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Recommendations

	ID
	Open Date
	Section
	Description
	Status

	1
	20041028
	General
	Consistency: There are not UML diagrams for all use cases and some of the use case formats are different or incomplete (missing actors, benefits, issues)

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

We decided not to make any changes regarding this comment.

	2
	20041028
	General
	Not clear what version this document refers to.  The filename is 1.3 but the document content does not mention V1.3, mainly 1.1 and 1.2.  There are a couple of refs to “future” versions, but not ref to V1.3 specifically

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

Agreement with Zoltán’s new text in Scope and 5.15.6 sections.

	3
	20041028
	General
	We do not believe that the following are covered but would like them covered in the RD:

* sending IM without the user knowing the status of the destination user (user b) - user a has not issued a presence request to user b

* sending IM, but user b presence not available, i.e. user a has requested user b, but user b has no public proactive presence defined or the presence information is temporally unavailable

* sending IM even though user b has refused user a presence update

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

This is covered in IMPS 1.2.

	4
	20041028
	General
	No mention of IM to legacy messaging services for IM content delivery, e.g. SMS / MMS.  

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

This is not in the scope of this document. The messaging interworking is in the scope of another work in MWG group.

	5
	20041028
	General
	Consistency of describing the user experience.  Most use case are generic and are independent of a operators user experience.  However a number define "how" the user would interact with the client, sounds, icons, menu structure, starting point.  These need to be clearly marked as being an example and not exactly how the user experience will be presented to the user.

The terms “SHALL”, “MUST” “SHALL NOT” “MUST NOT” etc. should not appear in section 5 (use cases) since this section is not mandatory.  The Requirements section (Section 6) is the place to have the SHALLs etc.

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

Covered by approved Qualcomm CR: OMA-IM-2004-0268-Operational-Req-IMPS-1.3

	6
	20041028
	General
	What is the general expectation where “phone book” is written?  Is this the device’s phonebook used for making and receiving phone calls, or is this some other IM-specific phonebook?   Maybe define this in the definitions section?

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

Definitions for Phone book and Contact List must be included in RD. 

Same definition as in IM RD can be reused for Contact list.

	7
	20041028
	General
	Not clear on the various user identifiers and which take precedence, ScreenName, alias, friendly name, friendly name@domain, nickname, phone contact name, etc.

These should all be covered in the definitions section.

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

Copy and Paste the definitions from previous versions of IMPS.

	8
	20041028
	5.4.2
	Client B, is the terminal that UserB uses (not UserA as stated)

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

No Change is required. The comment was related to the previous version of RD..

	9
	20041028
	5.2.1
	Is the IM status the same as presence? IM status is a result of the use case, not clear on what happens if proactive authorization has not be setup.  The user can still IM, but doesn’t see status or the contact is not added to the contact list??

Source: O2
	IM status should be changed to Online status. 

A new definition should be created for Online Status in the RD.
Closed. 

	10
	20041028
	5.5.6
	Need to split presence auth and IM, e.g. “user b is authorized to see user a online status and is able to message”.  Should be able to message without seeing status

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

It is already Covered IMPS 1.2.

	11
	20041028
	5.3.9
	What is the error message / behavior if the operator refuses wildcard characters – no match or invalid input or it’s expected that the client restricts the search option on operator preference?  The “SHALL” here is not acceptable (that goes for anywhere is section 5).

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

The RD does not go in the details and the specification should resolve it.

	12
	20041028
	5.4
	Operator should be able to restrict and refuse search by contact details

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

It is already in IMPS 1.2 that there is an Error message if there is no result for the search.

	13
	20041028
	5.4.7
	Search request UML shows Alias, this should be “FriendlyName” ?

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

Good comment and will be incorporated in RD.

	14
	20041028
	5.4.8
	Consistent terminology: Last bullet user cannot search if “contact details” are not complete – later talks about public or private profile not complete.  Definition of “contact details” vs. “public profile” vs. “private profile”

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

The last requirement was removed.

Replaced private profile by contact details. 

Added definition of contact details.



	15
	20041028
	5.5.8
	“Users and Operators SHOULD be able to choose different . .  .”

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

No consistency to add.

	16
	20041028
	5.6.1
	Change “If the send is authorised” to “If the send if not barred / blocked”.  Being authorised to see the users presence should not be a criteria for sending an IM

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

The RD was modified as requested.

	17
	20041028
	5.6.8
	This use case is for originating a new conversation when the user is offline.

Any special behavior in groups: If in group and they go offline, they will not get any offline messages??

