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1 Reason for Contribution

Provide a review of ADRR edits made to OMA-AD-Mobile_email_V1_0_0-2006129-D.doc 

2 Summary of Contribution

The enclosed report indicates the completeness of changes to the Mobile Email AD as described in OMA-ADRR-Mobile_Email-V1_0_0-20060928-D.

The Column “Comment” indicates areas which require further corrections as indicated.

The format is as follows:

<Status> BOLD TEXT

<Detail> Text 

COMPLETE:
The agreed upon changes were fully carried out.  No further changes are required.  However, if additional information is provided it should be reviewed.

COMPLETE WITH VARIATION:

The agreed upon changes were not fully carried out; however, the variance does not appear to have changed the original intent.  Review should be accomplished to determine if the variance is appropriate.

NOT COMPLETE:

All or some of the agreed upon changes were not fully carried out.  Details are provided to identify missing changes.  Once these changes are corrected, the status may change to COMPLETE or COMPLETE WITH VARIATION. 

3 Detailed Proposal

See Below.

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

1.  MeM Working Group review “Complete With Variation” comments to determine if variation is acceptable.

2.  Editor correct changes to areas noted as “Not Complete”

	ID
	Open Date
	Edit
	Section
	Description
	Status
	Comment

	A001
	2006.06.26
	
	All
	Source: Nokia
Form: Input contribution
Caps usage should be consistent, especially with those terms defined in the definitions section.

E.g.:

mobile email enabler -> Mobile Email Enabler

MEM enabler -> MEM Enabler

MEM client-> MEM Client

MEM server -> MEM Server

MEM protocol -> MEM Protocol

email server -> Email Server

MEM alignment -> MEM Alignment, etc.
	Status: CLOSED (08-02-06)
Editor to fix all except “email server” this term should not be capitalized since it is a generic term, except in the section that is describing the box labeled as “Email Server”
	NOT COMPLETE

MEM enabler:

List of Figures – Fig 1 pg 4

List of Figures – Fig 4 pg 4

List of Figures – Fig 15 pg 4

4.1 pg 11
4.2 pg 11

5.2 pg 12

Fig 1 Caption pg 12

5.3.1.2 (2) pg 13

5.3.1.3 (2) pg 14

5.3.4 pg 16

5.4 pg 18

B2 pg 24
Fig 4 Caption pg 24
B3 pg 25

C1 pg 30

Fig 15 Caption pg 32

MEM protocol

List of Figures – Fig 5 pg 4

Definitions (2) pg 9

5.1 pg 12
5.3.1.2  pg 13

5.3.2 pg 14
5.3.4 pg 16 

B2 pg 24

Fig 5 Caption pg 24

MEM client

1.0 Scope pg 5

MEM server

B1 pg 23

	A002
	2006.06.26
	
	All
	Source: Nokia
Form: Input contribution
The style of bulleted lists is not consistent. Some level 1 lists look like as if they were level 2 lists and vice versa.
	Status: CLOSED (08-22-06)
Editor to put bullets in the same style.
	NOT COMPLETE

5.3.2 2nd level Indent pg 14
5.3.3 level Indent  pg 16 (see A148)

	A003
	2006.06.26
	
	All
	Source: Nokia
Form: Input contribution
Suggest formatting all of those expressions with italic format in the document body that are defined in the definitions section.
	Status: CLOSED (08-02-06)
No action required against this comment due to agreement with A001.
	COMPLETE



	A004
	2006.06.26
	
	All
	Source: Nokia
Form: Input contribution
The document often uses the word “preferences” and “settings”. If these are the same thing, only one of these words shall be used at all times. If not, definition for both should be added to the definitions section – we need to make sure that everyone speaks the same language.
	Status: CLOSED (08-02-06)
Editor to change “preferences” to “user preferences”; “settings” will not be changed.
	NOT COMPLETE

5.3.1.2 pg 13

	A005
	2006.06.26
	
	All
	Source: Nokia
Form: Input contribution
Quite a few of the definitions are not used when they should have been. As an example, take “filters”. It occurs in many places; however the defined (and correct) term would be “Filtering Rules”. Suggest reusing the definitions always whenever applicable.
	Status: CLOSED (08-24-06)
Editor to change “filters” to “filter rules” where appropriate.

If no objections appear against this action by EOC Beijing, this item will be closed.
	COMPLETE


	A006
	2006.06.26
	
	All
	Source: Nokia
Form: Input contribution
Some sections in the document are set to “French” language – producing a lot of typos. I suggest following the OMA Template setting all over the document.
	Status: CLOSED (08-02-06)
Editor to change French language to English language before final draft.
	NOT COMPLETE

Portuguese (1) pg 20

Portuguese (3) pg 21

Portuguese (4) pg 22

	A007
	2006.06.26
	
	All
	Source: Nokia
Form: Input contribution
There are a lot of sections which instead of explaining things in detail – what does what and why (explanations and definitions tend to be unnecessary ambiguous) – gives a bulleted list. The bulleted lists are enough for someone who is already familiar with the MEM work so far, while leaves other people in the dark. I suggest replacing the bulleted lists with real text that explains everything in detail.
	Status: CLOSED (09-28-06)

This comment is too general and therefore is not addressable in current form.  No action should be taken against this comment. 

Status will remain open until EOC Beijing, If no contributions are presented this item will be closed.  

CR0130 was submitted on 15 August.  R01 expected after other ADRR comments are updated into the AD.
	COMPLETE



	A008
	2006.06.26
	
	All
	Source: Nokia
Form: Input contribution
When referencing OMA Enablers, the naming is inconsistent. An example for this is: “OMA DM” vs. “OMA-DM”.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to remove “-“ between all OMA Enablers within the text. 

Editor to include “-“ in the OMA enabler reference.
	NOT COMPLETE

OMA-DS

D.4.1 pg 36 

	A009
	2007.07.05
	
	Title
	Source: Lucent

Form: AD Review Log

Change Draft Version 1.0.1  to Draft Version 1.0
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor will make certain that the final version of the AD is version 1.0
	NOT COMPLETE

Version labeled 1.0.0

	A010
	2006.06.26
	
	1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change: “as access to email” -> “as an Enabler to access email”
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

No action required against this comment
	COMPLETE



	A011
	2006.06.26
	
	1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“focus of this document is to provide an improved user experience” it is by no means is the scope of this specification. This is an AD.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to incorporate proposed text change:

“the focus of this document is to describe an architecture that provides an improved user experience…”
	COMPLETE



	A012
	2006.06.26
	
	1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“The goal is rather to provide” Rather? This is the goal of the entire enabler, however this is not the scope.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to remove the word “Rather”
	COMPLETE



	A013
	2006.06.26
	
	1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

The scope of this document is missing. A lot of unnecessary things are described here, but not the scope of the AD itself. The scope of the AD is to provide an architecture which allows technology-independent realizations.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to incorporate proposed text change from 8-21-06 minutes against this comment; see A011 & A012
	COMPLETE



	A014
	2006.06.26
	
	2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Some references have clickable links, some do not. This should be consistent. I would prefer to have those hyperlinks removed so in the printed documents the underscores are clearly visible.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to incorporate corrections in CR 0122R02 [OMA-MEM-2006-0122R02-INP_ADRR_item_corrections] against this comment
	NOT COMPLETE

All hypertext to be removed

	A015
	2006.06.26
	
	2.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Reference [RFC 2821] is not used – should be removed.
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

Editor to add References to Appendix C text, as appropriate.
	COMPLETE



	A016
	2006.06.26
	
	2.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Reference [ARCH-PRINC] is not used – should be removed.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

No action required against this comment
	COMPLETE



	A017
	2006.06.26
	
	2.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Reference [ARCH-REVIEW] is not used – should be removed.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

No action required against this comment
	COMPLETE



	A018
	2006.06.26
	
	2.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Reference [OMA-CP] is not used – should be removed.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to add reference into section 5
	COMPLETE



	A019
	2006.06.26
	
	2.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Reference [OMA-DM] is not used – should be removed.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to add reference into section 5
	COMPLETE



	A020
	2006.06.26
	
	2.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Reference [OMA-UAProf] is not used – should be removed.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to add reference into section 5
	COMPLETE



	A021
	2006.06.26
	
	2.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Reference [OMA-GPM] is not used – should be removed.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to add reference into section 5
	NOT COMPLETE

Reference does not appear in the document

	A022
	2006.06.26
	
	2.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Reference [OMA-DS] is not used – should be removed.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to add reference into Appendix D
	COMPLETE



	A023
	2006.06.26
	
	2.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Reference [OMA-DICT] is not used – should be removed.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

No action against comment
	COMPLETE



	A024
	2006.06.26
	
	2.2
	Source: NEC

Form: Input contribution

Reference [OMA-PRESENCE] is missing – should be added.
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

Action to editor to add reference and where in the text to reference the reference
	COMPLETE

Removed see A101

	A025
	2006.06.26
	
	3.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Font size varies over different definition entries in both columns – reapply style defined in template..
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to incorporate corrections in CR 0122R02 against this comment
	NOT COMPLETE

Correct all font variations
Pg 17:

issues such as:


	A026
	2006.06.26
	
	3.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Definition of “Authorization, Authorize”. 3rd point has a typo at the beginning of the sentence. Also, the referenced RFC cannot be found in the references section.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to add RFC reference
	COMPLETE



	A027
	2006.06.26
	
	3.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Definition of “Email Event”: So, moving emails around in folders, changing preferences are not considered events? Also, the note on new email should not be a separate sentence.
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

Editor to add “Move” to (e.g. read/unread, flagged, deleted, etc…)
	COMPLETE



	A028
	2006.06.26
	
	3.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Definition of “Email Message” According to this definition the DS 1.2 email object is not an email message because it does not have an RFC2822 header/envelope.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to remove: “Email Message Headers and Bodies are defined in [RFC2822]”
	COMPLETE



	A029
	2006.06.26
	
	3.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Definition of “Email Server” So, it means that the user cannot use other SMTP servers than that in the Email Server, right?
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

No action against comment
	COMPLETE



	A030
	2006.06.26
	
	3.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Definition of “Filtering Rules” wording change “which new email events” -> “which email events”. Also, I do not understand this: “from the client to the server” I thought ME-3 and ME-4 were one-way channels. How does a client send outband notifications to the server? Then again, we still do not know what a set of conditions and actions is: C++ code?
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to incorporate corrections in CR 0122R02 against this comment
	COMPLETE



	A031
	2006.06.26
	
	3.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Definition of “Header”: the definition of “Email Message” already includes this – should we remove it from there to avoid duplication?
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

No action against comment

	COMPLETE



	A032
	2006.06.26
	
	3.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Definition of “In-band Notification”: what is the “MEM protocol”?
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to incorporate text from 8-21-06 minutes which defines MeM protocol.

	COMPLETE



	A033
	2006.06.26
	
	3.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Definition of “Interface” Error: reference not found.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to remove definition
	COMPLETE



	A034
	2006.06.26
	
	3.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Definition of “MEM Session” Wording change: either remove “(see above)” or change it to “(see definition of Email Session)”
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Remove “see above” from the text
	COMPLETE



	A035
	2006.06.26
	
	3.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Definition of “Mobile Email” “end-to-end”? This is untrue – Mobile email merely deals with the Email Server: already I2 is out of the scope.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Remove “end-to-end” in definition
	COMPLETE



	A036
	2006.06.26
	
	3.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Definition of “Other Mobile Enabler” wording change: “Stand for any enabler called upon” -> “Any enabler utilized” Another wording change: “to support some of the” -> “to provide additional” Another wording change: “functions, e.g.” -> “functions, such as”
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to incorporate corrections in CR 0122R02 against this comment
	COMPLETE
Would read better as:

“Any enabler utilized by the MEM Server or the MEM Client to provide additional MEM functionality, e.g. outband notifications, provisioning/device management etc.”

	A037
	2006.06.26
	
	3.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Definition of “Out-band Notification” wording change: “, which are not transported by the MEM protocol but via other channels, Such” -> “, which are transported via other channels than the MEM protocol due to the I0:ME-1/I0:ME-2 interfaces being disconnected. Such”
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to incorporate corrections in CR 0122R02 against this comment

	COMPLETE



	A038
	2006.06.26
	
	3.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Definition of “Request” You got to be kidding. Remove this please.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Remove the definition
	COMPLETE



	A039
	2006.06.26
	
	3.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Definition of “Server to Client Notification” wording change: “A means by which the server informs the client of events, e.g. a new message has arrived.” -> “The means by which the MEM Server informs the MEM Client of Email Events such as the arrival of a new email message.”
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to incorporate corrections in CR 0122R02 against this comment

	COMPLETE



	A040
	2006.06.26
	
	3.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Definition of “Submit email”: So a MEM Client cannot send emails via SMTP servers anymore, it has to send it through the MEM Server, right?
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Remove abbreviation

	COMPLETE



	A041
	2006.06.26
	
	3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Abbreviation “CORP” is not used.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Remove abbreviation

	COMPLETE



	A042
	2006.06.26
	
	3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Abbreviation “DRM” is not used.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Remove abbreviation

	COMPLETE



	A043
	2006.06.26
	
	3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Abbreviation “HTTP” Is not used.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Remove abbreviation

	COMPLETE



	A044
	2006.06.26
	
	3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Abbreviation “HTTPS” is not used.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Remove abbreviation

	COMPLETE



	A045
	2006.06.26
	
	3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Abbreviation “IrDA” is not used.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Remove abbreviation

	COMPLETE



	A046
	2006.06.26
	
	3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Abbreviation “P2P” is not used.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Remove abbreviation

	COMPLETE



	A047
	2006.06.26
	
	3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Abbreviation “PDA” is not used.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Remove abbreviation

	COMPLETE



	A048
	2006.06.26
	
	3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Abbreviation “PIM” is not used.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Remove abbreviation

	COMPLETE



	A049
	2006.06.26
	
	3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Abbreviation “QoS” is not used.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Remove abbreviation

	COMPLETE



	A050
	2006.06.26
	
	3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Abbreviation “RD” is not used.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Remove abbreviation

	COMPLETE



	A051
	2006.06.26
	
	3.3.
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Abbreviation “TLS” is not used.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Remove abbreviation
	COMPLETE



	A052
	2006.06.26
	
	4
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“The mobile email (MEM) enabler aims at supporting access to email from a mobile device.” Oops, You got this all wrong – there is no need for OMA MEM to do this at all. We are here to make sure that there is no bandwidth wasted, it works seamlessly even though there are frequent disconnections, the user will feel comfortable by using the solution while the solution is interoperable and can be based on different technologies.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to incorporate proposed text change from 8-21-06 minutes against this comment

	COMPLETE



	A053
	2006.06.26
	
	4.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

This section is useless, Remove it. Or, leave it because this makes me laugh every time I read it: “All requirements and use cases are expected to be supported by the MEM enabler”
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

No action against comment
	COMPLETE



	A054
	2006.06.26
	
	4.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“The MEM enabler is expected to support end to end security between the MEM client and MEM server.” MEM Client to MEM Server is not end-to-end!
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Remove “end to end” from the first sentence.


