OPEN

	A086
	2008.08.11
	T
	9.1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph 2.

“Credential retrieval enables the user to log onto the service without having to type in his password.”

Really?

Why is it called retrieval then? It should be called logging in without a password then.
Proposed Change:
Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

	A087
	2008.08.11
	T
	9.1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph 2 contradicts paragraph 1 and the use case.

Paragraphs 1 talks about retrieving passwords. Paragraph 2 talks about not having to use username and password. The use case below talks about passwords again with an interesting mix of retrieval and loggin in.

Paragraph 2 seems to make a lot of sense (so that users do not need to remember usernames and passwords), however this is not addressed by the use case.

What is the purpose/value of the use case then?
Proposed Change:
Clarify the inconsistency across the entire section 9 – if it’s about retrieving the password, make it consistent with that. If it’s about retrieving the username and password, make it consistent with that. If it’s about logging in without a password, make it consistent with that. If it’s about logging in without a username and password, make it consistent with that. If you mean a mixture of these, create separate use cases because currently this use case is a mess.

Lacking the understanding what is meant to be said here in the first place (and the inability to figure it out from the current text), the only recommendation I can give is to delete the entire section 9.
	Status: OPEN

	A088
	2008.08.11
	T
	9.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
What’s the thing with CSP 1.3?

I thought that the entire white paper is supposed to talk about 1.3.
Proposed Change:
Delete any hint of being version-specific, this is all for IMPS 1.3.
	Status: OPEN

	A089
	2008.08.11
	T
	10.1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph 2.

“seamlessly”?

Proposed Change:
“in parallel”?
	Status: OPEN

	A090
	2008.08.11
	T
	10.1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
“on all attached clients”?
Proposed Change:
“on all active clients” or “on all logged in clients”?
	Status: OPEN

	A091
	2008.08.11
	T
	10.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
The title of the section is misleading.
Proposed Change:
“Keeping presence attributes up-to-date”
	Status: OPEN

	A092
	2008.08.11
	T
	10.2.1.1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
It is not said in the preconditions (nor it is said in the use case steps) that the client subscribes all presence attributes of the user’s own User-ID.
Proposed Change:
For clarity, have it described it as part of the use case (as opposed to pre-conditions).
	Status: OPEN

	A093
	2008.08.11
	T
	10.2.1.1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 6, “Success Guarantees”

This statement is not valid as the use case is written currently.
Proposed Change:
Either replace the current text with this one: “End user presence update is notified to all subscribed clients.”, or, add a new step that says “The client applies the notified presence changes locally, so that its local set reflects the latest changes.”
	Status: OPEN

	A094
	2008.08.11
	T
	10.2.1.1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 6, “Main Success Scenario” #2.

The server does not forward anything.
Proposed Change:
Replace “forwards” with “generates notifications with the appropriate updates”.
	Status: OPEN

	A095
	2008.08.11
	T
	10.2.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Some people tend to make mistakes more often than others, so you might want to add a note saying that NOT all presence info should be updated on the client with the updates received in the notification; only the User Status (8.3 in [PA]) attributes!

If I think about it more, you might want to exclude “UserAvailability” from the update as well – I might be available on one client, the rest of the clients might very well “go to sleep”.
Proposed Change:
Add note.
	Status: OPEN

	A096
	2008.08.11
	T
	10.3
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
The title of the section is misleading.
Proposed Change:
“Keeping various user-managed things up-to-date”
	Status: OPEN

	A097
	2008.08.11
	T
	10.3
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph 2, last sentence.

This sentence does not belong here.
Proposed Change:
Move the sentence to the “Recommendation” section, 10.3.2.
	Status: OPEN

	A098
	2008.08.11
	T
	10.3.1.1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
It is not said in the preconditions (nor it is said in the use case steps) that the client subscribes certain events and what these events are.
Proposed Change:
For clarity, have it described it as part of the use case (as opposed to pre-conditions).
	Status: OPEN

	A099
	2008.08.11
	T
	10.3.1.1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 7, “Success Guarantees”

This statement is not valid as the use case is written currently.
Proposed Change:
Either replace the current text with this one: “End user update is notified to all subscribed clients.”, or, add a new step that says “The client applies the notified changes locally, so that its local set reflects the latest changes.”
	Status: OPEN

	A100
	2008.08.11
	T
	10.3.1.1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 7, “Main Success Scenario” #2.

The server does not forward anything.
Proposed Change:
Replace “forwards” with “generates notifications with the appropriate changes”.
	Status: OPEN

	A101
	2008.08.11
	T
	11.1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
RFC 2396
Proposed Change:
Make RFC 2396 a reference and add it to section 2 as well.
	Status: OPEN

	A102
	2008.08.11
	E
	11.1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Words missing
Proposed Change:
Insert the words “the scope of” into “within a particular user.”
	Status: OPEN

	A103
	2008.08.11
	T
	11.1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
“Having a consistent Client-ID”

Bah – it is meant to be unique, so what does it have to do with consistency?
Proposed Change:
Clarify. Maybe change to “Having a consistent way of generating unique Client-IDs”?
	Status: OPEN

	A104
	2008.08.11
	T
	11.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Hmmm. I do not think that a single user is going to have more than 10 clients at any time. So, this entire syntax seems to be overkill to me. A short, compact ID could be better.

Proposed Change:
Remove all this mambo-jumbo and keep the “UniqueID” part only and prefix it with wv://.

Or, if the client wishes to advertise its address for some reason, just go for the address of the client (e.g. http://127.0.0.1:3717/NokiaIM01) where 127.0.0.1 is the client’s IP address, NokiaIM is the name of the application, while 3717 is the port number where the client is listening (3717 is already reserved for IMPS) and there is a random number at the end.