Any special behavior is where in conversation and go offline, e.g. retry after X seconds and the send notification

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

The notification is not the IM message. No IM is delivered only notification that the user has IM message.

When the user logs off, s/he will never receive the IM messages and will be removed from the group.

	18
	20041028
	5.7.7
	2: Remove “(User b)”, as user B does not have user C in their contact list, see pre conditions

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

One does not have to have a Contact in the Contact List to invite that Contact to an IM Session.

	19
	20041028
	5.7.7
	4: Need to make a point about capturing charging information.  Most operators are likely have to different charges for 1:1 and group IM.  There should be a charging requirement for this in section 6.

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

Previous version of IMPS already included all the charging aspects such as 1 to 1 or many to many.

	20
	20041028
	5.7.8
	Need to specify whether it is possible for user b or c to invite other to the group or only user a??

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

PGC-8 is dealing with this comment.

	21
	20041028
	5.7.8
	Need to reference next user case for how the group is closed, e.g. when last user has left.

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

PGC-20 is describing this.

	22
	20041028
	5.8.7
	2:  This should be an operator option, whether the user can define a welcome message, and a user preference whether they want to enter anything

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

This is not prevented in the requirement section.

	23
	20041028
	5.8.8
	ANY joined user should be able to list the groups members, not just the creator / admin

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

The proposed text was incorporated into the RD.

	24
	20041028
	5.8.8
	What about messages to blocked users?  Agree that user a who is block by user cannot invite user b, but someone else can.  Define that user a can still send messages to the group which user B will receive.

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

PGC-15 refers to this. A CR has been approved that addresses the issue: OMA-IM-2004-0278-CR-for-Private-Group-Conversation

	25
	20041028
	5.9.1
	Age should be the age of the person and not the date of birth – security issues

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

Agreed that only Year and Month will be considered for date of birth.

	26
	20041028
	5.9.3
	Don’t understand how voyeuristic users are restricted as there is not validation of information, e.g. age, gender etc.

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

No action.

There is no appropriate mechanism to validate information such as age, gender etc. and therefore this will not be considered in IMPS 1.3.

	27
	20041028
	5.9.8
	Should be a way of changing the Friendly name, e.g. after marriage

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

No action needed: It is already possible for the user to change his/her Friendly Name at any time.

	28
	20041028
	5.9.9
	4th bullet – private should be public profile? This is the public profile use case.  Definition of private profile vs public profile?

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

 See comment #14 above.

	29
	20041028
	5.9.9
	Operator shall be able to restrict to local searching (home domain) only, and in general how searching will work

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

No action. The search starts within and under the control of the home domain and the operator may if desired allow the searching within other domains. Therefore there is no need for change.

	30
	20041028
	5.10.7
	Item 3:  Make explicit the search will “AND” all of the entered search fields

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

No action. In IMPS 1.2 the Search is already based on logical AND operation. Logical OR will be added in IMPS 1.3.

	31
	20041028
	5.10.8
	If too many results and refine, the client will retain the values of the original search

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

No action. It is an implementation issue.

	32
	20041028
	5.11.9
	Barring needs to be an operator option – e.g. an operator may choose to only have one type of bar which bars everything.

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

No action. It is an implementation issue.

	33
	20041028
	5.12


	“Alias” should be friendly name (or ScreenName?)

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

Changes to the RD are done.

	34
	20041028
	5.12.5
	3rd bullet – device dependent – should be “e.g.” inside brackets

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

Changes to the RD are done

	35
	20041028
	5.12.7
	8:  Optionally user id is updated.  What message is used for this?  What does an operator do if we do not wish to have user ids per user?

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

Added “optionally”, as suggested.

	36
	20041028
	5.12.7
	9:  Optionally alias is requested – this should be an operator preference

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

No action.

It does not make sense to have a user without an alias and therefore this step is needed in all the cases.

	37
	20041028
	5.12.9
	In addition to the existing bullet, there should be some more material indicating that the auto provisioned user needs to be be created with the operator default profile, e.g. charging, QoS, etc.

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

No action.

These aspects are not considered in scope of this use case and therefore there is no need to add them.

	38
	20041028
	5.12.9
	Alias / friendly name consistency??  Neither of these is in the definitions sections (actually there is nothing in the definitions section!!

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

Alias has been replaced with FriendlyName over the RD. Definition of FriendlyName is there.

	39
	20041028
	5.13
	UML diagram seems to be missing.

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

No action.