	COMPLETE



	A055
	2006.06.26
	
	4.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“It is also expected to support end to end security between the MEM client and the email server.  Special attention must be paid when MEM server and email server are in different domains.” Aye, expected. But it is useless to state anything like this because I2 and Email Server are not in the scope at all.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Remove 2nd sentence.


	COMPLETE



	A056
	2006.06.26
	
	4.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Deployment considerations are discussed in the appendices.” Would You mind inserting a cross-reference?
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to insert cross reference
	COMPLETE



	A057
	2006.06.26
	
	5.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

This should be a bulleted list only without describing what those enablers are used for, but giving a cross reference to section 5.3 where they are actually described.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

No action against comment
	COMPLETE



	A058
	2006.06.26
	
	5.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Why is OMA CP and OMA DM separate? OMA DM alone is sufficient.
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

Change bullets:

5.1

•OMA CP or OMA DM to support for MEM parameters

•OMA CP or OMA DM to support to bootstrap installation of MEM client over the air 

5.3

•OMA DM or CP to support over …


	COMPLETE



	A059
	2006.06.26
	
	5.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Under bullet 4: “+ revocation of the MEM client” this does not mean that device revocation can only be achieved using DM, right?
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

Delete + revocation of the MEM client

Add new bullet:

OMA DM for revocation of the MEM client


	COMPLETE



	A060
	2006.06.26
	
	5.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Bullet 5: we are going to define the exact means for notifications, so I suggest removing this.
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

Editor to incorporate proposed text change from 8-22-06 minutes against this comment
and 

Remove first bullet


	COMPLETE



	A061
	2006.06.26
	
	5.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Bullet 6: what is a “Non-intrinsic P parameters”? There is no definition for this.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to incorporate proposed OSE reference change from CR 0122R02 against this comment 
	COMPLETE



	A062
	2006.07.05
	
	5.2

Figure 1
	Source: Orange

Form: AD Review Log

It is not necessary to identify 2 interfaces between MEM Client and MEM Server just if the difference between ME-1 and ME-2 is a question of sens in which the messages are sent. Need to clarify if both ME-1 and ME-2 are needed.
	Status: CLOSED (9-26-06)

ME1 & ME2 identify the interface for the client and server respectively.  They are both needed. See section 5.3

No action against this comment.

Suggestion that someone propose a reference definition of “interface”.

Associated ID’s:

A080
	COMPLETE



	A063
	2006.07.05
	
	5.2

Figure 1
	Source: Orange

Form: AD Review Log

The other endpoint of the ME-5 should be defined. Need to put a box like "MEM Management server".
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

Editor to add blue box “Manager” to the open side of Me5

Editor to add inbound arrow to MeM server on ME5.
	COMPLETE



	A064
	2006.07.05
	
	5.2

Figure 1
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

Is the arrow from MEM client to Other Enablers double headed (like MEM Server) or do you intend single headed (into Client).
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to correct arrow in figure 1
	COMPLETE



	A065
	2006.06.26
	
	5.2

Figure 1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

The picture looks like as if a matrix-printer was used for printing. Suggest using Visio instead, it gives much better results.
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

Editor to incorporate figure 1 as depicted in 134; Editor to incorporate A063 into the resultant figure.

	COMPLETE WITH VARIATION
See A233

	A066
	2006.06.26
	
	5.2

Figure 1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

The “Firewall” is not visible in the picture in electronic or printed form. Also, experiment with different shades of gray instead of using colors because the color differences are barely visible in some cases on a printed document.
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

No action against this comment
	COMPLETE



	A067
	2006.06.26
	
	5.2

Figure 1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

There is no indication how content adaptation will be performed using the OMA STI interface (and who will perform it).
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

No action against this comment
	COMPLETE



	A068
	2006.07.05
	
	5.2
	Source: Orange

Form: AD Review Log

Some typo below the Figure 1: Note that "Other

Mobile Enablers".
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to incorporate corrections in CR 0122R02 to the second and third sentences.

Remove “Mobile” from the Other Mobile Enablers in the definition section

Remove the sentence that starts with “Note that …”

Associated ID’s:

A074, A076, A077


	NOT COMPLETE

5.2    … ease of the depictiion.  It represents a collection a collection of enablers with their own interfaces I0’

	A069
	2006.07.05
	
	5.2
	Source: Orange

Form: AD Review Log

Need to update all drawings in the document according to the picture of the logical Architecture illustrated in Figure 1, and particularly in the realization of MEM by Lemonade in Annex C, where we see 2 interfaces ME2-a and ME2-b.
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

Editor to incorporate figures as depicted in 134 and to incorporate A063 change into all figures

Update fig 14 based on 134 and A063

No change to figure 15 & 16 

Update fig 17 based on 134 and A063

No change to figure 18

See A370


	COMPLETE WITH VARIATION
Minor variations on some figures.

	A070
	2006.07.05
	
	5.2
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

ME-3 seems like one of the I0’ (ie defined by other resource)
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

No action against this comment
	COMPLETE



	A071
	2006.07.05
	
	5.2
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

Delete “Mobile” from: Note that “Other Mobile Enablers” …
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to incorporate corrections in CR 0122R02

	COMPLETE

See A068

	A072
	2006.07.05
	
	5.2
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

Note that “Other Mobile Enablers”, stand for any enabler called upon by the MEM server or the MEM client to support some of the MEM functions (e.g. outband notifications, provisioning/device management, …).

It seems this is specifically handled by Outband Notification Enabler, not by Other Enabler.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to incorporate corrections in CR 0122R02 against this comment

	COMPLETE

See A068

	A073
	2006.07.05
	
	5.2
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

The picture combines the boxes and interfaces as one logical component for the ease of the picture.

I don’t understand this sentence.  “one logical component” – the whole picture?
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to incorporate corrections in CR 0122R02 against this comment

	COMPLETE

See A068

	A074
	2006.06.26
	
	5.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

The sentence that starts as “Note that” should be removed because we do have a definition for “Other Mobile Enabler” already.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

See A068

	COMPLETE

See A068

	A075
	2006.06.26
	
	5.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “It must be understood as a collection” -> “Each logical component is a collection”
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to incorporate text from 8-21-06 minutes against this comment.

	COMPLETE

See A068

	A076
	2006.06.26
	
	5.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Typo: “enablers wit their” -> “enablers with their”
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

See A068
	COMPLETE

See A068

	A077
	2006.06.26
	
	5.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “own interfaces I0’ and could be represented that way” -> “individual I0’ interfaces”
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

See A068
	COMPLETE

See A068

	A078
	2006.06.26
	
	5.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Suggest removal: “and could be represented that way”
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Approved
	COMPLETE



	A079
	2006.07.05
	
	5.3
	Source: NEC

Form: AD Review Log

What is the point of identifying and including in ME-5 in section 5.3, if it is outside the scope of MEM enabler
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

No action against comment.  ME 5 is within the scope of the AD
	COMPLETE



	A080
	2006.07.05
	
	5.3
	Source: Orange

Form: AD Review Log

It is not necessary to identify 2 interfaces between MEM Client and MEM Server just if the difference between ME-1 and ME-2 is a question of sens in which the messages are sent. Need to clarify if both ME-1 and ME-2 are needed.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

See A062
	COMPLETE



	A081
	2006.07.05
	
	5.3
	Source: Orange

Form: AD Review Log

In the paragraph where the different interfaces 

are listed, it would be good to have a more detailed definition of the different interfaces identified in MEM AD.
	Status: CLOSED (9-26-06)

Close with no action.

Agreement to keep the original text. 
	COMPLETE



	A082
	2006.07.05
	
	5.3
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

This section should be about components defined by/in this enabler.  Certainly “other enablers” don’t fit.  Also Email server.  And probably outband notification.
	Status: CLOSED (9-26-06)

Break section 5.3 into three sections titled:

MEM Enabler

Other Enablers and Components

Interfaces (Move interfaces below OSE text)

Change IO and I2 bullets to:

I0’: Interfaces to/from other enablers (e.g. DM, CP, messaging). ME-3 and ME-4 may be bound to such interfaces. The I0’ interfaces are not in the scope of the OMA MEM enabler, they are provided by the referenced enabler.

I2: Interface(s) between MEM Server and Email Server. The I2 interface is not in the scope of OMA MEM enabler.

Associated ID’s:

A087, A092, A101
	COMPLETE

See A096

	A083
	2006.07.05
	
	5.3
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

The MEM Client which implements the client-side functionality of the OMA MEM enabler.

This implies a deployment viewpoint which is not correct.  Client represents client-side …
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to incorporate corrections in CR 0122R02 against this comment

	COMPLETE



	A084
	2006.07.05
	
	5.3
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

The MEM Client which implements the client-side functionality of the OMA MEM enabler.

Completely useless way to describe the Client (a tautology – the client is the client).
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to incorporate correction in CR 0122R02 against this comment

	COMPLETE



	A085
	2006.07.05
	
	5.3
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

Delete “and the client-side functionality” from: The role of the MEM Client and the client-side functionality is described in detail in section 5.3.1.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to incorporate correction in CR 0122R02 against this comment

	COMPLETE



	A086
	2006.07.05
	
	5.3
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

The MEM Server which implements the server-side functionality of the OMA MEM enabler.

Same comments as for client bullet above. (see A081, A082)
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to incorporate correction in CR 0122R02 against this comment

	COMPLETE



	A087
	2006.07.05
	
	5.3
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

The Email Server implements the functionalities required to store, access and manage emails as well as any related preferences or settings.

Does MEM really require all this?  Or do you just require some code that implements an I2 email interface?
	Status: CLOSED (9-26-06)

Move last three bullets from the MEM enabler section into the Other enables and components section

Change bullets to:

Typically, the Email Server implements the functionalities required to store, access and manage emails as well as any related preferences or settings. The OMA MEM Enabler does not preclude the Email Server from implementing the MEM Server functionality. The Email Server is not in the scope of the OMA MEM Enabler.

The Outband Notification Enablers implement the outband notification functionality of the OMA MEM Enabler.

The Other Enablers component is a placeholder component representing any and all other enablers that aid or improve the functionality or usability of the OMA MEM enabler. The Other Enablers component is not in the scope of the OMA MEM Enabler.

Ref see results of A082
	NOT COMPLETE

The second and third bullets are not copied exactly as shown.

	A088
	2006.07.05
	
	5.3
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

Change: The implementation allows the Email Server to be internal to the MEM Server as well by including the MEM Server and the Email server within the same component.

To: An implementation may combine the Email Server and the MEM Server together.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Approved
	NOT COMPLETE

This text and preceding text was deleted from section 5.3.1.1

	A089
	2006.07.05
	
	5.3
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

The Outband Notification Enablers implement the outband notification functionality of the OMA MEM Enabler.

Please explain what it does rather than just repeat the name.
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

Editor to insert text change in 8-22-06 minutes.
	COMPLETE



	A090
	2006.07.05
	
	5.3
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

The Other Enablers component is a placeholder component representing any and all other enablers that aid or improve the functionality or usability of the OMA MEM enabler.

Must they be enablers?  Could they be arbitrary resources?
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

No action against comment
	COMPLETE



	A091
	2006.07.05
	
	5.3
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

Other OMA enablers can be used to support the mobile email architecture:

Is this para a further explanation of the last bullet in previous list or something else?
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

It is the beginning of the next list

No action against this comment.
	COMPLETE



	A092
	2006.07.05
	
	5.3
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

Other OMA enablers can be used to support the mobile email architecture:

How do you choice if something goes in following list of in “other enabler” list?  None of them should be in this section though.
	Status: CLOSED (9-26-06)

Deleted the bullet:

The Other Enablers component is a placeholder component representing any and all other enablers that aid or improve the functionality or usability of the OMA MEM enabler. The Other Enablers component is not in the scope of the OMA MEM Enabler.

Ref see A082
	COMPLETE



	A093
	2006.07.05
	
	5.3
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

Delete: It should be noted that these notification mechanisms could be seen as part of a generic new OMA push / notification enabler.

This sentence does not belong in this spec – it is someone’s futuristic thinking
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Approved

Associated ID’s:

A102
	COMPLETE



	A094
	2006.07.05
	
	5.3
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

I0:ME-3: Outband notification interface for the MEM Server to generate server to client notifications

I can’t figure out how this interface differs from I0’ – this one is not defined by the MEM enabler, is it?  If the data part is defined, isn’t that true for the I0’ interfaces also?
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

The TS will explicitly identify the notification enabler.