These two are more than enough.
	Status: OPEN

	A105
	2008.08.11
	T
	11.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
The generated Client-ID is way too long for a client that uses the plain text syntax over SMS.
Proposed Change:
Make it clear, that this is meant to be used by clients that use HTTP, while clients that use SMS should utilize only the “UniqueID” part with max. 4 digits – we do not expect so many of them.
	Status: OPEN

	A106
	2008.08.11
	T
	11.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Wording change proposal
Proposed Change:
Replace “The following structure is proposed for IMPS Client-ID” with “Clients should generate Client-IDs according to the following syntax”
	Status: OPEN

	A107
	2008.08.11
	T
	11.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
The proposed syntax does not end up a URI; RFC2396 restricts the format and character set.
Proposed Change:
Follow RFC2396 in the syntax and the examples.
	Status: OPEN

	A108
	2008.08.11
	T
	11.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
The “casual” syntax is not sufficient.
Proposed Change:
Add ABNF syntax.
	Status: OPEN

	A109
	2008.08.11
	T
	11.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 8, “UniqueID”

“within”?
Proposed Change:
“for”?
	Status: OPEN

	A110
	2008.08.11
	E
	11.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Last sentence.

“on the user”?
Proposed Change:
“for the user”?
	Status: OPEN

	A111
	2008.08.11
	T
	11.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Missing a recommendation.

I expected this section to describe what to do when a client attempts to log in using a ClientID that is not unique (already in use) and how to detect whether the session using that ClientID is dead.
Proposed Change:
I would recommend describing somehow:

Before the server says “sorry, your id is not unique” to the client, it “pings” the client somehow (the client that owns the current ClientID in an open session) and if that session looks dead, close it and let the requesting client use the ClientID (hell, it might be its own ClientID after a crash loosing info about its previous session). On the other hand, if the client that owns the ClientID currently is alive and well, then the server can tell the client that “sorry, your id is not unique” and the client can generate a new ClientID.
	Status: OPEN

	A112
	2008.08.11
	T
	12
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
It seems that this entire section is based on misinterpretations and/or incorrect implementations.

Contact lists will surely appear differently on different clients – this is called competitive user interface.

“some client manufacturers use contact lists as place holders for blocked users” So what? I do not see any problem here; the address of those contact lists will be in the block list (see 9.3.1 [CSP]), so the client can easily figure this out. If not, the client is broken.

“whereas others do not and can interpret the blocked list as a separate friends list to be represented in the client” This is obviously wrong and we are talking about a non-compliant client; there is nothing we can do about these in a white paper – these clients should not have been certified in the first place.
Proposed Change:
I suggest removing this entire section as broken clients cannot be fixed using invalid hacks in white papers.
	Status: OPEN

	A113
	2008.01.11
	T
	12
	Source: OZ Communications

Form: INP doc
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 



	A114
	2008.01.11
	E
	12.1
	Source: OZ Communications

Form: INP doc
Comment: Usage of “standard” is not appropriate

Proposed Change: refer instead to IMPS CSP. 
	Status: OPEN 



	A115
	2008.08.11
	T
	13
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
This is against the IMPS specs. Section 7.5.1 of [CSP] clearly states:

“If the Invite-Type is ‘SC’ (shared content), Invite-Content element in the InviteRequest primitive MUST include the list of URIs that refer to the shared content(s) to which the recipient users are to be invited.”

It is pretty clear that it is a MUST and the File sharing feature described in the white paper will break compatibility with existing clients/servers.
Proposed Change:
Remove the entire section as this directly violates a ‘MUST’ requirement in the IMPS specification and results in breaking existing clients.

If you want to do this properly without breaking existing implementations, I suggest using the extension mechanism for this purpose.
	Status: OPEN

	A116
	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 



	A117
	2008.08.11
	T
	14.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Missing references of [PEP] and [IM].
Proposed Change:
Add the references of these documents to section 2.
	Status: OPEN

	A118
	2008.08.11
	T
	14.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
This white paper is not supposed to re-define anything in the IMPS specification.
Proposed Change:
Replace definitions of AVAILABLE, NOT_AVAILABLE and DISCREET with a reference to section 8.3.1 of [PA].
	Status: OPEN

	A119
	2008.08.11
	T
	14.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
I was expecting to read something about interpreting presence attributes in case that there are several clients showing different attributes. I assume it is a perfectly valid case for a user to be DISCREET on one client and NOT_AVAILABLE on another.
Proposed Change:
Elaborate how having different values on multiple clients are to be interpreted.
	Status: OPEN

	A120
	2008.08.11
	E
	14.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Are you sure it’s “UNKOWN” and not “UNKNOWN”?
Proposed Change:
Check and correct at both places if necessary.
	Status: OPEN

	A121
	2008.08.11
	T
	14.3
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 12.

What is “INVISIBLE”?
Proposed Change:
Check and replace with “UNKNOWN” if necessary, otherwise define its meaning. Remember to update the paragraphs below the table, too.
	Status: OPEN

	A122
	2008.08.11
	T
	14.3
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 12.

According to 8.1.2 in [PA], a Qualifier cannot take the value N/A.
Proposed Change:
Replace the N/A in the Qualifier with ‘F’ (or, ‘Omit’).
	Status: OPEN

	A123
	2008.08.11
	T
	14.3
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 12.

