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1 Reason for Change

The proposed changes in CR OMA-MWG-CPM-2008-0271R04-CR_Interworking_Assumption.doc for Section 5.3 of the TS SD document states as follows: 
The Interworking Function provides inter-working capabilities between CPM Services and Non-CPM Communication Services.
For the originator to be able to receive replies from the recipient, the originator must have or be assigned a routable address  in the Non-CPM Communication Service domain.  

The part that is seen as a problem is the 2nd paragraph and related to the imposition of requirements on the CPM User/Client dubbed here as “the originator.” The requirement to send a reply message from a recipient in a non-CPM domain to the originator in the CPM domain should be seen more as a functional requirement for the IWF than a requirement for the originating user! What is not clear in the above proposed change is whether or not the originator is viewed as a subscriber/user to a CPM Communication Service domain! Clearly, the originator should be viewed as (and is) a CPM user with a routable address (e.g., SIP URI, Tel URI) that is known to the originator’s CPM Domain IWF upon the arrival of the originator’s message request at the IWF.
In an email exchange with the CR author (box below) some clarifications were made leading to possible changes in the CR text. Unable to attend the conference call on the 25th to present all the email discussions, this document is submitted in lieu of a verbal presentation of the email exchanges, and it proposes the following modifications to the CR-0271R04:

The Interworking Function provides inter-working capabilities between CPM Services and Non-CPM Communication Services.
For the originator to be able to receive replies from the recipient, the recipient will send reply messages either directly to the originator using the address provided by the IWF (e.g., SIP URI, Tel URI) or  through the IWF, which  has the logic and information to map the intended receiver of the reply messages to the sender of the original message.
[Moh]: Is the originator a subscriber to a Non-CPM Communication Service domain? It seems, we are describing message origination in a non-CPM Communication Service domain by the following text you are proposing for Section 5.3:

 “For the originator to be able to receive replies from the recipient, the originator must have or be assigned a routable address in the Non-CPM Communication Service domain.”

Otherwise, if the originator is in a CPM Service domain, then why it should have a routable address in another domain, namely in the Non-CPM Communication Service domain, in order to receive replies?

[Nadia]: User A is a CPM user and wants to send a CPM message to User B. If the message gets inter-worked and is delivered as a non-CPM message, then User B can only send a reply to User A if there is some valid address in the non-CPM system for User A. Now, if User A has only a SIP URI and the message he sends gets translated into an SMS message, then User B using SMS cannot use the SIP URI address of A to reply to him using SMS. So, if User A does not have a TEL URI or some other address that can be used in SMS, then he cannot receive a reply SMS from user B. How this non-CPM address is obtained is not specified yet!

[Moh]: What is unclear in this example is why should this be a requirement on User A to have a 2nd (or 3rd) address? Shouldn’t this be the function of the IWF to have both the logic and the intelligence as well as the history of User A (for when and if User B is required to send a reply to User A) to have User A address extracted from his message’s metadata? This sounds very much similar to what is done for the case of anonymous call-back or re-call in supporting supplementary services in IMS/IP Domain where the CPM IWF would act similar to an IMS AS for that matter.
[Nadia]: User A does not have to have a 2nd address. But, if he does have a 2nd address (whether it is his own or temporarily assigned to him by some entity), then he can receive a reply using that address. Further, if there is no such address then User A cannot receive a reply. It is only a statement of fact and not a new function or a new requirement.
[Moh]: But, my point is even without such an address for User A, he/she should still be able to receive a reply from User B (by User B sending the reply through the IWF of User A’s CPM domain, by which the original message was relayed to User B.)

[Nadia]: The user B client cannot format a correct message without a valid delivery address. So if user B's client does not have the address, user B cannot send the reply.

[Moh]: Now we are talking about the solution! User B can have the IWF address as the reply address and leave it to the IWF to deal with the rest of the routing function for sending the reply. One way to deal with this is for the IWF (on the user A side, of course) to tags the original message header with the reply address (which is IWF’s own address) if such a reply is requested by user A.

[Nadia]: There has to be a routable address (whatever the address is) or there can be no reply.
[Moh]:  the point that I have problem with is the imposition of requirements on User A. I believe the problem (of sending a reply to the originator in the CPM domain by the recipient in the Non-CPM domain) can be solved by seeing the requirement as a more of a functional for the IWF and not on the originating user.

That should be changed in the proposed text.

[Nadia]: Yes Moh, this is the intent. The functionality is part of the IWF and not a requirement on user A.
But it is possible for the IWF to receive both a SIP URI and a TEL URI in a message.
So the IWF can use the TL URI in the non-CPM service and send it to the non-CPM system.
This can be used by the non-CPM user to send a reply.
I guess you may have read more into those lines than the original intent.
2 Impact on Backward Compatibility

None.
3 Impact on Other Specifications

None.
4 Intellectual Property Rights

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

5 Recommendation

OMA-MWG is recommended to discuss the proposed changes below in its CC of 18 March 2008 during the discussion of Document OMA-MWG-CPM-2008-0271R04-CR_Interworking_Assumption.doc.
6 Detailed Change Proposal

Change 1:  Add interworking assumptions to CPM IWF Section

5.3 CPM Interworking

The Interworking Function provides inter-working capabilities between CPM Services and Non-CPM Communication Services.
For the originator to be able to receive replies from the recipient, the recipient will send reply messages either directly to the originator using the address provided by the IWF (e.g., SIP URI, Tel URI) or  through the IWF, which  has the logic and information to map the intended receiver of the reply messages to the sender of the original message. 
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