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1 Reason for Contribution

To submit comments by Nokia Siemens Networks on the contributions submitted to the OMA Montreal Interim Meeting Aug 3-5, 2010.  This contribution will be enhanced with additional comments on a daily basis before each meeting day. In return, NSN asks for the following:
· new or revised contributions produced on Aug 3 or 4 should be uploaded by midnight Montreal time on the same day as produced such that NSN can inspect these documents before start of the next meeting day.

· all online revisions produced during one of the Montreal meeting days should be submitted to a 24hrs grace period.

R01

· added comments on more contributions. All comments 
R02
2 Summary of Contribution

see above
3 Detailed Proposal

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0578R02:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0625R02:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0627:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0668:

Document Status: Comments without objection

Comments:

Was RFC3840 on user agent capabilities not useful for this purpose? We already use this RFC in other places of the specification.

Add a bullet hinting at implementation specific ways to take connectivity and capabilities into regard, e.g.:

· MAY use other information sources to determine device capabilites and device connectivity, and use this information to determine to which CPM Clients to send the CPM Message to

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0671R02
Document Status: Objection
Comments:

Originally, out-of-band notifications were proposed solely to wake up clients. The first paragraph of I.1 is explicit about this. If we also include meta-data (that give more than summary information) about waiting messages, this changes or expands the intent. So, the first paragraph needs to be changed.

Let us assume for now that we accept the concept of meta-data in out-of-band notifications. Making meta-data in an out-of-band notification mandatory would make it necessary to send an out-of-band notification for each waiting message. This is impractical in cases when a user is off-line and messages accumulate in the deferred message queue. In such cases, the PF should rather throttle notifications and only send them every once in a while in form of a wake-up giving solely summary information (e.g. “N messages of total 3.4 MB size waiting”). So, we might need now two different out-of-band notifications: one that notifies on a per message basis (including meta-information) and one that is intended as a wake-up notification (and that can aggregate by sending  summary information, and doing this at implementation-specific intervals). 

Also, see Minutes of 20100728 conf call.

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0694:

Document Status: Objection

Comments:

Handling deferred messages in the Deferred Message Queue does not depend solely on registration status, cf SD contributions 735 and 738 on this topic.

The PF cannot directly store in the Message Storage Server. Conceptually, it delivers the message there. Technically, it invokes the Store operation. Refer to the correct section in the ConvFnct TS/MsgStore TS where this operation is described.

All over this CR is too simplistic and glosses over many things.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0738R02:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

NSN does not object to the overall concept but to the following details which need to be addressed :

Delete “In this method, when there is no registered CPM Client and User Preferences indicate “Defer and Store”,” because it is explained before under what circumstances this procedure is entered (and the above phrase does not exactly match what is explained elsewhere).
Step 1:
What is the Deferred CPM Message header?
Use terminology to “deliver” to Message Storage Server instead of storing.
Adding to the meta-data requires more work in the Conversation Functions TS. Do the authors of 738 intend to do this?
Step 2:
Strike “as delivered”.
Step 3:

what sessions need to be torn down? 
Second bullet list, Step 3 
Change 2
The abbreviated explanation of what deferral means is not exact (“keep or delete” seems outdated, delivering to Message Storage Server can also happen when client registered, no mentioning of push vs pull). It seems the entire paragraph A) on Message Handling needs to be re-written. And there is overlapping CR 757 by Samsung.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0751R01:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0752R01:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0753R01:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0754:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0755R01:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0756:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

Session History objects are interpreted by different entities. Often, a consuming entity (e.g. a client) is different from the producing entity. To enable this, we need a specified format.

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0757:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

The term “CPM functional components” (multiple occurrences) is too loose in this concept. We need to specify which components reach out to XDMS. If it is only the PF and ISF, then say so.

The bullet “Deliver based on active User Preference Profile, message size, content type, to Non-CPM Communication service, link to the stored media” is incomprehensible, especially as the phrase ” link to the stored media” is not connected grammatically to the rest of the phrase.