I think that if you mean by INVISIBLE what I mean, then in the INVISIBLE state the UserAvailability should be NOT_AVAILABLE with the qualifier ‘F’.
Proposed Change:
Change the UserAvailability in INVISIBLE state to NOT_AVAILABLE and set the qualifier to ‘F’.
	Status: OPEN

	A124
	2008.08.11
	T
	14.3
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph 3 under the table.

“and only change it to “T” once the client sends the first presence publishing primitive”

This means that a user using a client that do not support presence will always be shown offline.
Proposed Change:
Add a clause that states that if there was not presence support negotiated during service negotiation, then the server may set this to ‘T’ anyway.
	Status: OPEN

	A125
	2008.08.11
	T
	14.3
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Last paragraph.

“It is RECOMMENDED that a server does not send presence notifications to watchers of a user that is currently set to invisible.” This means that the server will have to remember to send all updates to all watchers.
Proposed Change:
Add a note saying that if the server does not send notifications about invisible users, then it must be able to remember all changes that are to be sent to all watchers and send them when the publisher leaves the invisible status (to ensure that all watchers will have all subscribed and authorized presence attributes updated whenever this happens).
	Status: OPEN

	A126
	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 



	A127
	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 



	A128
	2008.08.11
	T
	14.4
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
I think that this is a separate story and does not have much in common with the title of section 14.
Proposed Change:
Move this section to separate section on its own and name it “extension presence attributes” or something like that.
	Status: OPEN

	A129
	2008.08.11
	T
	14.4
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 14

Reuse the things that already defined in IMPS.
Proposed Change:
“Data type” should say “Date and Time, see 4.5 [CSP DataType].”.

“Format” should say “Defined in 4.5 [CSP DataType].”
	Status: OPEN

	A130
	2008.08.11
	T
	14.4
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Major inconsistency. The intro text talks about the user being idle. Table 13 talks about both the user and the client being idle, Table 14 talks about the client being idle. The text below the tables talks about the user again.
Proposed Change:
Clarify how a client can detect a user “being idle” and make it consistent. Please elaborate thoroughly; especially this part: how can a client detect that the user (the one that is logged in) is idle. Also, 

 - is a user who is alive considered idle (he is thinking, moving, heart is beating, etc)?

 - is a user who is sleeping/in coma considered idle (he is not thinking – but might be busy dreaming - , not moving – but might be tossing and turning - , and the heart is beating)?

 - is a user who is dead considered idle (no thinking, no movement, no heartbeat)?

 - when is a computer-based user (a machine, part of a chat service programmed to imitate a living person) considered idle?
	Status: OPEN

	A131
	2008.08.11
	E
	14.4
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Typo in the 2nd last paragraph.
Proposed Change:
“subsribe” -> “subscribe”
	Status: OPEN

	A132
	2008.08.11
	T
	14.4
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
What is the value of the 2nd last paragraph?
Proposed Change:
Remove or add one for the IdleSince atttibute as well.
	Status: OPEN

	A133
	2008.08.11
	T
	14.4
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
The last would mean bending the IMPS specifications. The IMPS specification are pretty clear about this; the presence attributes are considered invalid when, and only when their Qualifiers are set to ‘F’.
Proposed Change:
Remove this paragraph.
	Status: OPEN

	A134
	2008.08.11
	T
	14.4
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
I am missing discussion about what it means to be “idle”.
Proposed Change:
Add definition for “being idle”.
	Status: OPEN

	A135
	2008.08.11
	T
	14.4
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
It is not clear from this section who maintains “IdleSince”. The client may publish it, fine. But then, it means that it is not going to be reliable (might not be set/unset properly every time), the client could lie about the date/time, it requires a client to have an accurate clock. Wouldn’t it be better to have the server automatically publish this and set the qualifier to ‘T’ whenever the client publishes IdleState as ‘T’ (and similarly, set qualifier of IdleSince to ‘F’ whenever the client publishes IdleState as ‘F’)?
Proposed Change:
Have the server maintain the IdleSince attribute instead of the client.

Evaluate and mention what events trigger setting the qualifier of IdleSince to ‘F’ (IdleState to ‘F’, invisible?, log off? etc).
	Status: OPEN

	A136
	2008.08.11
	T
	14.4
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
It is not clear from this section whether this is a User Status or a Client Status attribute (per-user or per-client attribute). The DTD includes Client-ID, so I assume it is meant to be a per-client attribute.
Proposed Change:
Have it clearly described in the text above the DTD.
	Status: OPEN

	A137
	2008.08.11
	T
	14.4
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
8.3.1 in [CSP] says: “Absence of the Presence-Attribute-List in the request indicates to the server that all available presence information is requested.”

It is not clear whether a blank get/subscription request would get/subscribe the extension attributes as well.
Proposed Change:
Clarify that the extension attributes are not to be fetched/subscribed when the subscription request contains no Presence-Attribute-List (PresenceSubList in XML structure) element – this applies only to the http://www.openmobilealliance.org/DTD/IMPS-PA1.3 namespace; the extension attributes can be fetched/subscribed with their own namespace explicitly (and never with a blank list). You might want to add an example to show this.
	Status: OPEN

	A138
	2008.08.11
	T
	15
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
The title of the section (and the caption of the tables) is misleading.
Proposed Change:
Change the title of the section (and the captions of the tables) to “Indicating capabilities of another user’s client” or something like that.
	Status: OPEN

	A139
	2008.08.11
	T
	15.2.1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
It is not described in the use case how the capabilities are actually conveyed from one end to the other and how the decision is made on the client.

Proposed Change:
If you mean the ClientInfo presence attribute, it needs to be described how the attributes are propagated (and updated) along the server path and ends up on the other client.