No action against this comment.
	COMPLETE



	A095
	2006.07.05
	
	5.3
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

I0:ME-4: Outband notification interface for the MEM Client to receive server to client notifications

Client to server?
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

No action against this comment.
	COMPLETE



	A096
	2006.07.05
	
	5.3
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

I0’: Interfaces to/from other enablers (e.g. DM, CP, messaging). ME-3 and ME-4 may be bound to such interfaces. The I0’ interfaces are not in the scope of this enabler, they are provided by the referenced enabler.

Don’t understand “bound” – do you mean “equal to”?  You should not let them overlap – put components/interfaces in one category or the other.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Remove the ME-3 and ME-4 sentence 
	COMPLETE



	A097
	2006.07.05
	
	5.3
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

Change: According to the OSE [OSE], non-intrinsic functions can be provided by other enablers to enforce service providers policies like:

To: According to the OSE [OSE], non-intrinsic functions can be provided by other enablers to enforce service provider policies like:
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Approved
	COMPLETE



	A098
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “The following main enabler components are identified:” -> “The OMA MEM Enabler identifies the following components:”
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Approved
	NOT COMPLETE

OMA is missing from the change.

	A099
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Typo: dot is missing from the end of the sentence.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to incorporate correction in CR 0122R02 against this comment

	COMPLETE



	A100
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Bullet 4 Typos: “Outband Notification Enablers implement” -> “Outband Notification Enabler implements”
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to incorporate correction in CR 0122R02 against this comment

	COMPLETE



	A101
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Second bulleted list that describes the other enablers that can be used do not include all enablers listed in dependencies. At a minimum, I would expect all of those listed under dependencies to be described here. Also, I suggest moving this entire list to a new sub-section called “5.3.4 Other Enablers” because it cuts the real MEM component and interface discussions in half. If this move has happened, I would also suggest adding a cross-reference to 5.3, bullet 5 saying that these things are described in 5.3.4.
	Status: CLOSED (9-26-06)

OMA Presence is the only other enabler missing from this section.  (Issue: OMA Presence is not a dependency)  Text addition is not required.  

Remove OMA Presence from the dependency list.

Delete Figure 4 with associated text.

Delete the 3rd bullet beginning ”The Other Enablers component …”

Change the first sentence of section Other Enablers and Components to:

The OMA MEM Enabler relies on the following technologies to fulfill the technical requirements.

Ref see A082 for subsection  changes
	COMPLETE



	A102
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Suggest removal of: “It should be noted that these notification mechanisms could be seen as part of a generic new OMA push / notification enabler.” – the OMA MEM Enabler is going to define the exact notification mechanism(s).
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

See A093
	COMPLETE



	A103
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “The different interfaces that are identified are:” -> “The OMA MEM Enabler identifies the following interfaces:”
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Approved
	NOT COMPLETE

OMA missing from the change.

	A104
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Interfaces bullet 1: remove “I0”.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Approved
	COMPLETE



	A105
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Interfaces bullet 1 and 2: “MEM Protocol” is not defined in definitions. Also, add: “The role of the MEM Protocol is described in detail in Section 5.3.3.” (this latter one is to be a cross-reference.
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

See A032 for addition of the MeM Protocol definition from 8-21-06 minutes 

Also, add text is approved


	COMPLETE



	A106
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Interfaces bullet 5: I do not understand this interface. 5.3 bullet 3 (Email Server component description) says that all preferences and settings are stored on the Email Server. So, why are user preferences and filters managed using this interface and not directly on the Email Server? I assume that this text will be removed, and if it has been removed I feel that this interface is not needed: the MEM Server settings will vary between underlying technologies as well as implementations and as such cannot be standardized.
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

Editor to remove user preference and filters from bullet 5.
	COMPLETE



	A107
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

What are the “non-intrinsic functions”?
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

They are defined in the OSE; See A097.

No action against this comment
	COMPLETE



	A108
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “to enforce service providers policies like” -> “to enforce various policies of the service provider, such as”
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Approved
	NOT COMPLETE

Change not accomplished.

	A109
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Suggest moving the paragraphs and bulleted lists that starts with “According to the OSE” behind the section that discusses the other enablers.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

No action against this comment
	COMPLETE



	A110
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “Charging of the traffic” -> “Charging for traffic and other applicable costs”
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Approved
	COMPLETE



	A111
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “These are not discussed in this document.” -> “These however are not in the scope of this Enabler.”
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Approved
	COMPLETE



	A112
	2006.07.05
	
	5.3.1
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

Change: Client-side support of ME-4 (e.g. reaction processing of to outband notifications)

To:  Client-side support of ME-4 (e.g. processing of  outband notifications)
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

See A119
	COMPLETE

See A119

	A113
	2006.07.05
	
	5.3.1
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

Remote management of preference and filters from client 

Are these server filters, to distinguish from prior bullet?
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to incorporate correction in CR 0122R02 against this comment
	NOT COMPLETE

Agreed text not added:
“Remote management of user preferences and filtering rules (that reside on server) from client”

The following was added in 5.3.2 instead:

“Management of user preference and filtering rules (that reside on server) from client”

	A114
	2006.07.05
	
	5.3.1
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

It is also responsible for providing the mobile interface to the user and storing the email and data to be sent to the MEM server when not connected.

Are these part of the enabler, ie in the spec?
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

No action against this comment
	COMPLETE



	A115
	2006.07.05
	
	5.3.1
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

Client-side implementation of local behaviour (local versus remote delete and changes)

We deal with specs in OMA, not implementations
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

Remove “implementation of”
	COMPLETE



	A116
	2006.07.05
	
	5.3.1
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

Manage downloading features, …

What does “…” refer to?
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Remove “, …”
	COMPLETE



	A117
	2006.07.05
	
	5.3.1
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

Change: Utilize metrics provided by the MEM Server to provide the an estimated the download time that is needed to complete the download of the email message and/or its attachments.

To: Utilize metrics provided by the MEM Server to provide the estimated download time that is needed to complete the download of the email message and/or its attachments.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to incorporate correction in CR 0122R02 against this comment

	COMPLETE

See A130

	A118
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: remove from all bullets the “Client-side” part – this entire section is about the MEM Client.
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Approved
	COMPLETE



	A119
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “Client-side support of ME-4 (e.g. reaction to outband notifications)” -> “Client-side support for outband notifications (I0:ME-4).”
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to incorporate correction in CR 0122R02 against this comment

Associated ID’s:

A112
	NOT COMPLETE

Agreed upon text not added.
“Client-side support for outband notifications (I0:ME-4).”

The following was inserted in 5.3.2:

“Support for processing of outband notifications (ME-4).”

	A120
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “Client-side support of MEM protocol (ME-1)” -> “Client-side support for MEM Protocol (I0:ME-1)”
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Approved
	NOT COMPLETE

Agreed upon text not added.

The following was inserted in 5.3.2:

“Support for MEM protocol (ME-1), including:”

	A121
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion according to the definition: “Remote management of preference and filters from client” -> “Management of preferences and Filtering Rules”
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to incorporate correction in CR 0122R02 against this comment

	COMPLETE



	A122
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion according to the definition: “Initiate retrieval of events” -> “Initiate retrieval of Email Events”
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Editor to incorporate correction in CR 0122R02 against this comment

	COMPLETE



	A123
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“It is also responsible for providing the mobile interface” What is the “mobile interface”? Is it I0:ME-1? If so, it has been mentioned already in the bulleted list above the text. If this is the case, the “This includes:” following the text should be removed as well and the previous bulleted list shall be continued with the bulleted list that is below the text.
	Status: CLOSED (9-26-06)

Delete:


It is also responsible for providing the mobile interface to the user and storing the email and data to be sent to the MEM server when not connected.

This includes:
	COMPLETE



	A124
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Bullet 1: “Client-side support of download and storage preferences and behaviors.” Isn’t this already covered by “Remote management of preference and filters from client” (which is in the previous bulleted list) already? If so, suggest removal.
	Status: CLOSED (8-23-06)

Change to: Support and management for download and storage preferences.

Associated ID’s:

A126
	COMPLETE



	A125
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Bullet 2 wording change suggestion: “Client-side implementation of local behavior (local versus remote delete and changes)” -> ”Implementation of local behavior for local delete and other local or remote mailbox changes.”
	Status: CLOSED (8-23-06)

Change to: “Local behavior for local delete and other local or remote mailbox changes.”
	COMPLETE



	A126
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Bullet 3: “Mechanism that supports user configuration” What exactly can the client configure on the user? The best it could do is zapping him/her or disturb him/her using some other means. I never saw a client that is capable of changing eye color of the user (would be nice though).
	Status: CLOSED (8-23-06)

Delete bullet. See A124
	COMPLETE



	A127
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Bullet 9 wording change suggestion: “Forward / reply without download” -> “Forward / reply with or without download”
	Status: CLOSED (8-21-06)

Approved
	COMPLETE



	A128
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Bullet 10: “Manage downloading features, …” Where are these features described? What exactly does these “features” include? I can manage downloads, but I cannot actually download (I did not see download nor fetch on the bulleted list).
	Status: CLOSED (8-23-06)

Change bullet to read:

Manage downloading features (e.g. only headers, only a certain size, only body, selected attachments or all attachments.)


	COMPLETE



	A129
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Bullet 10: “Manage downloading features” Should there be a bullet like this for “uploading features”? If connection is lost and then re-established, I would not want to upload data that has already arrived at the server.
	Status: CLOSED (9-26-06)

Implementation issue closed with no action.
	COMPLETE



	A130
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Bullet 11 Typos: “thean estimated the download time” -> “an estimated download time”
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

Editor to incorporate correction in CR 0122R02 against this comment

	COMPLETE



	A131
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

3rd bullet under security: “Local key management” Does it include the key to my garage? (I tend to loose it, so it would be very nice.) What is local key management? I can create/update/copy keys on my own? Would be great to save a few bucks from Mr. Minute.
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

Editor to incorporate text from 8-22-06 minutes against this comment.

	COMPLETE



	A132
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “Managing intermittent connectivity usage and offline usage” -> “Provide usage during intermittent connectivity and while offline”
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

Editor to incorporate text from 8-22-06 minutes against this comment.

	NOT COMPLETE

The agreed upon text was not added:
“Provide ongoing usage during intermittent connectivity and while offline. “

The following was added instead:

“Provide ongoing support of usage during intermittent connectivity and while offline”

	A133
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Last bullet: which server? MEM or Email?
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

Editor to remove “and store them onto the server”
	COMPLETE



	A134
	2006.07.05
	
	5.3.2
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

Maintaining a high level of security of the message contents and the interchanges between the MEM Client and the email server.

Might be high or very high or …, but key is that the level is specified by deployment?
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

Editor to remove “a high level of”
	COMPLETE



	A135
	2006.07.05
	
	5.3.2
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

Resolution of address for recipient of events

Is this security or just a mapping/discovery function?
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

Editor to promote bullet “Resolution of address for recipient of events” under “The MEM Server is responsible for  …”


	NOT COMPLETE

Bullet appears to have been promoted with a text change (not agreed). 

	A136
	2006.07.05
	
	5.3.2
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

Content adaptation (e.g. attachments) – based on client capabilities

Thought these were done by other enablers?
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

Editor to add “to perform or delegate” to the end of the “Applying user preferences/filters/settings to the email information obtained from email server” bullet.

Associated ID’s:

A144

	COMPLETE



	A137
	2006.07.05
	
	5.3.2
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

Change:  Sending of events to the client/server when requested 

To: Sending of events to the client when requested
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

Approved

Editor to also add additional bullet captured in the 8-22-06 minutes. 

Associated ID’s:

A146

	COMPLETE



	A138
	2006.07.05
	
	5.3.2
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

Change:  Allow the user to use multiple client devices simultaneously 

To: Allow the user to use multiple client devices sequentially or simultaneously
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

Approved Text:
Allow the user to use multiple MeM clients sequentially or simultaneously

Associated ID’s:

A147
	NOT COMPLETE

“s” missing from client.

	A139
	2006.07.05
	
	5.3.2
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

OMA-MEM-2006-0109-CR-AD-error-notify 

Huh?
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

Editor to incorporate text from 8-22-06 minutes against this comment.

Associated ID’s:

A151

	COMPLETE



	A140
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“The configuration should take into account the various characteristics of the installation.” Huh? What does it mean? I install the same server to Linux and Windows platforms and some setting/behavior will be different? Server should provide the exact same features over all supported platforms. Suggest removal.
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

Editor to incorporate text from 8-22-06 minutes against this comment.

	COMPLETE



	A141
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “The MEM Server is responsible for the following features of mobile email:” -> “The MEM Server implements the server-side functionality of the OMA MEM Enabler, including:” – to be consistent with the client-related section
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

Editor to incorporate text from 8-22-06 minutes against this comment.

	COMPLETE



	A142
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Resolution of address for recipient of events” What does it mean? That the MEM Server will send me a reminder on my friend’s birthday? Or, perhaps “Resolution of MEM Client address (as recipient) for Email Events”.
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

Editor to incorporate text from 8-22-06 minutes against this comment.

	COMPLETE



	A143
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Authentication and authorization of originator of submitted messages” Who is the originator? The user who wrote the message? The MEM Client which sent the message to the MEM Server? The MEM Server that submits a message to the SMTP server? The SMTP server actually sends the message forth?
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

Editor to incorporate text from 8-22-06 minutes against this comment.

	COMPLETE WITH VARIATION
(MEM Client) text added after originator instead of before as agreed.