Content-wise, deciding for interworking was never based on UPP, especially as there are multiple active UPPs.

Phrase “When deferring a message: keep or delete message based on media types” (existing text) seems outdated. Can we simply delete it?

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0758:

Document Status: Comments without objection
Comments:

Document already handled on the first morning and comments were made verbally. See also commens on 759.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0759:

Document Status: Comments without objection
Comments:

No need for formal definition of “Internet Message”. If needed say “a message formatted according to RFC2822” or similar.

The uppercase SHALL does not make sense in an intro sentence like “This section describes the steps that the CPM Participating Function SHALL follow when a CPM Session needs to be recorded” (re-occurs)

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0760:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0762:

Document Status: Comments without objection
Comments:

why refer the reader to another document for a reference? Refer to the appropriate RFCs right here.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0763:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0765:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0766:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0767:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0768:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0770:

Document Status: Objection

Comments:

what is a “CPM Server identity”?

it is left unclear how such an out-of-band notification would look like
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0791:

Document Status: Objection

Comments:

All over, this CR is a step forward. The following comments should be considered though. It is not expected that all of the below comments can be addressed in a revision of this CR. Rather, a follow-on CR will be needed and NSN volunteers to help with this.

8.3.2.3

The term “stored Deferred CPM Message” (and other uses of “store) are dangerously close to the terms used for the defer-and-store option, see CR 738r02. This might be a source of confusion. Can we talk about buffering in the deferred message queue here (and about delivering to Message Store in the other CR) whenever applicable?

8.3.2.3.1

In step 6, the proposed option for defer-and-store needs to be added in case 738r02 gets accepted. Especially, the simple “Otherwise, ...” will not work anymore. All over, it seems we need to update the list of conditions in XDM policy to reflect the following: overall defer preference, all three sub-cases of defer and do-not-disturb preference.

2nd paragraph on pushing should end in a phrase like “... as follows” as the numbered list that follows only gives the details.

Sentence leading to bulleted list seems superfluous because of newly added second paragraph.

Bulleted list is written as if only one client is registered at this point of time. How about situation when several registered. Also, see last bullet in CR 735r02 on the corresponding SD text where divergent subsets of messages being delivered is discussed.

Lastly, consider what it means for a client to be “applicable” (as defined in 735r02) for a message. There are four determining factors, not just the user preference (profile).

8.3.2.3.4.2

There is description for the case of an in-band notification. But this bulleted list is valid for notification about one deferred message. What happens when several messages are waiting? Repeating this procedure for each one?

The numbers of the subsections on sending a PM/LMM Deferred CPM Message seem wrong and/or not in line with the numbers used in the places where the reader is referred to these new subsections

In step 6 of 8.3.2.3.2, cpm_action is “deliver” rather than “store”

what about the contested event package for notifying about waiting messages? I do not see it mentioned in this CR. Is it not needed?

The (open) discussion about two different kinds of out-of-band notifications is not reflected yet.

8.3.2.3.3.

The last paragraph seems to apply only if recording was on. Please clarify. Same for next section.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0799:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0800:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0801:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0802:

Document Status: Objection

Comments:

NSN cannot understand how RFC 2017 facilitates secure access to a remote Message Storage Server. Also, we agreed to stay away from access to remote Message Storage Servers in the first release.
As to comment D454, it is unclear if and how it is handled.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0803:

Document Status: Objection

Comments:

There is no section 9.1.2.8 – hence it cannot be deleted. What we have in the TS are sections 9.2.3.1 and 9.2.1.8 with overlapping text. Presumably, Ericsson wants to delete one of those. Independent of confusing the section numbers, the two affected sections are indeed similar, cover the same issue, and only one should remain. But simply deleting one may not be the smartest way to proceed as both existing sections have good points that the other one does not. So, an “intelligent” merge is more appropriate.
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

To take above comments into account when disposing of contributions during the Montreal Interim Meeting
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