If you mean something else than the ClientInfo presence attribute, it needs to be described, too.
	Status: OPEN

	A140
	2008.08.11
	T
	15.2.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
What are “nudges”?
Proposed Change:
Remove “nudges” or define it.
	Status: OPEN

	A141
	2008.08.11
	T
	15.2.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
“Extension Scenarios:”

What is the relation of this to the use case?
Proposed Change:
Elaborate or remove.
	Status: OPEN

	A142
	2008.08.11
	T
	15.2.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
It is not described in the use case how the capabilities are actually conveyed from one end to the other and how the decision is made on the client.

Proposed Change:
If you mean the ClientInfo presence attribute, it needs to be described how the attributes are propagated (and updated) along the server path and ends up on the other client.

If you mean something else than the ClientInfo presence attribute, it needs to be described, too.
	Status: OPEN

	A143
	2008.08.11
	T
	15.2.1

15.2.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
It seems that the only difference between the two uses cases if the content type. If this is the case, then one use case should be a 1:1 copy of the other, with only one notable difference, the content type.
Proposed Change:
Instead of these two use cases, I would recommend one user case where a recipient has two clients online – one with text only and another with multimedia support – and the sender needs to make a decision where to send the message based on the content types that are supported by the recipient clients.
	Status: OPEN

	A144
	2008.08.11
	T
	15.3
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
First paragraph.

According to 8.1.1 in [PA], it is mandatory to support the ClientInfo/ClientContentLimit presence attribute. If a server supports it (which it MUST if it supports presence), but does not publish it, then the server is broken (it is non-compliant). There is nothing we can do about a broken server in a white paper; the server should not have passed the IOP tests (and get certified) in the first place.
Proposed Change:
Remove the first paragraph.
	Status: OPEN

	A145
	2008.08.11
	T
	16.1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
“enables”?
Proposed Change:
“allows”?
	Status: OPEN

	A146
	2008.08.11
	T
	16.1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
“, and independent of the manufacturer” does not sound right.
Proposed Change:
Replace with “regardless of who the manufacturer of the client or the server is.”
	Status: OPEN

	A147
	2008.08.11
	T
	16.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
“Rich text” usually refers to the format defined by Microsoft (see http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rich_Text_Format ) and has its own MIME type – reusing the term is not a good idea.
Proposed Change:
Come up with a different name.
	Status: OPEN

	A148
	2008.08.11
	T
	16.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Exception rule is not defined – how can I make sure that 

 - the underscores in this text are not going to be replaced with some formatting: “#define MAX_VECTOR_LEN 10”

 - the asterisks in this text are not going to be replaced with some formatting: “a=(b+c)*(d+e)*n”

Etc, etc.

Proposed Change:
Define how exceptions are handled.
	Status: OPEN

	A149
	2008.08.11
	T
	16.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
The “rich text” format presented herein is going to break all clients expecting a real text/plain MIME type:

 - clients that do not support this will render the formatting character and show “garbage” to the user

 - the sent text/plain messages will be rendered incorrectly (for example “#define MAX_VECTOR_LEN 10” will be rendered as “#define MAXVECTORLEN 10” – breaking the original text).

Therefore the text/plain MIME type cannot be used.
Proposed Change:
Define a new MIME type for this (since text/plain cannot be used), or remove this section entirely.
	Status: OPEN

	A150
	2008.08.11
	E
	16.3
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph 1.

“loner”?
Proposed Change:
“longer”?
	Status: OPEN

	A151
	2008.08.11
	T
	16.3
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph 2.

“and F indicates that the sending user will send content that has already been typed”

This sounds like an invalid assumption to me. The user can delete the whole text and not send anything.
Proposed Change:
At best, ‘F’ means that the user has stopped typing.
	Status: OPEN

	A152
	2008.08.11
	E
	16.3
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph 3.

“now”?

Occurs two times!
Proposed Change:
“no”?
	Status: OPEN

	A153
	2008.08.11
	T
	16.3
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph 3.

I do not understand why an originating client should flood the system (and the recipients) with such updates.
Proposed Change:
I think a Boolean value is not needed, and – we only need to indicate that the user is typing; it does not make much sense to indicate that the user has stopped typing (timeout after 20 seconds is fine, meaning that the originator should send these “still typing” messages every 20 seconds).
	Status: OPEN

	A154
	2008.08.11
	T
	16.3
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph 4.

This is only one way of delaying with delays. How about a delayed ‘T’ indication?
Proposed Change:
Describe how to deal with delayed indications. Introducing states into messaging is not a good idea, so it is important that it is clear how to deal with fuzzy states properly.
	Status: OPEN

	A155
	2008.08.11
	T
	16.3
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph 5.

So, erasing the text is not considered typing? Why?
Proposed Change:
Erasing text is also typing, correct the text.
	Status: OPEN

	A156
	2008.08.11
	T
	16.3
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph 6.

I think that this should not be described here because the very first should not even be sent.
Proposed Change:
Remove this paragraph and describe that this whole thing applies only when a user is responding to a message – there is no point sending such thing in a new message (which is not expected).
	Status: OPEN

	A157
	2008.08.11
	E
	16.3
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph 3, 4, 5, 6, 7.

It is hard to understand how it is supposed to work. It might be a good idea to start with describing how the notification is generated and sent; only after this should be described what happens on the receiving end.
Proposed Change:
Re-order the paragraphs so that first we talk about generating, sending, receiving and finally showing the indication.