	A144
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Applying user preferences/filters/settings to the email information obtained from email server” Is this really a MEM Server role? Some of these are clearly Email Server roles, thus the “preferences/filters/settings” should not be applied, but conveyed to the Email Server instead.
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

No action against this comment; see A136
	COMPLETE



	A145
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Content adaptation (e.g. attachments) – based on client capabilities” Two issues here:

1. No only the attachments can be adapted.

2. The client requests content adaptation explicitly (see RD): it is not provided by the server automatically based on capability assumptions.
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

Editor to incorporate text from 8-22-06 minutes against this comment.
	COMPLETE



	A146
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Sending of events to the client/server when requested” client probably means MEM Client, but what about the server? Which server?
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

No action against this comment; see A137

	COMPLETE



	A147
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “Allow the user to use multiple client devices simultaneously” -> “Allow the user to use multiple MEM Clients - even within separate devices - simultaneously”
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

No action against this comment; see A138

	COMPLETE



	A148
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Support of extended mailing services” The following items:

· Content adaptation,

· Spam and virus filtering,

· filtering based on Filtering Rules, settings and preferences,

· sending of events to the client

are not listed here – why? Those are also extended mailing services and not common features.
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

Editor to add a “Content adaptation” bullet to the list
	NOT COMPLETE

Bullet added but the level is off (See A002)

	A149
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “Forward without download – while editing different header fields or attached content” -> “Forward without download – by re-assembling a new email message based on edited header fields, additional content or attached content”
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

Editor to incorporate text from 8-22-06 minutes against this comment.

	COMPLETE



	A150
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion so it is consistent with the previous bullet: “Reply without download – including attachments in reply message, editing of the distribution list.” -> “Reply without download – by re-assembling a new email message based on edited header fields or additional content.”
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

Editor to incorporate text from 8-22-06 minutes against this comment.

	COMPLETE

See A149

	A151
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Last bullet: “OMA-MEM-2006-0109-CR-AD-error-notify” Suggest removal and addition of the content of the CR instead (the CR was AGREED).
	Status: CLOSED (8-22-06)

No action against this comment; see A139

	COMPLETE



	A152
	2006.07.05
	
	5.3.3
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

Mechanisms to align, fetch and update email messages between the MEM client and the email server via the MEM server. The MEM enabler focuses solely on the interaction between the MEM client and MEM server. 

Then why does previous sentence refer to mechanisms between MEM client and email server.  Word prior sentence more in terms of MEM client and server, perhaps acting as surrogate/proxy for email server?
	Status: CLOSED (9-26-06)

Delete “email server via the” from the first bullet
	NOT COMPLETE

Text not changed as approved.

	A153
	2006.07.05
	
	5.3.3
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

View filters: Filters that determine which email messages are of type B and C or A. 

How is this to be parsed, is there a grouping here?  Can you say “filters that determine the type of each email message”?
	Status: CLOSED (9-26-06)

See 0143R01

Change to: “View filters: Filter rules that determine which email messages are visible to the MeM client(s) (type B and C) or not visible to the MeM client (type A).”

Action to craft text change for definition and potential text change to section 5.3.3 regarding filter types and filter notions.  See:  Server-side filtering to decide which messages will be accessible by the MEM client.

Associated ID’s:

A169

	NOT COMPLETE

Does not appear that 0143R01 is reflected in text.

Text was crafted.  View filters no longer exists.  However, view filtering rules was defined.

	A154
	2006.07.05
	
	5.3.3
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

Manage which parts are downloaded and maintained on MEM client 

Of accessible messages
	Status: CLOSED (8-23-06)

Change to: Manage which parts of accessible messages are downloaded and maintained on MEM client
	COMPLETE



	A155
	2006.07.05
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Lucent

Form: AD Review Log

(GPM-RD), the sentence is confusing as GPM is not about the authorization of users, rather than the management of user privacy. Suggest to re-word to: "GPM [GPM-RD] to support the management of user settings subject to privacy control and that uses ME-5.
	Status: CLOSED (8-23-06)

Change to: GPM [GPM-RD] to protect the privacy of the principal whose settings are being managed via ME-5
	COMPLETE



	A156
	2006.07.05
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Lucent

Form: AD Review Log

Regarding the last bullet; is privacy necessarily a service provider policy? Privacy should be covered by the ME-5 interface if I understand this so no need to list it here.
	Status: CLOSED (8-23-06)

No action against this comment
	COMPLETE



	A157
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

The title is not clear. So, what is expected to be in this section? MEM Client and MEM Server responsibilities have been described before. Perhaps it is supposed to mean the MEM Protocol? If so, to make it consistent please replace the section name with “MEM Protocol”.
	Status: CLOSED (9-26-06)

Section to be re-titled to “MEM Protocol”

Move client and server specific bullets to the appropriate sections of the document.

Associated ID’s:

A160, A165, A166, A172, A191, A193
	COMPLETE



	A158
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “The MEM enabler focuses solely on the interaction between the MEM client and MEM server.” -> “The MEM enabler focuses solely on the interaction between the MEM client and MEM server; the communication between the MEM Server and the Email Server are not in the scope of the OMA MEM Enabler.”
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Approved
	COMPLETE



	A159
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “Mechanisms for MEM alignment:” -> “MEM Alignment:”
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

No action against comment.
	COMPLETE



	A160
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Start this section out as the other ones (with some basic introduction): ““The MEM Protocol provides the primary communication channel for the OMA MEM Enabler between the MEM Client and MEM Server (between I0:ME-1 and I0:ME-2) as well as the Outband Notification channel between the MEM Server and MEM Client (between I0:ME-3 and I0:ME-4).”
	Status: CLOSED (9-26-06)

Start this section out as the other ones (with some basic introduction): ““The MEM Protocol provides the primary communication channel for the OMA MEM Enabler between the MEM Client and MEM Server (between I0:ME-1 and I0:ME-2).

See A157
	COMPLETE



	A161
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “Support in-band (ME-1/ME-2 exchanges) and out-band notifications (Exchanged via ME-3/ME-4 via other enablers).” -> “Support in-band (I0:ME-1/I0:ME-2 exchanges) and out-band notifications (I0:ME-3/I0:ME-4 exchanges).” Note that definition is available for Inband and outband notifications. Why not use them?
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Approved
	COMPLETE



	A162
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “Specified in ways that are network transport independent but may contain some bindings to particular notification channels (e.g. SMS binary, WAP Push, SIP Notification, …)” -> “Outband Notifications are specified to be network and transport independent by addressing various bindings to individual notification channels (e.g. SMS binary, WAP Push, SIP Notification, etc)”
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Approved

	COMPLETE



	A163
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “When the MEM client is connected to the MEM server, only inband notifications shall take place” -> “While the MEM client is connected…”
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Approved

	COMPLETE



	A164
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Defines notification payload for inband and outband mechanisms.” Is the outband part in this statement valid if we are going to use EMN?
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

No action against this comment

	COMPLETE



	A165
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Cope with possible lack of connectivity (e.g. queue and store the events).” Queuing and storing events are going to be done by the MEM Client/MEM Server.
	Status: CLOSED (9-26-06)

Move bullet:

Cope with possible lack of connectivity (e.g. queue and store the events). 

To both the client and server sections.

See A157
	COMPLETE



	A166
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Suggestion to move this (and all bullets under it – perhaps leave the very last one, but reword it then) to the MEM Server section: “Server-side filtering to decide which messages will be accessible by the MEM client.” 
	Status: CLOSED (9-26-06)

Move bullets in

“Server-side filtering” to the server section.

The last bullet level moves up to the top level and remains in 5.3.3 

See A157
	COMPLETE



	A167
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Suggest removal of: “no header access” from Type A – it is already covered by “no access”.
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Approved

	COMPLETE



	A168
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Rewording suggestion in Type B: “Inband notification might however take place if MEM client is already connected to MEM server.” -> “However, In-band Notifications take place while the MEM Client is connected to MEM Server.”
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Approved

	COMPLETE



	A169
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “View filters: Filters that determine which email messages are of type B and C or A” -> “View filters: View filters determine the visibility of email messages to a connected MEM Client – the applicable message types are A, B or C.” Should we add this to the definition section instead? I assume this term will be used often.
	Status: CLOSED (9-26-06)

See 0143R01

See A153 bullet text change 

Add a definition of view filter in section 3.2

Action to craft text change for definition and potential text change to section 5.3.3 regarding filter types and filter notions.  See:  Server-side filtering to decide which messages will be accessible by the MEM client.


	NOT COMPLETE

See A153

	A170
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “Notification filters: Filters that determine which email messages are of type C or B” -> “Notification filters: Notification Filters determine which email messages are to be notified to the MEM Client – the applicable message types are B or C.” Should we add this to the definition section instead? I assume this term will be used often.
	Status: CLOSED (9-26-06)

See 0143R01

Add a definition of notification filter in section 3.2

Action to craft text change for definition and potential text change to section 5.3.3 regarding filter types and filter notions.  See:  Server-side filtering to decide which messages will be accessible by the MEM client.


	NOT COMPLETE

Does not appear that 0143R01 is reflected in text.

Definition for Notification filtering rules added.

	A171
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “Event filters: Filters that determines what events are to be notified to the client” -> “Event filters: Event Filters determine which events are to be notified to the client.” Should we add this to the definition section instead? I assume this term will be used often.
	Status: CLOSED (9-26-06)

See 0143R01

Editor to add a definition of event filter in section 3.2

Action to craft text change for definition and potential text change to section 5.3.3 regarding filter types and filter notions.  See:  Server-side filtering to decide which messages will be accessible by the MEM client.


	NOT COMPLETE

Does not appear that 0143R01 is reflected in text.

Definition for Event filtering rules added.

	A172
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Suggestion to move “Client-side download and storage preferences” (and all sub-bullets under it) to the MEM Client section instead.
	Status: CLOSED (09-26-06)

Approved

See A157
	COMPLETE



	A173
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

What exactly is “Configurable by user”?
	Status: CLOSED (08-24-06)

Change Bullet to: These preferences are configurable by the user
	COMPLETE



	A174
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “MEM client may support encrypting and password protecting the messages.” -> “Encryption and protection of the locally stored messages.”
	Status: CLOSED (08-24-06)

Approved


	COMPLETE



	A175
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Media conversion bullet: “of a body part or attachment from” what is the difference between a body part and an attachment? If they are different, then about “body part”: is it really just a part of the body that is converted or the whole body? I could not see anywhere in LEMONADE converting a particular paragraph of an HTML message for example (only the whole body at once). Why is a different term used later on in the same sentence: “email message part” this is different from “body part” and “attachment” I assume – but then what is it?
	Status: CLOSED (08-24-06)

Change bullet to:

Allows the MEM client to request conversion – including transcoding - of a message part including attachment(s) from the MEM server when the email message part is fetched from the email server.


	COMPLETE



	A176
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “The MEM client may request conversion to a specific format/size, or” -> “The MEM client may request conversion to a specific format, size or both format and size, or alternatively”
	Status: CLOSED (08-24-06)

Approved

	COMPLETE



	A177
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Mechanisms for MEM client to submit email to the MEM server.” This covers forward without download, reply without upload and new mail without upload as well, right?
	Status: CLOSED (08-24-06)

Yes; No action against this comment

	COMPLETE



	A178
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Configuration and exchange of settings bullet: “Server to client: e.g. server ID, account name, policies, …” Is “server ID, account name” here to circumvent DM?
	Status: CLOSED (08-24-06)

No; No action against this comment

	COMPLETE



	A179
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “Client to server: e.g. rules filters vacation notices,” -> “Client to server: e.g. Filtering Rules, vacation notices,”
	Status: CLOSED (08-24-06)

Approved
	COMPLETE



	A180
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

What does this mean: “optimize bandwidth”? I imagine that from the user point of view the bandwidth is optimized when I can use up all slots on a GPRS network, or suck up all bandwidth on LAN/DSL/etc. However, the optimized bandwidth is very much different from service providers’ point of view. Would it be better to say: efficient usage of the available bandwidth? Hence this wording change suggestion: “Mechanisms to optimize bandwidth and/or delays on any data exchange” -> “Mechanisms for efficient usage of available bandwidth and minimizing delays for all data exchanges”
	Status: CLOSED (08-24-06)

Approved

	COMPLETE



	A181
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “optimize to reduce roundtrips” -> “reduce the number of roundtrips”
	Status: CLOSED (08-24-06)

Approved

	COMPLETE



	A182
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “The mechanism should also be applicable to notifications if they carry information worth protecting” -> “Notifications shall also be encrypted whenever they carry information worth protecting,”
	Status: CLOSED (08-24-06)

Approved

	COMPLETE



	A183
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Mechanisms for the MEM client to determine the capabilities of the MEM server.” What about vice versa? The content adaptation will need some info about the client.
	Status: CLOSED (08-24-06)

Change bullets to:

Server to client: e.g. server ID, account name, policies, server capability…

Client to server: e.g. rules filters vacation notices, notification channel, client capability…

Delete Bullet:

Mechanisms for the MEM client to determine the capabilities of the MEM server.
	COMPLETE



	A184
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Handling connectivity issues” Too much “E.g.” around here. Remove all of those and say ‘such as’ instead. Last bullet is missing.
	Status: CLOSED (08-24-06)

Approved

	COMPLETE WITH VARIATION
Inserted change but the font is different. (See A025; pg 17)

	A185
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“suspend and resume minimizing data exchange duplication” Two issues here:

1. There is no definition for “suspend and resume”. While I understand what it means, it might not be clear for a “new reader”.

2.Isn’t this already covered by “Mechanisms to optimize bandwidth and/or delays on any data exchange, including (not exclusively)” already not so far above this bullet?
	Status: CLOSED (08-24-06)

Add definition for suspend and resume in section 3.2.