	40
	20041028
	5.13.5
	Change 4th bullet point to “•
UserA has turned this “Auto-Login on Phone Start-up” setting ON.” To avoid confusion.  Same change in 5.15.8.  Do not use term “client auto-login” as this is confusing and suggests that the client is auto-started.

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

Agreed adding quotes around Auto Login and replaced other places as well.

	41
	20041028
	5.14
	No UML or normal flow

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

No action. This comment is made towards an old version of the RD. The structure of the System Message-related use cases has been clarified in the RD sent for formal review.

	42
	20041028
	5.15.6
	No definition for “Service Message”.  Server needs to know device setting in terms of language to confirm that the message is in the correct language.

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

No action. It is possible to infer the user’s language before user login through MSISDN/MDN analysis on server-side. 

	43
	20041028
	5.14.2,

5.14.3
	Bullet numbering?

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

The wrong bullet numbering has been corrected – several places.

	44
	20041028
	5.14.3
	Remove? – Seems to be the same use case as 5.8?

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

No action. These are two separate Use Cases. All of the use cases in this section all refer to System Message, however they focus and elaborate different types of System Messages.

	45
	20041028
	5.14.4.6
	3: “User inbox” definition? Is this the conversation dialogue screen??

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

Added the definition of Inbox to the RD.

	46
	20041028
	5.15.5
	Explicitly state that the search fields are “OR-“ed

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

No action.

In IMPS 1.2 the Search is already based on logical AND operation. Logical OR will be added in IMPS 1.3.

Closed.

	47
	20041028
	5.15.6
	Define next version – 1.3?

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

The replacement has been done earlier already. 

	48
	20041028
	5.15.6
	No UML

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

No action. The same mechanism will be used as it already is in IMPS 1.2.

	49
	20041028
	5.16.5
	No UML 

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

No action. It is not decided yet how the solution will look like. The UML diagram can be added when the solution is defined).

	50
	20041028
	5.17.6
	Is the functionality restricted to SSP only? Operators may want to use other interfaces, e.g. SCP

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

No action. Yes, this functionality is restricted to SSP. Other interfaces are outside of scope of IMPS.

	51
	20041028
	5.17.6
	Does “Service negotiation” include barring options?

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

No action. No, there are no barring options included. Service negotiation is defined by OMA IMPS 1.2 – it allows a client to discover which services are available (as defined by OMA IMPS) and to negotiate access to those services.

	52
	20041028
	5.17
	No UML 

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

No action. It is not decided yet how the solution will look like. The UML diagram can be added when the solution is defined.

	53
	20041028
	5.19.5
	Need to add device capabilities detection step (to ensure colors are supported etc.)

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

No action. No, the client can ignore colors or any other formatting information.

The precondition section already requires that the devices are already supporting various fonts and colors. If the device does not support this feature, the style of the text will be up to device implementation.

	54
	20041028
	5.20.7
	Numbering

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

The numbering has been corrected.

	55
	20041028
	5.21.1
	This open issue needs to be closed before the RD is approved.

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

Removed the open issue on Advanced Search.

	56
	20041028
	5.6.8
	Add MMS as possible candidate for offline notifications.

Source: Ericsson
	CLOSED.

MMS is relying on SMS or WAP notifications unless the intension is that the entire MM will be pushed to the clients. However, this is not recommended due to the size of MM.

	57
	20041028
	General
	There are many things missing from the RD – references and requirements towards old functionality.

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

No action. This is a Delta specification, which only mentions features that are changed with respect to previous IMPS version.

	58
	20041028
	6.6
	Add a generic statement that the IMPS system shall comply with the SEC group privacy agreements.

Source: Lucent
	CLOSED.

PRI-1 was replaced by the text proposed by Lucent.

A normative reference was also added which refers to the suggested document by Lucent.

	59
	20041028
	6.8
	SRC-3 unclear requirement. Is the FriendlyName mandated or it the search mandated?

Source: Nokia
	CLOSED.

Changed the wording in order to make it clear that support for Friendly Name is mandatory. The search is not mandated.

	60
	20041028
	6.2
	Add a more generic requirement that the IMPS system shall conform to the OMA security templates.

Source: Cingular
	CLOSED.

No action. At present there are no official/approved OMA security templates that can be referenced.

	61
	20041028
	5.1
	These use cases describe what shouldn’t happen rather than what should happen which is an odd way to write use cases in OMA. This is not an objection to the purpose of the use case with which we fully agree.

Source: Orange
	CLOSED.

No action.

The purpose of the use case is fully understood by Orange.

	62
	20041028
	5.2.1 and others
	Since we already have a definition for FriendlyName this note is no longer necessary. We propose to erase it in this use case and the others

Source: Orange
	CLOSED.