Also, consider adding message flows.
	Status: OPEN

	A158
	2008.08.11
	T
	16.3
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Who is going to pay for enormous amount of traffic generated by this?
Proposed Change:
Make it clear that the user cannot be charged for this particular content type (if he can be, then there has to be a way to disable it from either sides).
	Status: OPEN

	A159
	2008.08.11
	T
	16.3
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Will these notifications be generated even though the other end does not support it?
Proposed Change:
Describe in the text that when the “application/vnd.oma.imps.typing-alert” content type is not supported (according to the contents of the ClientInfo/ClientContentLimit presence attribute) by both ends, then these notifications are not to be generated and sent (there is no point).
	Status: OPEN

	A160
	2008.08.11
	T
	16.3
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
What happens if the user starts responding after the other end went offline?
Proposed Change:
Describe in the text that the clients should take into account the OnlineStatus and UserAvailability attributes of the recipient – and not to generate/send this indication when the recipient is offline.
	Status: OPEN

	A161
	2008.08.11
	T
	16.3
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
How will it work when the recipient has multiple clients online? Will my client send these notifications to all online clients of the recipient?
Proposed Change:
Describe in the text how will this work in case there is a recipient that has multiple devices logged in.
	Status: OPEN

	A162
	2008.08.11
	T
	16.3
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
How will it work in groups?
Proposed Change:
Describe in the text how will this work in groups. Client sends notification everywhere, or only to the server which will distribute it to all clients in the group? Indication of who’s typing (and privacy issues associated with it)? Please elaborate these things in detail.
	Status: OPEN

	A163
	2008.08.11
	T
	16.3
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
This section seems to be a mixture of defining a new content type and describing client behaviour specific to a content type.
Proposed Change:
Separate the discussions. Describe the content type only in one section and describe the usage of the content type in another.
	Status: OPEN

	A164
	2008.01.11
	T
	16.3
	Source: OZ Communications

Form: INP doc
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 



	A165
	2008.08.11
	T
	16.4
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Add more types.
Proposed Change:
Add “ring phone” which would sound the default ringing tone (just as if the user had a phone call).

Add “ring sms” which would sound the default SMS tone (just as if the user had an SMS).

Add “ring im” which would sound the default IM tone (just as if the user had an IM).

Add “ring mail” which would sound the default email tone (just as if the user had an email).

Add “beep” which would sound a beep.

Add “type” which would sound as if the user was typing on the keypad or, a typewriter.

Add “whistle” which would sound like a whistle.
	Status: OPEN

	A166
	2008.08.11
	T
	16.4
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
This section seems to be a mixture of defining a new content type and describing client behaviour specific to a content type.
Proposed Change:
Separate the discussions. Describe the content type only in one section and describe the usage of the content type in another.
	Status: OPEN

	A167
	2008.08.11
	T
	17
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
I do not quite understand the point of this section.
If use cases are to be presented, have them described in detail.

If implementation conventions are to be described, there is no need for the user cases.

Proposed Change:
Remove the use cases – they do not seem to be relevant to the recommendations. Or, alternatively put the use cases in a separate section and describe their purpose.
	Status: OPEN

	A168
	2008.01.11
	T
	17.3
	Source: OZ Communications

Form: INP doc
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 

	A169
	2008.08.11
	T
	18
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph 2 is not a valid claim – all SMS users would need to have a valid User-ID to do this. An MSISDN is NOT necessarily a valid User-ID! It could be true only when the MSISDN was used in a local address (which is not good because the statement in the paragraph talks about users globally and not locally). See 5.3.4 in [CSP].
Proposed Change:
Remove the paragraph, or elaborate how the MSISDN is turned into a fully qualified User-ID and how is it ensured that the User-ID (not the MSISDN!) is not taken by anyone else in the home domain.
	Status: OPEN

	A170
	2008.08.11
	T
	18
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph 3 is rubbish.

In order to send an IM, the client needs a User-ID. The User-ID CAN be a phone number, but only a local User-ID. I did not see this scenario restricted to the local service only. (?)

How on Earth will an SMS user send an SMS to wv:john@vendor.com? SMSes are to be sent to phone numbers.

The IM users receive IMs from the server – not SMSes from somewhere!!!

Finally, IMs cannot be sent to SMS users – they can be sent to IMPS users only.
Proposed Change:
Remove this paragraph – it makes no sense at all.
	Status: OPEN

	A171
	2008.08.11
	T
	18
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph 4 is rubbish.

SMS users increase SMS usage.

“seamless usage of the messaging experience”? On SMS? LOL
Proposed Change:
Remove this paragraph – it makes no sense at all.
	Status: OPEN

	A172
	2008.08.11
	T
	18
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
As the first sentence says, SMS only users are not IMPS users – they do not have a valid User-ID – and they cannot send an SMS to a User-ID. The IMPS specs were not meant to serve any other technology; interworking with other technologies does not belong this white paper, and it cannot be solved in a few paragraphs like this – there are a lot more to interworking than meets the eye and these things are not described here.
Proposed Change:
Remove the section, or address interworking with SMS users entirely (a few sentences – that are invalid – are far from enough, it is a specification on its own).
	Status: OPEN

	A173
	2008.08.11
	T
	18.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Nokia does not agree to use and reference GSMA Phase 2 Service definition document for these reasons:

 - if guidelines are provided by an OMA white for an OMA standard, referencing external documents is inappropriate.

 - the referenced document is not publicly available from the GSMA web site, which is a sign that this document has not been agreed in GMSA; referencing an unofficial document is inappropriate.

