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1 Reason for Contribution

This document contains comments on the IM RD for the REQ formal review.

2 Summary of Contribution

Detailed comments as in chapter 3 below.

3 Detailed Proposal

General comment: The words MUST and SHALL are both used in the reuirements chapter in what seems to be the same meaning, and they shall indeed mean the same according to RFC 2119 that is referenced from section 3.1 “Conventions”. 

Example; 


DLV-1
“Messages sent MUST be shown to all users …” and 

DLV-2
“The IM system SHALL have the ability to maintain message sequencing …”

We propose to change “MUST” to “SHALL” throughout chapter 6 to spare the reader from wondering whether the two words do mean the same or whether it is intended to be a difference. The same goes for the terms MUST NOT vs SHALL NOT. 

GR-4 vs GR-5: GR-4 deals with “many-to-many instant messaging” and GR-5 with “one-to-many-to-one instant messaging”. We propose to clarify the difference between those, perhaps in the definitions section. (From the way the requirements are worded we assume the difference to be that in GR-5 persons in the “many” group can not send instant messages to each other, which the can in GR-4.) 

GR-4 vs GR-6: GR-4 deals with “many-to-many instant messaging” and GR-6 with “public chat”. We propose to clarify the difference between those, perhaps in the definitions section. (From the way the requirements are worded we assume the difference to be that in GR-4 participants have to be invited, see use case 5.6, whereas in GR-6 anyone can join.) 

GR-6
“It MUST be possible to have a public chat using Instant Messaging.”

Are we sure we want to mandate a public chat? Why would not a SHOULD be sufficient?

DM-3
“The IM service SHALL support multimedia content.”

Why would not a SHOULD be sufficient? If this applies also for terminals then a large quantity of terminals could be excluded depending on the definition of Multimedia content.

REG-7
“When registering, user authentication SHALL be provided.”

This requirement refers to use case 5.10 "Registration in IM by mobile E.164 number" where a user registers with her mobile E.164 number as the only user information. We believe it is important here to ensure that a user can not emulate another user’s E.164 number in the registration and therefore propose a modification of the requriement as below: 

“When registering, the E.164 number SHALL be authenticated.”

NOT-6
“When the user has the conversation screen closed, the user MAY be notified of incoming messages, if the user has the conversation screen open the user MAY NOT be notified of an incoming message”

The term MAY NOT is not defined in RFC 2119. Suggest re-wording as follows as the meaning of the word MAY is stated to be “that an item is truly optional”: 

When the user has the conversation screen closed, the user MAY be notified of incoming messages. When the user has the conversation screen open the user MAY be notified of incoming messages.
4 Intellectual Property Rights

Members and their Affiliates (collectively, "Members") agree to use their reasonable endeavours to inform timely the Open Mobile Alliance of Essential IPR as they become aware that the Essential IPR is related to the prepared or published Specification.  This obligation does not imply an obligation on Members to conduct IPR searches.  This duty is contained in the Open Mobile Alliance application form to which each Member's attention is drawn.  Members shall submit to the General Manager of Operations of OMA the IPR Statement and the IPR Licensing Declaration.  These forms are available from OMA or online at the OMA website at www.openmobilealliance.org.

5 Recommendation

OMA-REQ is recommended to consider the above comments in the IM RD formal review.
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