Deleted these Notes everywhere in the RD.

	63
	20041028
	5.2.9 and others
	Since use cases are informative, it is not appropriate to use normative language in this chapter. If there are any normative contents in the use case they should be included in section 6. We propose to turn capitalized SHALL, etc into lower case shall, etc. This applies to all other use cases.

Source: Orange
	CLOSED.

An approved change request corrected these issues: OMA-IM-2004-0268-Operational-Req-IMPS-1.3

	64
	20041028
	5.9.1
	“Until they have at least filled in all of the conditional fields of their own profile” shouldn’t it say “mandatory” rather than conditional?

Source: Orange
	CLOSED.

The RD has been updated with the suggested changes.

	65
	20041028
	5.9.1 table
	What exactly is meant by “intention”? We believe this should be clarified via an example of “intentions

Source: Orange
	CLOSED.

An example of “intension” has been added to the RD.

	66
	20041028
	5.12.5
	Shouldn’t we say IMPS user id and IMPS password? In general shouldn’t we replace WV by IMPS in order to avoid confusion?

Source: Orange
	CLOSED.

The RD has been updated with the suggested. Changes. 

	67
	20041028
	5.12.7
	We believe that there should be an option that allows the user to choose the user-id he/she would like to be known for outside of the Service Provider domain. Could this be done via a System Message?

Source: Orange
	CLOSED.

No action. In IMPS v1.3 the System Message can be utilized to support this functionality. No new requirement is needed.

	68
	20041028
	5.18
	We don’t see the point in having this requirement here as a use case. It is already in section 6, so the whole 5.18 must be deleted

Source: Orange
	CLOSED.

Remove 5.18 from the RD.

	69
	20041028
	GEN-2 and other
	The wording is not very explicit here. We propose to change “the solution” into “the mechanism to split long lists in parts”. The same comment applies to every appearance of “the solution” in related requirements.

Source: Orange
	CLOSED.

The RD has been updated with the suggested changes. In addition, in the System Message section the solution was replaced by “the technical realization of system messages”.

	70
	20041028
	GEN-11 thru GEN-14
	Although the comment in parenthesis is perfectly valid we don’t think it’s appropriate to mention it in the requirements document. The same applies to the next 3 requirements, i.e. GEN-12 through 14 

Source: Orange
	CLOSED.

Removed the comments in the parentheses.

	71
	20041028
	Gen 12,

GEN-13
	We believe the difference between these two requirements is not self-evident: the same vs. unique sounds very similar. We would appreciate clarification.

Source: Orange
	CLOSED.

GEN12 has been rephrased to reflect that client cannot create several sessions with the same client ID.

GEN13 has been rephrased to reflect that a client can create several sessions but must use different IDs.

	72
	20041028
	GEN-17
	We believe by looking at the use case that this means update the user id IN THE CLIENT. We should make this explicit or else it could be understood that the server just updates its internal database.

Source: Orange
	CLOSED.

The RD has been updated with the suggested changes.

	73
	20041028
	GEN-18
	Doesn’t this belong in security requirements?

Source: Orange
	CLOSED.

Was not agreed since it is more of a feature than a security requirement. However, an additional requirement has been added for clarification.

	74
	20041028
	GEN-19
	We propose to add a definition for the auto login feature in the definitions section. We propose the following wording inspired by the short description of the use case: A user setting that allows the IMPS client to log into the Server automatically without user intervention on device start-up or when network connectivity becomes available.

Source: Orange
	CLOSED.

The definition of auto-login has been added to the RD.

	75
	20041028
	USE-1
	We don’t see how this requirement falls into this category. We propose to move it to the general requirements.

Source: Orange
	CLOSED.

The RD has been updated with the suggested changes.

	76
	20041028
	IOP-1
	Isn’t “backwards compatibility” meant here rather than interoperability?

Source: Orange
	CLOSED.

No.

	77
	20041028
	6.7
	These requirements were brought to the IM breakout in REQ and there were some suggestions to improve the wording. For example, the use of “non-compliant” is not accurate and was replaced in the IM RD. We propose to align the wording of both RDs in order to avoid confusion

Source: Orange
	CLOSED.

Orange Contribution (OMA-IM-2004-0276R01-LATE-CR-Editorials-for-system-messages) contains editorial changes for SYM-1 thru SYM-18. The contribution was accepted.

	78
	20041028
	PGC8 and PGC9
	What is the difference between PGC-8 and PGC-9? Is it justified to have two separate but almost identical requirements?