 - Nokia has been asked to review the GSMA Phase 2 Service definition document, and we have provided over 350 comments. We have never been given a response about these comments, nor have we seen an updated version of the document. Nokia cannot agree on referencing a document that has more than 350 open issues.
Proposed Change:
Remove the reference to the GSMA document and all the rubbish associated with it.
	Status: OPEN

	A174
	2008.08.11
	T
	18.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Again: SMS-only users are NOT IMPS users – they do NOT have presence attributes.
Proposed Change:
Remove that non-sense.
	Status: OPEN

	A175
	2008.01.11
	T
	18.2
	Source: OZ Communications
Form: INP doc
Comment: Second bullet item is not correct.

Proposed Change: Delete second bullet item.
	Status: OPEN 

	A176
	2008.01.11
	T
	18.2
	Source: OZ Communications
Form: INP doc
Comment: Add a new bullet item as shown bellow:

Proposed Change: CommCap: Qualifier=T, Cap=SMS, Status=Open
	Status: OPEN 

	A177
	2008.08.11
	T
	19
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Wrong section title.
Proposed Change:
Change section title to “Extending clients with custom menu items” or something like that.
	Status: OPEN

	A178
	2008.08.11
	T
	19.1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Inconsistency; it seems that this section does not have anything to do with 19.2. 19.1 talks about self-administering some settings, while 19.2 talks about an extension that adds items to a client’s menu.
Proposed Change:
Replace the current text in 19.1 with text that correctly reflect the rationale for things that are described in 19.2. Alternatively, correct 19.2 to reflect what’s said in 19.1 instead.
	Status: OPEN

	A179
	2008.08.11
	T
	19.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
This section seems to be a mixture of defining a new content type and describing client behaviour specific to a content type.
Proposed Change:
Separate the discussions. Describe the content type only in one section and describe the usage of the content type in another.
	Status: OPEN

	A180
	2008.08.11
	T
	19.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Has this been reviewed by the Security WG?

There are some serious security issues here – another client/server could forge an IM with such content type and send it to a client – which would insert the forgery into its menus.

How do you intend to solve this? There is no discussion of this topic anywhere in this document.
Proposed Change:
Elaborate how a client can verify that the content of such content type is authentic and not a forgery?

Elaborate how a client can verify that such content type arrived from a trusted entity?

Unless such issues have been resolved and reviewed/agreed by the SEC group, we have a showstopper and this section should be removed from the document.
	Status: OPEN

	A181
	2008.08.11
	T
	19.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
This solution (content type, IM, etc) is not good.
Proposed Change:
Consider using the extension mechanism and inserting a custom service tree (IMPS13IG10 or similar) into the service negotiation instead – then clients that support those things can take advantage of such extensions in a better way.
	Status: OPEN

	A182
	2008.08.11
	T
	19.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph 1.

How is this going to happen if the client does not support IM (E.g. it is a presence-only client, such as a phonebook enhancement client)?
Proposed Change:
Describe how this works with clients that do not support IM.
	Status: OPEN

	A183
	2008.08.11
	T
	19.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
“Clients who receive such content SHOULD be prepared to handle the IM differently than any other IM destined for the user”

What does it supposed to mean?
Proposed Change:
Describe how clients that do not support this could possibly handle this content type.
	Status: OPEN

	A184
	2008.08.11
	T
	19.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Please provide ABNF for syntax.
Proposed Change:
Add ABNF.
	Status: OPEN

	A185
	2008.08.11
	E
	19.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
“If SYSMSG is selected the it”

Typo
Proposed Change:
“the” -> “then”
	Status: OPEN

	A186
	2008.08.11
	T
	19.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
<menu text> What should happen with URIs if there is no browser in the client?
Proposed Change:
URIs to be dropped by the clients that do not have a browser (?)
	Status: OPEN

	A187
	2008.08.11
	T
	19.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
“If SYSMSG is selected the it must be followed by an identifier of a SystemMessageID which the client can use to initiate a system message dialog for self administration.”

I do not understand how this could work in practice. How does the client get the actual System Message (all it has is an ID)?
Proposed Change:
Clarify how the actual System Message ID is used.
	Status: OPEN

	A188
	2008.08.11
	T
	19.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
“use the system message identifier MPS13_IG_AI002”

Hard-coding IDs is a very bad practice in general. Besides, how can I refer to a different System Message using the same ID?
Proposed Change:
Get rid of the hard-coding.
	Status: OPEN

	A189
	2008.08.11
	T
	19.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
“(same procedure as in chapter 24).”

This is not valid – section 24 describes a case when the client attempts to send an IM and it has to accept the extra charges for the message; it is very much different from this scenario.
Proposed Change:
Remove the reference and elaborate how this REALLY works.
	Status: OPEN

	A190
	2008.08.11
	T
	19.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph 5.

It is not clear where how these menu items are to be inserted.
Proposed Change:
Remove this paragraph or describe in detail how and where these menu items are to be inserted, and what should happen when there is no menu (not all UIs have menus).
	Status: OPEN

	A191
	2008.08.11
	T
	19.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Last paragraph, first sentence.

How does the server know that the client already has those menu items?
Proposed Change:
Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

	A192
	2008.08.11
	T
	19.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Last paragraph, second sentence.

How does the server know what which version of those menu items the client has?
Proposed Change:
Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

	A193
	2008.08.11
	T
	19.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Last paragraph, second sentence.