Definition:

Mechanism that allows resuming data exchange roughly where they were voluntarily or involuntarily interrupted/suspended without requiring to send most of the data than as previously exchanged.
	COMPLETE



	A186
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Editorial: there are brackets around “and intermediaries found in mobile networks”
	Status: CLOSED (08-24-06)

No action against comment
	COMPLETE



	A187
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

What does this mean: “Mechanisms to support the different deployment models” Will there be a negotiation between client and server and agree on which deployment model shall be used? Don’t think so –DM could preset something into the client. Suggest collapsing the two bullets into one like this: “In order to support different deployment models (see Appendix B) Mobile Email must be usable in presence of firewalls and other intermediaries found in the fixed and mobile networks.”
	Status: CLOSED (08-24-06)

Approved
	COMPLETE



	A188
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Definition of “recall request” is missing.
	Status: CLOSED (08-24-06)

Add reference to MeM RD at the end of the bullet
	COMPLETE



	A189
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Mechanisms to sign data exchanged between MEM client and MEM server.” The word ‘sign’ is not very descriptive – should certificate be mentioned? Just signing with something won’t work, it has to be something that both ends know and understand.”
	Status: CLOSED (08-24-06)

No action against comment
	COMPLETE



	A190
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Mechanisms to allow the MEM client to work off line, in intermittent connectivity” I think that there is no mechanism needed at all when the client is offline, while “in intermittent connectivity” is already covered under “Mechanisms to manage sessions”.
	Status: CLOSED (08-24-06)

Yes it is needed;  No action against this comment 
	COMPLETE



	A191
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Suggest moving “Store email and client email event”, “Detect network availability”, “Send email and client email event when network connectivity is available”, “If the sending or receiving process is interrupted, it could be recovered or resumed later” bullets to the MEM Client section to “Managing intermittent connectivity usage and offline usage”
	Status: CLOSED (09-26-06)

Approved

See A157
	COMPLETE



	A192
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “If the sending or receiving process is interrupted, it could be recovered or resumed later” -> “Recover and resume interrupted sending or receiving process.”
	Status: CLOSED (08-24-06)

Approved

	COMPLETE



	A193
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Mechanisms to configure the MEM server” this is an I0:ME-5 issue. It should go to a different section (either MEM Server or a completely new section).
	Status: CLOSED (9-26-06)

Move the bullet:

“Mechanisms to configure the MEM server”

to the MEM server section.

Ref: See A157
	COMPLETE



	A194
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “Configuration multiple email accounts individually” -> “Configuring multiple email accounts individually”
	Status: CLOSED (8-23-06)

Change to: Configure multiple email accounts individually
	COMPLETE



	A195
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “Email account selected when sending an email by user or according to settings/preference” -> “Sending emails from multiple email accounts – with identification of the account to be used for sending.” To be consistent with the other bullets. Also, if preferences are used to this, those are going to be local on the client – which is an implementation issue.
	Status: CLOSED (8-23-06)

Change to: Send email from the selected email account


	COMPLETE

	A196
	2006.06.26
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Suggest removing the last bullet “etc.” from “Mechanisms to support multiple accounts usage”. If needed, add ‘such as’ to the mail bullet instead.
	Status: CLOSED (8-23-06)

Approved
	NOT COMPLETE

“etc.” not removed as agreed pg 18 

	A197
	2006.07.05
	
	5.4
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

Change: If inband notification is used (and therefore a ME-1/ME2 session is established), the notification is sent via ME-2 interface.

To: If inband notification is used (and therefore a ME-1/ME2 session is already established), the notification is sent via ME-2 interface.
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Approved

	COMPLETE WITH VARIATION

Text inserted as:

“If inband notifications are used, the notifications are sent via the ME-2 interface.”

	A198
	2006.07.05
	
	5.4
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

If inband notification is used (and therefore a ME-1/ME2 session is already established), the notification is sent via ME-2 interface.

ME-1.  The messages received by the client are defined by the ME-1 interface (and this is what the server sends).  The messages received by the server are the ME-2 interface (and this is what client sends).  The receiver defines the interface.  The session over which the messages flow may be set up by either side.
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

No action see A197
	COMPLETE



	A199
	2006.07.05
	
	5.4
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

The MEM server provides (via ME-2) the requested data to the MEM client (via ME-1).

I don’t agree with the continually swapping back and forth – the interface is defined by the receiver of a set of messages, and the sender conforms to THAT interface.
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Change bullet to: The MEM server provides the requested data to the MEM client.
	COMPLETE



	A200
	2006.07.05
	
	5.4
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

Notifications for new server events that occurred since

Since when?
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Change bullet to:

Notifications for new server events that occurred since the last alignment
	COMPLETE



	A201
	2006.07.05
	
	5.4
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

This robustizes the behaviour of the enabler to intermittent connectivity and unreliable connectivity

I don’t think you’ll find “robustizes” in any English dictionary.
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Delete sentence
	COMPLETE



	A202
	2006.07.05
	
	5.4
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

Change: If the MEM client can not connect to the MEM server, the events are queued and stored in the MEM client and sent when connection is eventually established.

To: If the MEM client cannot connect to the MEM server, the events are queued and stored in the MEM client and sent when connection is eventually established.
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Change To:

If the MEM client cannot connect to the MEM server, the events are queued and stored by the MEM client and sent when connection is eventually established
	COMPLETE



	A203
	2006.07.05
	
	5.4
	Source: IBM

Form: Input contribution

Change: The MEM server then sends the email from the email server. If the MEM client can not connect to the MEM server, the new emails are queued and stored in the MEM client and sent to the MEM server when connection is eventually established.

To: The MEM server then sends the email from the email server. If the MEM client cannot connect to the MEM server, the new emails are queued and stored in the MEM client and sent to the MEM server when connection is eventually established.
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Approved


	COMPLETE WITH VARIATION

See A225

Text separated into 2 bullets (pg 19):

“The MEM Server then updates the appropriate email server.

If the MEM Client can not connect to the MEM Server, the events are queued and stored by the MEM Client and sent when connection is eventually established.”

	A204
	2006.06.26
	
	5.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Flow diagrams are missing.
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

No action against this comment
	COMPLETE



	A205
	2006.06.26
	
	5.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Step missing from “Server to client notification”, after “An event (new email, change of state of email) takes place in the email server.”: the Email Server notifies the MEM Server about the event when it is necessary according to preferences stored on the Email Server..
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Add new bullet:

The MEM server becomes aware of the event
	COMPLETE



	A206
	2006.06.26
	
	5.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

What are “if prescribed by enabler settings”? I suggest removing it. Maybe it was meant to say “notification preferences of the MEM Client”?
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Change to:

The MEM server generates a notification, if prescribed by the notification preferences of the MEM Client and filtering rules (as set by administrator or user based on the type of event).
	COMPLETE



	A207
	2006.06.26
	
	5.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

This should not be a separate bullet: “E.g. as separate message through”, it should be a continuation of the previous.
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Approved
	COMPLETE



	A208
	2006.06.26
	
	5.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “separate message through ME-3 (e.g. SIP event notify)” -> “a notification through I0:ME-3”
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Approved

	NOT COMPLETE

Text inserted as:
“a notification through ME-3 or …”

“I0” is missing

	A209
	2006.06.26
	
	5.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “or bound to another OMA messaging enabler (e.g.  as a WAP Push message)” -> “or using the Other Enabler component”
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Approved

	COMPLETE



	A210
	2006.06.26
	
	5.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change proposal: “If inband notification is used” -> “If inband notifications are used” to be consistent with the previous bullet.
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Approved

	COMPLETE



	A211
	2006.06.26
	
	5.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change proposal: “is used (and therefore a ME-1/ME2 session is established), the notification is sent via ME-2 interface.” -> “is used, the notifications are sent via the I0:ME-2 interface.”
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Approved

	NOT COMPLETE

Text inserted as:

“…notifications are sent via the ME-2 interface.”
“I0” is missing

	A212
	2006.06.26
	
	5.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Suggest removal: “Respectively via ME-4 (possibly bound to the I0’ of another enabler) or ME-1 I0’”
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Agreed to remove bullet

Change preceding bullet to:

The MEM client receives the notification


	COMPLETE



	A213
	2006.06.26
	
	5.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Suggest collapsing these two bullets: “The MEM client receives the notification” and “Based on its settings,  the MEM client:”
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

No action against comment; two different steps
	COMPLETE



	A214
	2006.06.26
	
	5.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “Goes back to the MEM server via ME-1” -> “Communicates with the MEM Server via I0:ME-1”
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Approved

	NOT COMPLETE

Text inserted as:

“Communicates with the MEM Server via ME-1 to …”

“I0” is missing

	A215
	2006.06.26
	
	5.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“If no data connection is established between the…” not all notifications result in connecting to the server. I suggest merging this with the previous sub-bullet.

Also suggest removal of “(including authentication etc…)”

Typo: “this steps is not repeated” -> “this step is not repeated”
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Change 3rd sub-bullet to:

Goes back to the MEM server via ME-1 to act on the notification by retrieving appropriate data.  If no data connection is established between the MEM client and the MEM server, the MEM client establishes a connection (including authentication etc…). If a connection exists (e.g. when using inband notification), this step is not repeated.
	COMPLETE WITH VARIATION

Text inserted as:

“Communicates with the MEM Server via ME-1 to act on the notification by retrieving appropriate data.  If no data connection is established between the MEM Client and the MEM Server, the MEM Client establishes a connection (including authentication etc…). If a connection exists (e.g. when using inband notification), this step is not repeated.”

	A216
	2006.06.26
	
	5.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“The MEM server provides (via ME-2) the requested data to the MEM client (via ME-1)” Suggest moving it under the previous sub-bullet because this only happens when the client is connected and requested something.

Also, wording change suggestion to: “The MEM Server (via I0:ME-2) provides the requested data to the MEM Client (via I0:ME-1)”
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Approved

	NOT COMPLETE

Text inserted as:

“The MEM Server provides the requested data to the MEM Client.”
Note: May be COMPLETE see A221

	A217
	2006.06.26
	
	5.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “The MEM server may provide additional events and data for:” -> “The MEM server may provide additional notifications for:”
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Approved

	COMPLETE



	A218
	2006.06.26
	
	5.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “the MEM client was not reachable and there was little value” -> “the MEM Client was not reachable or there was little value”
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Approved

	COMPLETE



	A219
	2006.06.26
	
	5.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Suggest removal: “Additional data and information needed by the MEM client as described above.” The notification is a on-way channel. If client needs more info, it will ask the server inband (and the server will respond inband without using a notification).
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Approved

	COMPLETE



	A220
	2006.06.26
	
	5.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Suggest removal: “This robustizes the behaviour of the enabler to intermittent connectivity and unreliable connectivity.” We describe the flow here – not why we do things the way we do.
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Approved

	COMPLETE



	A221
	2006.06.26
	
	5.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Typo/wording change suggestion: “Client events (deleted mail, readunread changes etc…) are sent (via ME-1) to the MEM server (received via ME-2) if appropriate based on settings / filtering rules” -> “Client events (mail deleted, mail read/unread changes etc…) are sent from the MEM Client (via I0:ME-1) to the MEM Server (via I0:ME-2) based on client preferences”, or alternatively just leave this: “Client events” to be consistent with the previous flow. This entire bullet tree does not sound like a flow so it should be either elaborated or removed. I would prefer to see a flow here that describes some offline changes on the client, client connecting and making an alignment when the next server-to-client notification arrives.

Another thing is that the AD allows the I0:ME-1 and I0-ME-2 interfaces not to be used at all (but use some other Enabler via I0’ instead.) So, I think that all of those interface references should be removed from all of the flows (not only this one).
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Approved bullet change

Remove (via MExx) through out the section
	COMPLETE WITH VARIATION

Text inserted as:

“Client events (mail deleted, mail read/unread changes, new email on the MEM Client, etc…) are sent from the MEM Client to the MEM Server based on client preferences:”

	A222
	2006.06.26
	
	5.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “Depending if a connection exists or not, it is first established as described above when accessing additional data and events” -> “Depending on whether a connection exists between the MEM Client and MEM Server or not,” however we do not list the client preferences here: this is a flow of things are supposed to have described already.
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Change bullet to:

Depending on whether a connection exists between the MEM Client and MEM Server or not, it is first established as described above when accessing additional data and events
	COMPLETE



	A223
	2006.06.26
	
	5.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“After sending the data, the MEM server may reply with data analogous to the notifications and data as descried above in answer to a request for more data.” Several comments here:

1. Does not sound like a client preference, more like the next step in the flow, but then again: steps are missing from the flow.

2. What is “notifications” doing here? This flow is supposed to be about client events.
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Change bullet to:

After sending the client events to the MeM server, the MEM server may reply with inband notification of other email events.
	COMPLETE



	A224
	2006.06.26
	
	5.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“The MEM server then updates the appropriate email server.” Bullet missing.
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Approved

	COMPLETE



	A225
	2006.06.26
	
	5.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“If the MEM client can not connect to the MEM server, the events are queued and stored in the MEM client and sent when connection is eventually established.” This has been described already as responsibility of the client, so it’s a fact on which this particular flow should be based.
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Change bullet to:

If the MEM client can not connect to the MEM server, the events are queued and stored by the MEM client and sent when connection is eventually established.
	COMPLETE

See A203

	A226
	2006.06.26
	
	5.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“New emails are sent from the MEM client (via ME-1) to the MEM server (received via (ME-2) as for the previous case. The MEM server then sends the email from the email server. If the MEM client can not connect to the MEM server, the new emails are queued and stored in the MEM client and sent to the MEM server when connection is eventually established.”

1. Wording change suggestion: “New emails are sent from the MEM Client to the MEM Server. “ Then, as a separate bullet in the flow:” The MEM Server sends the email to the Email Server.” Question: are those emails really “sent”? Or just transferred via the MEM Protocol – or do we expect a possible solution where the MEM Server communicates with the Email Servers using emails (and not IMAP/POP/whatever)?