Source: Orange
	CLOSED.

PGC-9 was removed.

	79
	20041028
	PGC-14
	Could the reason for not recommending this be explained somewhere?

Source: Orange
	CLOSED.

The requirement has been re-worded.

	80
	20041028
	3.2
	Add definition of MDN.

Source: Qualcomm
	CLOSED.

An approved change request adds the definition: OMA-IM-2004-0269-Add-MDN-def-to-IMPS-1.3-RD-Spec

	81
	20041104
	IMR-9
	I think that there is a mistake in here.
"sending" is the same as "delivery".  Should we not have "storage" there?

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

The requirement has been re-worded.

	82
	20041104
	GEN-18
	The requirement is not consistent with the IM RD requirement.

Source: Orange
	CLOSED.

An additional requirement has been added to GEN-18.

	83
	20041105
	GEN-3
	If low memory you cannot IM? What is the point of starting the client?

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

No action. The size of accepted IMs are negotiated separately - server won't send anything bigger then the ones that are allowed. The whole proposal is about splitting the lists that may grow huge over the time - these are not limited in any way currently. This comment has been clarified in comment #69.

	84
	20041105
	GEN-15
	This should be "on the server or on a per user basis"

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

“On a per user basis has been added to the requirements in question.

	85
	20041105
	IMR-8
	Could we change this so that the IMPS system MAY identify sending users by "Friendly Name" only?

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

No. The basis of identification is always the UserID. FriendlyName is only some extra so that the user receiving the messages from the sender do not need to type a NickName for the sender.

	86
	20041105
	PGC-18
	How do you tell whether a user deliberately left or not? What about accidentally hitting the wrong button or how does it work when e.g. coverage is lost? Why is this requirement here?

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

It is possible to detect when the user in question is leaving the group: there is a transaction for this - all other cases are going to be unintentional. The rest of the comment is irrelevant - You leave the disco, but you realized you forgot to give the keys to Your friend - You cannot go back unless You pay the entrance fee again.

	87
	20041105
	PGC-19
	There is no definition of "the above timeout period"

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

Added a reference to PGC-16, where the timeout is described.

	88
	20041105
	PPR-7
	Shouldn't this be a MAY? Operator option not mandatory for the operator.

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

There are countries where it is customary; there are countries where it is not. Changed the requirement to MAY so operator is able to choose not implementing it.

	89
	20041109
	PGC-3
	PGC-3 text is a little bit confusing. The fact that UserC joins a 1-1 conversation and this is notified to users A and B means ipso facto that there will be a difference in the user experience. We think this should say something like: "The IMPS system SHOULD provide a seamless transfer from one-to-one IM to a Private Group conversation; users in the one-to-one conversation SHALL be notified of the addition of the other participant(s)."

Source: O2
	CLOSED.

The RD has been updated with the proposed requirement.


Editorial Comments

	Document Rev
	Section
	Description
	Status

	OMA-REQ-2004-0952-RD_IMPSDelta-V1_3
	1
	The features and functions for OMA IMPS v1.2 are defined in [IMPSF&F] but there are still some rooms for optimization and improvement - “there is still some room”

Source: Orange
	CLOSED.

The proposed change has been added to the RD

	
	5.8.8 last bullet
	(loose of network signal or browsing another application) – loss

Source: Orange
	CLOSED.

The proposed change has been added to the RD.

	
	PGC-3
	The IMPS system SHOULD NOT introduce any differences in the user experience between the IM and the Private Group Conversation - change “the“ to “one-to-one”.

Source: Orange
	CLOSED.

The proposed change has been added to the RD.

	
	PGC-11
	The IMPS system SHOULD ensure that neither group creator nor the participants have the right to expel other users – add: “in Private Group Conversation”.

Source: Orange
	CLOSED.

The proposed change has been added to the RD.

	
	PGC-15
	The IMPS system SHOULD NOT allow invitation of users that have been blocked by participating users – add: “in Private Group Conversation”.

Source: Orange
	CLOSED.

The proposed change has been added to the RD.

	
	PGC-17
	The IMPS system SHALL be able to allow non-intentionally left users to rejoin the group for a limited timeout period. Change to: The IMPS system SHALL be able to allow users that unintentionally left the group, to rejoin the it for a limited timeout period.

Source: Orange
	CLOSED.

The proposed change has been added to the RD.

	
	5.16.5
	5.16.5 Normal Flow and make sure the numbering is correct.

Source: Cingular
	CLOSED.

The bullet numbering has been corrected.
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