How does the client know which menu items to replace with the ones that have been received?
Proposed Change:
Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

	A194
	2008.08.11
	T
	19.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
It is not clear from this section how multiple menu items can be added (and how can nested menus be formed).
Proposed Change:
Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

	A195
	2008.01.11
	T
	19.2
	Source: OZ Communications
Form: INP doc
Comment: 
Proposed Change: Use extended requests, instead of re-using standard messaging primitives
	Status: OPEN 

	A196
	2008.01.11
	T
	19.2
	Source: OZ Communications
Form: INP doc
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 

	A197
	2008.08.11
	T
	20
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment:
Communities are not restricted to one network of a service provider and similarly, one service provider could be involved in several communities.
Proposed Change:
Replace “community” with “network” all over section 20 plus sub-sections – the text would be accurate then. But, it might be better to create a custom field in the public profile to indicate which communities the user belongs to.
	Status: OPEN

	A198
	2008.08.11
	T
	20.1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
The rationale is not in line with the section title and the recommendation.
Proposed Change:
If you really mean pricing to be discovered (which I don’t think), use a custom presence attribute instead, because quite often, people in the same community have a different pricing.

If it is enough to discover the community (as it is said in the title and the recommendation), I suggest you remove any pricing discussions from the rationale.
	Status: OPEN

	A199
	2008.08.11
	T
	21
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
This section does not bring solve any valid use case/problem.

I do not think that Alice even knows that there is such alternative.

33% is a pretty lame number – you get 80-90% gain on presence, general signalling and when the messages are either short or long enough with lots of repeated words and dictionary use.

There is no need to state the obvious.

Binary XML is mandatory in IMPS while plain XML is not – for a good reason.

If clients are ignorant enough not to take advantage of WBXML, or, their implementation people do not invest the time to go for WBXML instead, it is their own problem.
Proposed Change:
Remove this section.
	Status: OPEN

	A200
	2008.08.11
	T
	22
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
This is again, stating the obvious. Giving a priority list to the client is pretty much throwing a bone without actually solving the problem. If clients are ignorant enough not to take advantage of various CIR methods it is their own problem.

The only beneficial thing to be described in the section would have been how the client can conserve power/network resources by using a combination of an adaptive keep-alive mechanism and CIR. Make no mistake, the problem is very real, it’s just that we could not agree about putting it into the actual standard because “some” participants were against it.
Proposed Change:
Since the prioritized list does not make much sense (does not solve any problems), I suggest removing the entire section.

Alternatively, rename the section to “Efficient network usage while idle” (or, something like that anyway) and describe a good solution using combination of an adaptive keep-alive mechanism and CIR (some clients have implemented this and it works wonders; actually solving the problem).
	Status: OPEN

	A201
	2008.08.11
	T
	23
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
I understand the need, and it is fine when it comes to individual implementations, but I am not sure that this is such a good idea to promote this is for all clients. I mean, if it is implemented in a few clients, that’s ok. But recommending this in a white paper for all clients is completely different story.

Why?

Because mobile devices are different and you cannot assume that you can reserve a custom port for SMSes. Because some devices have an agent that handles all incoming SMSes received - where there clients that desire to receive SMSes on certain ports need to register.
Proposed Change:
Remove this section.
	Status: OPEN

	A202
	2008.08.11
	T
	23
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Why was this range of port numbers chosen? These port numbers are likely to be allocated in the future. IANA says: “The Dynamic and/or Private Ports are those from 49152 through 65535”
Proposed Change:
Replace “16000-16999” with “Dynamic and/or Private Ports, see [IANAPorts]” and add an [IANAPorts] reference to http://www.iana.org/assignments/port-numbers
	Status: OPEN

	A203
	2008.08.11
	T
	24
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Why is it mentioned all the time that it is the “first time”? An AoC could be triggered at any time, not only the first time.
Proposed Change:
Remove any hints that suggest that an AoC can occur only the first time – and clarify that it can happen any time, whenever the service provider finds it appropriate. You might want to describe that the System Message could include options to “always allow extra charge for this content type”, “always allow extra charge when sending a message to this user”, “always allow costs that are equal or less to this amount <enter amount below>”, “do not notify me until I reach this amount of additional cost <enter amount below>” , etc, to avoid spamming the user with AoC messages.
	Status: OPEN

	A204
	2008.08.11
	E
	24.3
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Isn’t this supposed to be 24.3.1?
Proposed Change:
Re-number section.
	Status: OPEN

	A205
	2008.08.11
	T
	24.3
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 23, “Main Success Scenario:”, step 3.

“the user to accepted the cost of the message”?
Proposed Change:
“the user to accept the additional cost(s) associated with delivering the content”?
	Status: OPEN

	A206
	2008.08.11
	T
	24.3
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 23, “Main Success Scenario:”, step 4.

The user does not accept a system message.
Proposed Change:
Split this step into three steps:

 - the client presents the System Message to the user

 - the user accepts the additional cost indicated in the System Message.

 - the client responds to the server with a SystemMessageUser transaction, conveying the user’s choice.
	Status: OPEN

	A207
	2008.08.11
	T
	24.3
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 23, “Main Extension Scenarios:”, step 4b.

The user does not reject a system message.
Proposed Change:
Split this step into three steps (or, just replace the one with the one that was split according to our previous comment):

 - the client presents the System Message to the user

 - the user rejects the additional cost indicated in the System Message.

 - the client responds to the server with a SystemMessageUser transaction, conveying the user’s choice.
	Status: OPEN

	A208
	2008.08.11
	T
	24.3
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Table 23, “Main Extension Scenarios:”, step 5b.