2. This – again – is not a flow. I suggest combining it with the Client Event flow.
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Delete bullet;

Change preceding bullet to:

Client events (mail deleted, mail read/unread changes, new email on the MEM client, etc…) are sent from the MEM Client to the MEM Server  based on client preferences:
	COMPLETE



	A227
	2006.06.26
	
	5.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Device management (provisioning, device revocation, device settings modification, etc.)”

1. I suggest making this as the very first flow.

2. Wording change proposal to: “Provisioning device with configuration settings using DM” We only want to describe one flow – so I suggest picking up the one the will be used most often.
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Approve bullet movement (1st bullet) and text change
	COMPLETE



	A228
	2006.06.26
	
	5.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“When there is a need for a device management operation, the MEM server invokes the device management enabler via I0' to launch the operation (device revocation, settings, provisioning, etc.). The operation is performed by the device management enabler using I0' with the MEM client.”

This – again – is not a flow. I suggest elaborating the exact flow.
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

No action against comment
	COMPLETE



	A229
	2006.06.26
	
	5.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“The MEM server and MEM client can directly interact to support usage of the enabler” But of course they can – otherwise we do not have an Enabler now, do we? It is not a flow either – suggest removal of the whole bullet tree, or elaborating each flow properly.
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Agreed to remove bullet
	COMPLETE



	A230
	2006.06.26
	
	A.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Editorial: bracket around “V1_0” in “OMA-AD-Mobile_Email-V1_0”.
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

No action against comment

	COMPLETE



	A231
	2006.06.26
	
	A.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Editorial: description font size is not consistent with template setting. The format of the descriptions are not consistent with each other either.
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Editor to review and correct font formats
	NOT COMPLETE

Font Size is inconsistent

NOTE:
Document identifiers are missing from the updates – considering the number of various revisions on the portal; correct identifiers are important.

	A232
	2006.06.26
	
	Appendix B
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

General: “When “other mobile enablers” is displayed it encompasses the outband notification enablers and other enablers called out” update the pictures instead.
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Approved see CR134

	NOT COMPLETE

The following text was not removed:

“When “other mobile enablers” is displayed it encompasses the outband notification enablers and other enablers called out in Figure 11.”


	A233
	2006.06.26
	
	Appendix B
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

The pictures in the entire appendix looks like as if a matrix-printer was used for printing. Suggest using Visio instead, it gives much better results. Also, experiment with different shades of gray instead of using colours because the color differences are barely visible in some cases on a printed document.
	Status: CLOSED (9-26-06)

See CR134 (However, must dispense with CR140 to include all interfaces before we can close this comment) 

Remove charging and policy text from figure 1, 5, 6, and 7 of CR140R02

Change Manager to Any Managing Entity in all figures of CR140R02

Change format of line from white line to none around text where it appears in the figures

Change the I0’ yellow lines to black

Change bullet in section 5.3

Charging of the traffic

To

Charging of the traffic (Note: Charging and Other Policies may take place in I0 (i.e. ME-1,2,3,4,5) and I0'.)


	NOT COMPLETE

All figures should conform to the same color and format schemes.
Lines are still yellow and thick.

Charging Text in 5.3.1.2 was not inserted as agreed.
The following was inserted:

“Charging for traffic and other applicable costs”

	A234
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Would it be possible to put the two drawings next two each other instead of having one above the other?
	Status: CLOSED (9-06-06)

See CR129R02
	COMPLETE



	A235
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Particular implementation case where MEM server relies on OMA STI enabler for transcoding” the caption is incorrect – the figure shows two implementation being equivalent (a possible decomposition if You like).
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Editor to incorporate figure 2 in CR129R02


	COMPLETE



	A236
	2006.06.26
	
	B.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“MEM implementation may wish to delegate managing information about the capabilities of a device to the OMA UAProf enabler [OMA- UAPROF].” Fine, but how is it going to be done inband?
	Status: CLOSED (9-06-06)

No action against this comment will be addressed in the TS


	COMPLETE



	A237
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Not consistent with “Figure 2”. Same suggestions here as for “Figure 2”: put these side-by-side instead.
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Editor to incorporate figure 3 in 129R02 
	COMPLETE



	A238
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Particular implementation case where MEM server relies on OMA-UAPROF for managing information about the capabilities of a device.” the caption is incorrect – the figure shows a possible decomposition.
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

No action against comment.


	COMPLETE



	A239
	2006.06.26
	
	B.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“MEM implementations may exploit the presence enabler, e.g. MEM Server may handle messages or events according to presence status of the client provided by Presence enabler (e.g. send notification if status is online, etc).” Fine, but where is the expected behaviour described? We would not want to end up having problems because one server behaves differently from another, would we?
	Status: CLOSED (9-06-06)

No action against this comment will be addressed in the TS 
	COMPLETE



	A240
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 4
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Not consistent with “Figure 2”. Same suggestions here as for “Figure 2”: put these side-by-side instead.
	Status: CLOSED (8-24-06)

Editor to incorporate figure 4 in 129R02
	COMPLETE



	A241
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 4
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Particular implementation case where Particular implementation case where MEM server relies on presence enabler for providing dynamic information such as status about mobile email client.” the caption is incorrect – the figure shows a possible decomposition.
	Status: CLOSED (9-26-06)

Figure 4 deleted see A101.
	COMPLETE



	A242
	2006.06.26
	
	B.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

This entire section is informative (since it’s in the appendix), while it is essential part of the MEM Enabler – suggest moving it to the normative section and give a more detailed explanation.
	Status: CLOSED (9-26-06)

No action against comment
	COMPLETE



	A243
	2006.06.26
	
	B.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“[Mobile email RD] requires that the MEM enabler must be compatible with firewalls” The RD does not require MEM Enabler compatibility with firewalls. RD quote: “Data exchanges between the client and server, such as events, sending email, reconciliation, attachment manipulation MUST  be compatible in the presence of intermediary network elements (e.g. firewalls, proxies) between the mobile email client and the users email servers”
	Status: CLOSED (9-26-06)

Change 1st sentence of B2 to read:

The MEM Enabler must be functional in the presence of firewalls.
	COMPLETE



	A244
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 5

Figure 6

Figure 7
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

There might be firewalls on I0’ as well.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Fig 5 requires a firewall across ME4, ME1, and IO”

Fig 6&7 Extend firewall across ME4 & IO’
	COMPLETE



	A245
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 5

Figure 6

Figure 7
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Charging and other policies” is not consistent with Figure 1.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

“Charging and other policies” is to be removed from all drawings.  See A233.
	COMPLETE



	A246
	2006.06.26
	
	B.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“To facilitate crossing the firewalls…” Isn’t here a better wording than “crossing the firewalls”
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Change first sentence after fig 5 to:

To maintain functionality in the presence of firewalls and to support different deployment models, the MEM enabler can be deployed via a MEM proxy between I0:ME-1 and I0:ME-2.
	NOT COMPLETE

Text inserted as:

“To maintain functionality in the presence of firewalls and to support different deployment models, the MEM enabler can be deployed via a MEM proxy between ME-1 and ME-2.”

‘I0:’ is missing from the interface names.

	A247
	2006.06.26
	
	B.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “models, it should be noted that the MEM enabler can” -> “models, the MEM enabler can”
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

See A246
	COMPLETE



	A248
	2006.06.26
	
	B.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “via a MEM proxy between ME-1 and ME-2. The proxy channels all ME-1/ME-2 communications” -> “via a MEM proxy between I0:ME-1 and I0:ME-2. The proxy conveys all I0:ME-1 and I0:ME-2 communications”
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Change to:

The proxy channels all I0:ME-1 and I0:ME-2 communications to and from the MEM server.
	NOT COMPLETE

Text inserted as:

“The proxy channels all ME-1 and ME-2 communications to and from the MEM Server.”

‘I0:’ is missing from the interface names.

	A249
	2006.06.26
	
	B.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“The proxy allows the MEM protocol through the firewalls in front of the MEM…” should there be a paragraph before this that says that the proxy might reside in various locations on the network, we show two possibilities – this and that - see figure 6 and figure 7?
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Approved: Editor to add sentence
	COMPLETE



	A250
	2006.06.26
	
	B.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

I believe that this statement is not valid: “If the out-band notifications and provisioning are used, the following deployment model may also be needed, otherwise the other mobile enablers may require more resources.” Thus it should be either elaborated in detail, or removed.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

No action against comment
	COMPLETE



	A251
	2006.06.26
	
	B.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“if a more secure connection is used between the proxy and MEM server, this model shall be more reliable.” Shall be?
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Delete sentence


	COMPLETE



	A252
	2006.06.26
	
	B.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“In such case the proxy function channels all” Which case?
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Move sentence up to the end of the previous paragraph.
	COMPLETE



	A253
	2006.06.26
	
	B.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change proposal: “the proxy function channels all ME-1/ME-2 and ME-3 (I0’) exchanges to and from the MEM server” -> “the proxy function conveys all I0:ME-1, I0:ME-2, I0:ME-3 and I0’ communications to and from the MEM server”
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Approved
	NOT COMPLETE

Text inserted as:
“… the proxy function conveys all ME-1, ME-2, ME-3 and I0’ communications to and from the MEM Server.”

‘I0:’ is missing from the interface names.

	A254
	2006.06.26
	
	B.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Suggest removal: “In all figures ME-5 may appear on MEM server and on MEM proxy.”
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Approved
	COMPLETE



	A255
	2006.06.26
	
	B.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change proposal: “The proposed logical architecture for” -> “The logical architecture of”
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Approved
	COMPLETE



	A256
	2006.06.26
	
	B.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Typo: “This covers all the deployment case”: cases
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Approved
	COMPLETE



	A257
	2006.06.26
	
	B.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“that have been envisaged to date” isn’t there a better word than “envisaged”?
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

No action against comment
	COMPLETE



	A258
	2006.06.26
	
	B.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change proposal: “imply that the MEM enabler must be compatible with” -> “imply that the MEM Enabler deployment supports”
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Approved
	COMPLETE



	A259
	2006.06.26
	
	B.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change proposal: “Such schemes must be introduced as part of the MEM server implementation / I2 / email server implementation” -> “The Email Server must announce such end-to-end encryption schemes via I2 to the MEM Server and via I0:ME-2 to the MEM Client.”
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Change to:

The Email Server could announce such end-to-end encryption schemes via I2 to the MEM Server and via I0:ME-2 to the MEM Client.
	NOT COMPLETE

Text inserted as:
“The Email Server could announce such end-to-end encryption schemes via I2 to the MEM Server and via ME-2 to the MEM Client”

‘I0:’ is missing from the interface name.

	A260
	2006.06.26
	
	B.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Special attention must be paid to any deployment where processing of the emails or portions of the email may take place outside the email server domain.” Please elaborate or remove.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Change sentence to:

There could be additional security considerations when emails or portions of emails are processed outside of the email server domain (the IP domain where the email server resides).
	COMPLETE



	A261
	2006.06.26
	
	B.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“All the cases with proxy can exist with both variations described” please reword this sentence – it is unclear.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Change sentence to:

In Figure 8 through Figure 11, proxy can exist with both variations described in Figure 6 and Figure 7.

Note:All figures should be linked to text.
	COMPLETE



	A262
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 8

Figure 9

Figure 10

Figure 11

Figure 12

Figure 13
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

There might be firewalls on I0’ as well.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Fig 8 remove firewall across ME1

Fig 9 extend firewall across ME3, ME1, and I0”  Move the firewall within the Operator domain

Fig 10 remove firewall on ME1

Fig 11 extend firewall across ME3, ME1, and I0”

Fig 12 remove firewall across ME3, ME1, and I0”

Fig 13 No change to firewalls
	COMPLETE



	A263
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 8

Figure 9

Figure 10

Figure 11

Figure 12

Figure 13
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Charging and other policies” is not consistent with Figure 1.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

See A233
	COMPLETE



	A264
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 8
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “The use of the proxy is optional.” -> “The use of the proxy and the additional firewall is optional.”
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Insert sentences in section 3.1:

All figures which show a bracket “( )” around a component name indicate optional use.

Blue color coded components in figures are out of scope of the MEM Enabler.

Remove text:

The use of the proxy is optional.  From the caption

Place brackets around the MEM Proxy in the figure
	COMPLETE



	A265
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 9
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Would it be possible to avoid using double parentheses?
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

No action against comment
	COMPLETE



	A266
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 9

Figure 10

Figure 11
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Other mobile enablement and transport are provided by the mobile operator.” What is “Other mobile enablement” and what does “transport” refer to?
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Insert the following text in section 3.1:

Red color coded circles/ovals in figures indicate components within the same domain.

Delete the following text from the caption:

Other mobile enablement and transport are provided by the mobile operator.
	COMPLETE



	A267
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 9
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Is it sure that the service provider offering will include a firewall?
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

No action see A264
	COMPLETE



	A268
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 10
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Is this deployment valid? Why would the operator provide the proxy instead of the ISP?
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Valid model; no action against comment
	COMPLETE



	A269
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 12

Figure 13
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

What is “mobile email enablement service”, what is a “mobile enablement” and what is “transport”?
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Change 1st sentence in caption of fig 12 to:

Deployment by a mobile operator of a mobile email service offered to an email service provider (enterprise or ISP (e.g. personal email provider)).

Change 1st sentence in caption of fig 13 to:

Deployment by a third party service provider of a mobile email service offered to an email service provider (enterprise or ISP (e.g. personal email provider)).

Delete the following from figure 12:

All mobile enablement and transport are provided by the mobile operator.

Delete the following from figure 13:

Other mobile enablement and transport are provided by the mobile operator.
	COMPLETE



	A270
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 12

Figure 13
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“All data must remain end-to-end secure” What is an end-to-end secure data?
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Change last sentence in caption for Fig 12 & 13 to:

It is recommended that all data remain secure between the email server and email client.
	COMPLETE



	A271
	2006.06.26
	
	B.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Suggest removal: “Note that many additional deployment models can be considered where some of the “other mobile enablers” are within one domain while others are within another one.” This should have been obvious from the introduction at the beginning of the section; this has no value at the end of the section.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Add sentence:

However, there may be additional deployment models such as those where Outband Notification Enabler and Other Enablers are within different domains.

After:

This covers all the deployment cases that have been envisaged to date.

Delete:

Note that many additional deployment models can be considered where some of the “other mobile enablers” are within one domain while others are within another one.
	COMPLETE



	A272
	2006.06.26
	
	Appendix C and D
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Appendix C and D are containing details of possible technical realizations. The AD is supposed to cover any technology and no technology-specific issues should be mentioned within, thus we suggest removing both C and D appendixes. Also, it would save a lot of time, because the rest of the comments from here are on Appendix C and D – which are to be ignored of course when these are removed.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

No action, keep both appendices.

Note: The WG must decide the next steps before progressing TS work.
	COMPLETE



	A273
	2006.06.26
	
	Appendix C
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

General: “When “other mobile enablers” is displayed it encompasses the outband notification enablers and other enablers called out” update the pictures instead.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Delete the text:

In this appendix, when “other mobile enablers” is displayed it encompasses the outband notification enablers and other enablers called out in Figure 1.
	NOT COMPLETE

The following text was to be deleted from Appendix C:
“In this appendix, when “other mobile enablers” is displayed it encompasses the outband notification enablers and other enablers called out in Figure 11.”


	A274
	2006.06.26
	
	Appendix C
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

The pictures in the entire appendix looks like as if a matrix-printer was used for printing. Suggest using Visio instead, it gives much better results. Also, experiment with different shades of gray instead of using colors because the color differences are barely visible in some cases on a printed document.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Require revision of CR141 to figure 14 to reflect changed made to figure 1.  See A233


	COMPLETE



	A275
	2006.06.26
	
	Appendix C
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Editorial: there is an opening bracket in front of: “The IETF Lemonade WG defines IMAP”
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

No action against comment
	COMPLETE



	A276
	2006.06.26
	
	Appendix C
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

There is no abbreviation defined for IETF.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

No action against comment

IETF is in the Abbreviations section.
	COMPLETE



	A277
	2006.06.26
	
	Appendix C
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

There is no abbreviation defined for Lemonade.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

No action against comment

Lemonade is not an abbreviation.
	COMPLETE



	A278
	2006.06.26
	
	Appendix C
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

There is no abbreviation defined for WG.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Editor to spell out WG in the document.
	COMPLETE



	A279
	2006.06.26
	
	Appendix C
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

What is a “Submit extension”?
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Insert reference to lemonade profile after:

IMAP and Submit extensions [XX]

Capitalize  SUBMIT 
	NOT COMPLETE

References are missing after IMAP and SUBMIT

Note that the LEMONADE Profile does not capture those specifications, it merely refers to those. This fact is captured in another sentence; however, there are no references to IMAP, SUBMIT and URLAUTH (added) in that sentence either.

	A280
	2006.06.26
	
	Appendix C
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Which are those “mobile email requirements and use cases addressable within the scope of IETF”
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Insert reference to MEM RD after:

support the mobile email requirements and use cases [XX]
	COMPLETE



	A281
	2006.06.26
	
	Appendix C
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“These specifications are captured in the Lemonade profile.” Which specifications? And what is “Lemonade profile”.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Insert reference to lemonade profile after:

These specifications are captured in the Lemonade profile [XX]
	NOT COMPLETE

The inserted reference is for LEMONADE Profile Bis and not LEMONADE Profile. Bis is a draft, the “normal” profile is an RFC.  Why is RFC 4550 not referenced? 

	A282
	2006.06.26
	
	Appendix C
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Mapping of the Lemonade realization” How and who exactly is going to provide this mapping? The word mapping implies that there will be an adapter in between.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Change text to:

An example of OMA MEM realization using the Lemonade profile is illustrated in Figure 14

Change Fig 14 caption to:

Example of OMA MEM logical architecture using the Lemonade profile.
	COMPLETE



	A283
	2006.06.26
	
	Appendix C
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

None of the figures show (there is no description either) where the content transcoding is supposed to take place using the OMA STI interface.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Close without action.  Application of STI described in Appendix B
	COMPLETE



	A284
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 14
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Charging and other policies” is not consistent with Figure 1.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

See A274
	COMPLETE



	A285
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 14
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

What is “LEMONADE IMAP”?
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

See A279
	COMPLETE



	A286
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 14

Figure 15
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

What is “SUBMIT”?
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Capitalize Submit where applicable in appendix C
	COMPLETE



	A287
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 14
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

What is “Lemonade Profile Bis”?
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Remove Bis from figure
	COMPLETE



	A288
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 14
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

What is “What is MEM Client including MUA”?
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

See A274
	COMPLETE



	A289
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 14
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

I2 is out of the scope – why is it separated then on the figure?
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Change I2:Store Behavior to I2:IMAP

Remove arrow on MEM Server on I2:SUBMIT (Change I2:SUBMIT Behavior to I2:SUBMIT)
	COMPLETE



	A290
	2006.06.26
	
	Appendix C
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

What is “IETF Lemonade”?
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

See A279
	COMPLETE



	A291
	2006.06.26
	
	Appendix C

C.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

What are the “standard message stores and submit servers”
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Change sentence to:

The IETF Lemonade addresses standard IMAP stores and SUBMIT servers.
	COMPLETE



	A292
	2006.06.26
	
	C.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

What is “IETF internet email stack”?
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Delete “and IETF internet email stack” from the sentence
	COMPLETE



	A293
	2006.06.26
	
	C.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Editorial: there are a lot of extra paragraph breaks after the first paragraph.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

No action against comment
	COMPLETE



	A294
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 15.
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

ME-1 is a single interface? I though it would be separate like ME-2a and ME-2b.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Change I0:ME-1a & I0:ME-1b to I0:ME-1

Should not be split as shown in CR141
	COMPLETE



	A295
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 15.
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

ME-3, ME-4, etc are not OMA MEM interfaces. Put ‘I0:’ in front of them. Even then, definition of I0:ME-2a and I0:ME-2b is missing.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

See A274

Add:

I0:ME-2 is split in to I0:ME-2a and I0:ME-2b to support the Lemonade IMAP Store and Lemonade SUBMIT Server.

After:

In Figure 15, the MEM server and email server components have collapsed into just two components specified by IETF Lemonade: the Lemonade IMAP store and submit server plus mechanisms to support out band data exchanges.
	NOT COMPLETE

Text inserted as:

“ME-2 is split into ME-2a and ME-2b to support the Lemonade IMAP Store and Lemonade SUBMIT Server.”
I0:ME-2a and I0:ME-2b are missing from figure 14 and Figure 15. 

	A296
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 15.
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Outband notification Enabler is not visible on the figure.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

See A274
	COMPLETE



	A297
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 15.
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Other Mobile Enablers” is not an OMA MEM component. Perhaps it was meant to be “Other Enablers”? If so, “Other Enablers” use I0’ and not I0:ME-3 and I0:ME-4.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

See A274
	COMPLETE



	A298
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 15.
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Other Mobile Enablers” is not an OMA MEM component. Perhaps it was meant to be “Other Enablers”? If so, “Other Enablers” use I0’ and not I0:ME-3 and I0:ME-4.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Duplicate Comment See A297
	COMPLETE



	A299
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 15.
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

I2 and I0:ME-5 is missing from the picture. We suggested removing I0:ME-5 completely, so the latter one should not be a problem after it has been removed from MEM AD.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Email Server is internal to the MEM Server and therefore I2 is not shown.

See A274 for I0:ME-5

Note: Figure should show “Any Managing Entity” 
	COMPLETE



	A300
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 15.
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

What is “URLAUTH”?
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Add URLAUTH in Fig 16

Add:

The Lemonade profile references other specifications such as IMAP, SUBMIT and URLAUTH.

After:

These specifications are captured in the Lemonade profile [xx].
	COMPLETE



	A301
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 15.

C.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

What is “IETF stack” and “Non-IETF stack”?
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Replace “Stack” with Specification in Figures 15 & 16. 
	COMPLETE



	A302
	2006.06.26
	
	C.1

Figure 15
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

What is “Lemonade IMAP store”?
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Add:

(including the IMAP Store and SUBMIT Server)

After:

The IETF Lemonade Working Group defines IMAP and SUBMIT extensions [xx]
	COMPLETE



	A303
	2006.06.26
	
	C.1

Figure 15
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

What is “Lemonade submit server”?
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

See A302
	COMPLETE



	A304
	2006.06.26
	
	C.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“In Figure 15, the MEM server and email server components have collapsed into” this should have been described before Figure 15.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

No action against comment
	COMPLETE



	A305
	2006.06.26
	
	C.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“As discussed in section B.2, proxies may be involved.” Show the proxies then on the figure. How about firewalls?
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

No action against this comment
	COMPLETE



	A306
	2006.06.26
	
	C.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change proposal: “messages stores and bindings may not be limited to the IETF stack” -> “message stores and bindings are not limited to the IETF stack”
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Change the last paragraph to read:

In general, message stores and bindings are not limited to the IETF specifications as shown in Figure 16.
	COMPLETE



	A307
	2006.06.26
	
	C.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Still the enabler may consist of an Lemonade realization of the MEM enabler.” What does it supposed to mean?
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

See A306
	COMPLETE



	A308
	2006.06.26
	
	C.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“The resulting architecture is represented in Figure 16.” Huh? Resulting architecture? I though the architecture is the same for all OMA MEM compliant system.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

See A306
	COMPLETE



	A309
	2006.06.26
	
	C.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Again, proxies may be involved.” Again, show the proxies on the figure then. How about firewalls?
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

See A306
	COMPLETE



	A310
	2006.06.26
	
	C.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Editorial: there are a lot of extra paragraph breaks before Figure 16.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

No action against comment
	COMPLETE



	A311
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 16
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

All comments that was given for Figure 15 apply for Figure 16 as well.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

No action against comment
	COMPLETE



	A312
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 16
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

What is an “OMA Extension”?
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Change:

IMAP+OMA Extensions
To:

Lemonade IMAP

Change:

SUBMIT+OMA Extensions
To:

Lemonade SUBMIT

In Figure 16.

Change:

IMAP
To:

Lemonade IMAP

Change:

SUBMIT

To:

Lemonade SUBMIT

In Figure 15.
	COMPLETE



	A313
	2006.07.05
	
	Appendix D
	Source: China Mobile / Vodafone

Form: AD Review Log

We suggest to delete Appendix D from the document.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

See A272
	COMPLETE



	A314
	2006.07.05
	
	Appendix D
	Source: Orange

Form: AD Review Log

We recommend to keep all appendix or we remove all appendix realization and we focus the review on the logical MEM architecture (interfaces, components...) suppose to be neutral or open at this time.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

See A272

	COMPLETE



	A315
	2006.06.26
	
	Appendix D
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

General: “When “other mobile enablers” is displayed it encompasses the outband notification enablers and other enablers called out” update the pictures instead.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Require revision to figure 17 to reflect changed made to figure 1. See A233.
	NOT COMPLETE

The following text should have been deleted from Appendix D:

“In this appendix, when “other mobile enablers” is displayed it encompasses the outband notification enablers and other enablers called out in Figure 11.”


	A316
	2006.06.26
	
	Appendix D
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

The pictures in the entire appendix looks like as if a matrix-printer was used for printing. Suggest using Visio instead, it gives much better results. Also, experiment with different shades of gray instead of using colours because the color differences are barely visible in some cases on a printed document.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Require revision to Figures 17 through 18.
Figures need to conform to the convention described in section 3
	COMPLETE



	A317
	2006.06.26
	
	Appendix D
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Which are those “mobile email requirements and use cases addressable within the scope of OMA DS”
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Insert reference to MEM RD after:

support the mobile email requirements and use cases [XX]
	COMPLETE



	A318
	2006.06.26
	
	Appendix D
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“These specifications are captured in the stack of OMA DS specifications.” Huh? What’s this supposed to mean? A = !(!A)?
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Delete:

These specifications are captured in the stack of OMA DS specifications.

Insert reference to OMA DS after:

The OMA DS Working Group defines OMA DS [XX]


	NOT COMPLETE

The following sentence was to be deleted pg 33:

“These specifications are captured in the stack of OMA DS specifications.”



	A319
	2006.06.26
	
	Appendix D

Figure 17
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Mapping of the OMA DS realization” How and who exactly is going to provide this mapping? The word mapping implies that there will be an adapter in between.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Change text:

Mapping of the OMA DS realization on the MEM logical architecture is illustrated in

To:

An example of OMA MEM realization using OMA DS is illustrated in

Change Caption of Fig 17 to:

Example of OMA MEM logical architecture using OMA DS.
	COMPLETE



	A320
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 17
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

What is “I0:ME-3:SAN for email for notification” and “I0:ME-4:SAN for email for notification”?
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Add:

OMA DS references other specifications such as SAN and Email Object [XX].

After:

The OMA DS Working Group defines OMA DS [XX] that can be used to support the mobile email requirements and use cases [xx] addressable within the scope of OMA DS.

Remove SAN, OMA DS and email object from the Figure

Add SAN into Abbreviations section

Provide reference to email object.

Change:

I2 SUBMIT Behavior 

To:

I2 Submit Behavior 

(Should be a single headed arrow to the email server vs. double)

 
	NOT COMPLETE

Reference for Email Object is not provided in the following sentence:

“OMA DS references other specifications such as SAN and Email Object.”