Failure? What kind of failure? Which error code?
Proposed Change:
Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

	A209
	2008.08.11
	T
	25.1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Inconsistency: Alice seems to be pretty dumb thinking that this is going to give her what she wants.
Proposed Change:
Either correct the statement to make it clear that Alice actually wants a one-shot “get” only, or alternatively, propose a subscription mechanism instead in 25.2 that would allow displaying the balance at all times (like Alice wants it). Personally, I would go for the latter by extending the general notification mechanism and allowing subscription for account balance changes.
	Status: OPEN

	A210
	2008.08.11
	T
	25.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
““Account Inquiry” SystemMessageID: IMPS13_IG_AI001”

Hard-coding IDs is a very bad practice in general.
Proposed Change:
Get rid of the hard-coding.
	Status: OPEN

	A211
	2008.08.11
	T
	25.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
This solution is not good.
Proposed Change:
Consider using the extension mechanism and inserting a custom service tree (IMPS13IG10 or similar) into the service negotiation instead – then clients that support those things can take advantage of such extensions in a better way, without abusing the specifications.
	Status: OPEN

	A212
	2008.08.11
	T
	25.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
It is not described what happens when a server does not support this.
Proposed Change:
Describe how the request is rejected (since support for it is currently not negotiated in any way).
	Status: OPEN

	A213
	2008.08.11
	E
	25.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Shouldn’t the figure and the table be in a “Use case” section?
Proposed Change:
Shuffle the figure and the table into a “use case” section like it is done in every other section.
	Status: OPEN

	A214
	2008.01.11
	T
	25.2
	Source: OZ Communications
Form: INP doc
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 

	A215
	2008.08.11
	T
	26
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
What if the user starts using his mobile phone AFTER he has made a long contact list using his PC already? Will the server cut the contact list in half?

What if it’s a corporate contact list?

There is a solution to this already, it’s called Segmentation Mechanism; it allows clients that are limited in such manner to “scroll” through long contact lists.
Proposed Change:
Remove section 26.
	Status: OPEN

	A216
	2008.08.11
	T
	26.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
What on Earth is a “oma_allcontacts contact list”?
Proposed Change:
There is no such thing in the IMPS standard – and there should not be one because hard-coding is a very bad practice.
	Status: OPEN

	A217
	2008.08.11
	T
	26.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
“Each client SHOULD add the property "MaxContacts" to this ListManage”

What is “MaxContacts? It is certainly not a contact list property (defining it as such would be against the IMPS standard).

Which ListManage?
Proposed Change:
Clarify or remove.
	Status: OPEN

	A218
	2008.08.11
	T
	26.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
“and indicate the maximum number of contacts the client supports”

Indicate how?
Proposed Change:
Clarify or remove.
	Status: OPEN

	A219
	2008.08.11
	T
	26.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
“The client SHOULD inform the server of the maximum number of contacts it can handle.”

Why? Segmentation already handles this (in a better way).
Proposed Change:
Remove.
	Status: OPEN

	A220
	2008.08.11
	T
	26.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
“Also, the setting only applies to the client who set the value.”

Assuming a client with limited memory it is safe to assume that it will not remember the number of contacts it asked the server to store; so, how can a client retrieve its current setting from the server?
Proposed Change:
Clarify how a client can retrieve its current setting and update it if necessary.
	Status: OPEN

	A221
	2008.08.11
	T
	26.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph 3, Paragraph 6 and Paragraph 7.

Oh, my God! Whose twisted mind came up with this conclusion? This is possibly the worst solution one can come up with. Confusing for the client, confusing for the user, violates the IMPS standards, etc, etc. This creates more problems than it claims to solve! I strongly object to this.
Proposed Change:
Remove this paragraph – or, re-design and make sure that the IMPS standard is not violated.
	Status: OPEN

	A222
	2008.08.11
	T
	26.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph 4.

“The MaxContacts property is only needed”

Again, it is not a contact list property (according to how you described the behaviour earlier). Contact list properties are persistent (according to IMPS) and making them non-persistent would violate the IMPS specs.
Proposed Change:
Remove the paragraph.
	Status: OPEN

	A223
	2008.08.11
	T
	26.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph 4.

“oma_allcontacts contact list”

Again, there is no such contact list in the IMPS specs and hard-coding is a really bad practice.
Proposed Change:
Remove the paragraph.
	Status: OPEN

	A224
	2008.08.11
	T
	26.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph 5.

“Updating the contact list on older clients (1.1 and 1.2.1)”

Obviously, this is not in the scope.
Proposed Change:
Remove the paragraph.
	Status: OPEN

	A225
	2008.08.11
	T
	26.2
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph 5.

“contract of presence updates”

This is non-sense.
Proposed Change:
Remove the paragraph.
	Status: OPEN

	A226
	2008.08.11
	T
	26.3
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
“The user logs in with a client on that only support 3 contacts”

LOL. Can support only 3 contacts? That client should be so limited that it cannot even use IMPS.
Proposed Change:
Remove the entire section.
	Status: OPEN

	A227
	2008.08.11
	T
	26.3
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
“The client hints the server”

LOL

What should a server do with a hint? Take it or not?
Proposed Change:
Remove.
	Status: OPEN

	A228
	2008.08.11
	T
	26.3
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph 4.

“the MaxContacts property”

Again, it is not a contact list property (according to how you described the behaviour earlier). Contact list properties are persistent (according to IMPS) and making them non-persistent would violate the IMPS specs.
Proposed Change:
Remove.
	Status: OPEN

	A229
	2008.08.11
	T
	26.3
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
Paragraph 4.

“oma_allcontacts contact list”

Again, there is no such contact list in the IMPS specs and hard-coding is a really bad practice.
Proposed Change:
Remove the text.
	Status: OPEN

	A230
	2008.08.11
	T
	26.3
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc

Comment:
It is not said what is shown in the example.
Proposed Change:
Don’t bother adding it, just remove, it is non-sense anyway.
	Status: OPEN


3.2 OMA-RRELD-IMPS-V1_3_IMPL_V1_0-20080702-D
No comments were received
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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