	A321
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 17
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Charging and other policies” is not consistent with Figure 1.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

See A315
	COMPLETE



	A322
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 17
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

I2 is out of the scope – why is it separated then on the figure?
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

No action against comment
	COMPLETE



	A323
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 17
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“MEM Server=DS Server” I do not think that this is valid. Also, what is a DS Server?
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Change:

MEM Server=DS Server 

To:

MEM Server


	COMPLETE



	A324
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 17
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“MEM Client including DS Client” What is a DS Client?
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Change:

MEM Client including DS Client 

To:

MEM Client


	COMPLETE



	A325
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 17
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“OMA DS and Email Object” What is Email Object?
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

See A320
	COMPLETE

See A320

	A326
	2006.06.26
	
	Appendix D
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“The OMA DS WG defines OMA-DS protocol.” This has been said above figure 17 already – suggest removal.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Approved
	COMPLETE



	A327
	2006.06.26
	
	Appendix D
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“The MEM realization profile specification is required to provide a standardised support for mobile email requirements.” What is this “MEM realization profile specification”, and what is “standardised support”? In case this sentence will have a valid meaning in the future – should it be above the figure?
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Delete the sentence
	COMPLETE



	A328
	2006.06.26
	
	Appendix D
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

This comment is general to the entire Appendix D. It is really confusing to see “MEM Client”, “DS Client”, “OMADS Client”; “OMADS MEM Client” and sometimes similar combinations with “application”. Please pick one and stick to it, or describe in the architecture every single on of them and use the terms consistently.
	Status: CLOSED (9-27-06)

Remove OMA and component from the title of D.3

Change:

The OMADS MEM client is made of the following parts:

To:

The MEM client in the OMA DS realization consists of the following:

OMADS & OMA DS should be changed to OMA-DS throughout the document

OMADM & OMA DM should be changed to OMA-DM throughout the document

Remove all (“text”) from Figure 18
	NOT COMPLETE

Title of D3 should read “MEM Client” not “Client component”.

“The OMADS MEM client is made of the following parts:”

Was changed to”
“The client realization consists of the following:” 

vs. the agreed upon text.


	A329
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 18
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“An example of mobile email enabler realization using the OMA-DS and OMA-DM standard” If this is really just an example, please provide more examples to illustrate the differences. Otherwise just say that this is the one and only way.
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

No action against comment
	COMPLETE



	A330
	2006.06.26
	
	D.1

Figure 18
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“realization based on OMA-DS and OMA-DM enablers is presented” I do not see OMA DM on the figure. Next sentence explains it anyway, so I suggest removing it.
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

Change first sentence to:

An example of MEM realization based on OMA-DS enabler is presented on Figure 18.
	COMPLETE



	A331
	2006.06.26
	
	D.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: ” In the case of OMA DS, the “other mobile enabler” that are explicitly identified are” -> “The explicitly identified “Other Enablers” components for an OMA DS-based OMA MEM realization are”
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

Delete this sentence
	COMPLETE



	A332
	2006.06.26
	
	D.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Messaging for outband notifications.” Which Enabler is this?
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

Delete the bullet list

Update Fig 18 to show Other Enablers & Outband Notification Enabler boxes
	COMPLETE



	A333
	2006.06.26
	
	D.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Note that this is “example only” information.” What is an “example only” information? Should we just say that this is a high-level overview?
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

Delete:

Note that this is “example only” information.
	COMPLETE



	A334
	2006.06.26
	
	D.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

What kind of information does this sentence provide for the AD: “It is important to note however that the OMA-DS protocol and the MEM usage of OMA-DS protocol are to be standardized to allow for interoperability between client and server implementations of different vendors.” We are indeed writing the standard – I do not think we need to spell this out here. Suggest removal.
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

Delete:

It is important to note however that the OMA-DS protocol and the MEM usage of OMA-DS protocol are to be standardized to allow for interoperability between client and server implementations of different vendors.
	COMPLETE



	A335
	2006.06.26
	
	D.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

The text below Figure 18 should be moved above Figure 18.
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

No action against comment
	COMPLETE



	A336
	2006.06.26
	
	D.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

I am missing a short description here that says that OMA DS for OMA MEM purposes is used as a protocol to transport email messages between MEM Client and MEM Server. I mean this whole section sounds like as if the whole OMA DS was meant to be for email only. Also, it would be nice to see how it fits into the big picture (if someone has contacts and calendar synch already, how can it be extended to do email – with a short description of course).
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

Insert:

Generally, the OMA-DS enabler is used to synchronize data between clients and servers.  In the case of the MEM Enabler, the client and server are MEM client and MEM server respectively.  The email data is exchanged as email objects.

After:

An example of MEM realization based on OMA-DS enabler is presented on Figure 18.
	COMPLETE



	A337
	2006.06.26
	
	D.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

I am missing a short note that says that intermediaries (proxies, firewalls) are supported and are described in section D.6.
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

Insert:

Intermediaries (proxies, firewalls) are supported and are described in appendix B.

After:

Fig 18 
	COMPLETE



	A338
	2006.06.26
	
	D.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“The email server is a component that provides…” is this meant to be a re-definition of Email Server? Either remove of clarify the scope.
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

Delete:

The email server is a component that provides the user email data storage access and means of email submission.
	COMPLETE



	A339
	2006.06.26
	
	D.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“or taken of those that already exist on the market” By means of robbery? Suggest wording change: “or chosen from those that already available on the market”
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

Change sentence to:

The email server deployment cases are described in appendix B.
	COMPLETE



	A340
	2006.06.26
	
	D.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

What is “a combination of not directly related systems”?
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

Change “not directly” to “indirectly”
	COMPLETE



	A341
	2006.06.26
	
	D.2.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“the user email data items” Isn’t it easier to say “the emails of the user”?
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

Change sentence to:

The email server component provides access to the user email.
	COMPLETE



	A342
	2006.06.26
	
	D.2.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “email data organization are known to exist” -> “email data organization exist”
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

Change sentence to:

Typically it supports the hierarchical organization of email using folders however other means of organizing email exist and must be kept in mind when specifying the MEM client/server interoperability profile.
	COMPLETE

See A343

	A343
	2006.06.26
	
	D.2.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

What is a “MEM client/server interoperability profile”
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

Change sentence to:

Typically it supports the hierarchical organization of email using folders however other means of organizing email exist and must be kept in mind.
	NOT COMPLETE

The following text should have been deleted from D.2.1:

“when specifying the MEM Client/Server interoperability profile “



	A344
	2006.06.26
	
	D.2.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

What, no support for folders here? Also, not all submitted messages are meant to be delivered. Or, does submit have a specific meaning here?
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

Change text in this section to:

The email server component provides the means to submit messages.  The MEM server relays email submission requests to the email server.
	COMPLETE



	A345
	2006.06.26
	
	D.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

What is a “OMADS MEM client”?
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

Change sentence to:

Typically the OMA-DS based MEM client is capable of receiving of server alerted sync (SAS) notifications.

Also see A328 for global OMA-DS replacement
	COMPLETE WITH VARIATION

Text inserted as:

“The client realization consists of the following:”



	A346
	2006.06.26
	
	D.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Email storage” I thought that this was the role of the Email Server – client will merely have a local mirror (copy or cache if You like).
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

No action against comment
	COMPLETE



	A347
	2006.06.26
	
	D.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Typo: space missing in “OMADS protocol”
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

See A328
	COMPLETE



	A348
	2006.06.26
	
	D.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Typo: extra dash in “OMA-DM message” or, inconsistent use of OMA Enablers all over the AD.
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

No action against comment
	COMPLETE



	A349
	2006.06.26
	
	D.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change proposal: “OMA-DM message processing implementation (for remote provisioning, configuration, installation, etc)” -> “Client-side implementation of OMA DM protocol” to be consistent with the previous bullet.
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

Change bullet to:

Client-side implementation of OMA-DM protocol
	COMPLETE



	A350
	2006.06.26
	
	D.3.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “The MEM email application typically supports the means of being provisioned and managed using the OMA DM notifications.” -> “OMA-DM provides continuous configuration management for devices and various applications. The MEM Client application configuration is managed using OMA-DM configuration messages. The DM reception behavior means receiving OMA-DM configuration messages, understanding them, and finally updating the MEM Client application configuration with the newly received settings.”
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

Change section D.3.1 to read:

OMA-DM provides continuous configuration management for devices and various applications. The MEM Client application configuration is managed using OMA-DM configuration messages. The DM reception behavior means receiving OMA-DM notifications to update the MEM Client application configuration with the newly received settings.
	COMPLETE



	A351
	2006.06.26
	
	D.3.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Please describe it similarly as I suggested to D.3.1.
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

Change section D.3.2 to read:

OMA-DS provides server alerted sync (SAS) for outband notifications. The SAS reception behavior means receiving SAS notifications to inform the MEM Client about server side events and changes.  
	COMPLETE



	A352
	2006.06.26
	
	D.3.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Typo: “OMADS client” space missing.
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

See A328

	COMPLETE



	A353
	2006.06.26
	
	D.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“MEM Email application sub-component” Is see no such component on Figure 18. Perhaps it’s “MEM Email app”?
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

No action against comment
	COMPLETE



	A354
	2006.06.26
	
	D.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“This is the client-side front end” All right, what’s a “front end” then?
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

Delete the sentence
	COMPLETE



	A355
	2006.06.26
	
	D.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“It typically has user interface…” How does the user do all this without a user interface?
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

Change D.3.3 to read:

The MEM email application sub-component interacts with the email storage sub-component. It can request the OMA-DS client sub-component to query the MEM server for new messages, deliver emails that are pending submission, retrieve more content for “partially-stored” items, etc.

Depending on the MEM client implementation this sub-component may also contain the user interface that allows users to view/manage the received messages, reply, forward, compose new and carry out other email activities as defined in [Mobile email RD]
	COMPLETE

Note: Period missing after [Mobile email RD].

	A356
	2006.06.26
	
	D.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“It works on the email storage data.” Does it work on Linux? Oh, wait, that’s an OS. What is “email storage data” then?
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

See A355
	COMPLETE



	A357
	2006.06.26
	
	D.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Typo: “OMADS client” space missing.
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

See A328

	COMPLETE



	A358
	2006.06.26
	
	D.3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Suggest rewording: “It can request the OMADS client to query server for new messages, deliver emails that are pending submission, retrieve more content for “partially-stored” items, etc.” -> “This sub-component can request the OMA DS client sub-component to perform various operations with the server such as: query for new messages, retrieve messages from the server, send/store email messages on server, retrieve more content of partially downloaded email, etc.”
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

See A355

	COMPLETE



	A359
	2006.06.26
	
	D.3.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Typo in two places: “OMADS” space missing.
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

See A328

	COMPLETE



	A360
	2006.06.26
	
	D.4.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Data item filtering for client” does this mean email filtering?
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

Change D.4.1 to read:

This is the server-side implementation of OMA-DS layer. It is responsible for communications and data interchange with the corresponding component on the MEM client.
	NOT COMPLETE

The agreed upon text was replaced with the following:

“The MEM connector provides a level of abstraction between the OMA-DS Server sub-component and any email server implementations. It is responsible for communications and data interchange with the corresponding component on the MEM Client.”

	A361
	2006.06.26
	
	D.4.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Data change notification signaling to client (SAS notifications)” This includes any changes to the email messages (new, deleted, flagged, etc) according to the filters set, right?
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

See A360
	COMPLETE



	A362
	2006.06.26
	
	D.4.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Typo: “USE” caps use.
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

See A360
	COMPLETE



	A363
	2006.06.26
	
	D.4.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Wording change suggestion: “MEM Connector to” -> “MEM Connector sub-component to”
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

See A360
	COMPLETE



	A364
	2006.06.26
	
	D.4.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Email server operations on email data” what about preferences and filters?
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

See A360
	COMPLETE



	A365
	2006.06.26
	
	D.4.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Perform content adaptation to suit the particular client capabilities” Is it really the DS server does this, or is it going to be delegated to another server using STI (like LEMONADE does)? If so, show it on the DS figure as well and have it described.
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

See A360
	COMPLETE



	A366
	2006.06.26
	
	D.4.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

Typo in two places: “OMADS” space missing.
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

See A328

	COMPLETE



	A367
	2006.06.26
	
	D.4.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

What email systems does this support? IMAP? POP3? Either list all supported ones or describe that in theory abstraction layer can be provided to any email system.
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

Change first sentence to:

The MEM connector provides a level of abstraction between the OMA-DS Server sub-component and any email server implementations.
	NOT COMPLETE

Text change to the first sentence was not inserted.

	A368
	2006.06.26
	
	D.5
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“The messaging gateway carries out server-initiated communications to the client.” Only those that are listed on the figure? Is it really a one-way channel only? Or perhaps it means a generic I0’ interface for any Other Enablers? Please elaborate. (Some arrows are two-way.)
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

Delete section D.5 

See A332 & A328
	COMPLETE



	A369
	2006.06.26
	
	D.5
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“It abstracts the server implementation from the network infrastructure (GSM/GPRS, TCP/IP, etc) and transport protocol (WAP push, MMS, SMS, etc) details.” Which server?
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

See A368
	COMPLETE



	A370
	2006.06.26
	
	D.6
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“Deployment with firewalls” -> not proxy support?
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

Delete section D.6 including figure 19
	COMPLETE



	A371
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 19
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

“using the OMA-DS and OMA-DM enablers deployment” I suggest removing OMA-DM – it is not visible on the figure anyway.
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

See A370
	COMPLETE



	A372
	2006.06.26
	
	Figure 19
	Source: Nokia

Form: Input contribution

There might be firewalls/proxies between MEM Client/Other Enablers and MEM Server/Other Enablers as well.
	Status: CLOSED (9-28-06)

See A370

	COMPLETE
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