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1 Reason for Contribution

This contribution provides the feedback/ recommendations received from the REQ WG in the Informal Review of the CPM RD document.
The provided table of comments below summarizes the comments received:

· REQ WG recommendations as formulated in the REQ conference call 30.11.2006 marked in green
· Company comments: from Lucent as given in document OMA-REQ-CPM-2006-0147

· CPM group’s internal review comments as provided at the Shenzhen meeting.

As reference, the agreed REQ document 209R01 is attached, for convenience; the content regarding the comments is completely given in section 3 of this input document below.

2 Summary of Contribution

See Section 3.
3 Detailed Proposal

	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	1
	2006.11.30
	T
	1
	From Guideline: Scope/Introduction
· Scope and Introduction: 

· Does the scope/introduction fit the expectations given in the WID?

· If this is a part of the WID, does the RD draft mentions phasing to cover the full intention of the WID?

Source: REQ

Form: INP at the conference call 30.11.2006
Comment: The REQ WG reviewed the scope and introduction section with regard to the WID and does not see any conflicts here.
Proposed Change: n/a.

	

	2
	2006.11.30
	T
	4
	From Guideline: Introduction/Scope
· Actors, Stakeholders, Market Drivers etc:

· Does the RD contain a high-level picture? If so is it limited to the actors and stakeholders and their relationships?

Source: REQ

Form: INP at the conference call 30.11.2006
Comment: 
The REQ  WG recommends that it would be beneficial to have a picture or tutorial-like description  to describe the actors and stakeholders and their relationships in the view of the CPM enabler.

Proposed Change: see as recommendation.

	

	3
	Shenzhen Meeting
	
	4
	Source: REQ-CPM AHG’s internal review
Form: Shenzhen Interim Meeting
Comment: 

First sentence – remove “global”?

Add References at the end of first paragraph to Presence RD and XDM RD

This section could benefit from more work to define Actors, Roles etc

Proposed Change: 

tbd
	

	4
	2006.11.30
	T
	1
	Source: Lucent
Form: INP
Comment: Scope is quite long and contains some ambiguous text. Below is a proposal to slightly re-word paragraphs 1 and 2 and to move the list of functions into the Introduction section.
Proposed Change: 

1st modify as follows:

 CPM will allow future messaging functionalities to be specified as common reusable service capabilities that support the creation of a range of IP-based services needing messaging functionality. In order to achieve maximum connectivity between messaging end-points (independent of whether they are using the future IP-based messaging services or legacy Mobile Messaging Services), CPM will enable future IP-based messaging services to interwork with legacy Mobile Messaging Services (e.g. SMS, MMS).
Considering today’s diverse user experiences in various service domains, the CPM enabler aims to provide a consistent user experience across many service domains for all IP networks (mobile, home, internet worlds) by addressing the service constraints in a bearer-agnostic manner. Another essential feature is the interoperability between different service providers (including roaming conditions).

 As the CPM enabler aims to provide a converged technology for various messaging services today, common charging principles are essential for service success and transparency for user, whereby legacy interworking may have different charging principles.

CPM enabler V1.0 is targeted to provide a converged messaging capability focussing on the user experiences provided with the following services:

· Text messaging enabled services. SMS, IMPS, SIMPLE IM, Email, MMS

· Voice-enabled services: PoC, VoIP

· Video-o-IP
<SCOPE SHOULD BE LIMITED TO ABOVE. See comment Lu-2 for remainder of this section>


	

	5
	2006.11.30
	T
	1 & 4
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: The list of functions in the SCOPE is better suited for the INTRODUCTION. Also this comment is linked to comment #Lu-4 about the ‘CPM System’ not being well described.
Proposed Change: Recommend moving list of functions in Section 1 into Section 4 with the additional text, as below:
The CPM enabler V1.0, together with other individual system elements (e.g. other enablers, interworking functions and interfaces) constitutes the CPM System and allows converged messaging communications between principals. The CPM enabler V1.0 will enable the following functions for user devices associated with the CPM System:

· User Addressing and Multi-device environment (N:M scenario): Aiming for best user experience in today’s heterogonous world for services, networks and devices, CPM enabler supports a multi address and multi-device environment.  Therefore, a user may use the CPM service using a single address or multiple addresses on a single device. Additionally, conversation involving multiple devices per user with a single address, and conversation involving multiple devices per user with different addresses are supported. The CPM enabler supports also the flexibility to receive different media types on different devices per user. Those scenarios can be realized with a single or with multiple access points. User preferences are a way to provide for address/device/access point selection. The user‘s capability for device selection in conversation can be controlled via user preferences.

· Conversation Handling: The CPM enabler provides a flexible interaction with the presence enabler. While CPM has to provide the needed support for Presence, the invocation of the service itself does not require the presence service of necessity, and does not mandate an always-on condition for the CPM users. The experience provided with the contact list offers a service independent selection for any conversation. The CPM enabler supports 1-1, 1-N, and 1-application conversation with the selection of any kind of media (from single to multiple). At the invocation and during the conversation, sufficient flexibility to add or remove any media, as well as add or remove users, is considered. As the CPM enabler offers a multi device environment, the change of user’s device is supported during a CPM conversation. Converged IP Messaging supports immediate as well as deferred messaging (with temporary server storage of conversation and subsequent forwarding; with Mailbox storage, notification, and subsequent retrieval)
· Media support: CPM supports discrete (text, images, video clip, voice clip, binary file: files) and continuous (streaming) media. Those media can be used for conversation invocation and to be added during conversation.

· Group Communication and Management: CPM group conversation supports the capability to be invoked for pre-defined and adhoc groups, and can be modified during conversations. The CPM enabler includes interworking with the existing XDM enabler for various group management tasks like updating groups.

· Interworking with legacy services / other systems: To allow for efficient interworking with other systems, the CPM V1.0 enabler needs to define the interface on the CPM enabler side to allow for the implementation of interworking functions with legacy services and other systems. Note: this work shall not require changes to the legacy/other systems.

· Network-based storage: CPM aims to provide a consistent user experience and it therefore includes a network-based storage for the user’s contact lists which are independent of user’s technologies and can be synchronized to all devices used by the user. Such storage also provides the storage capability for the media including the history for single messages and conversations (stored with contact, time, messages, shared media to allow filtering of histories to user‘s views). This storage capability is considered to be controlled by user preferences and SP policies.

· Application support (ANI): The use of the CPM enabler for 3rd party applications is supported by a generalized ANI interface.


	

	6
	2006.11.30
	
	2,3
	From guidelines: Definitions/References
· Terminology Help:

· Is terminology being used in the RD generic enough to make use of already defined terms in [OMADICT]?
· Re-use of enablers, earlier versions, backward compatibility:

· Are requirements that create a dependency on other enablers or underlying network resources clearly marked, e.g. through use of normative references?

Source: REQ

Form: INP at the conference call 30.11.2006

Comment: The intention of sharing the “Media” definition to ARC for including in the   [OMADICT] was shared as well as the discussion of re-use of other enablers. The REQ WG reviewed the definition/references and does not see any conflicts here.
Proposed Change: n/a

	

	7
	2006.11.30
	
	2
	Source: REQ-CPM AHG’s internal review

Form: Shenzhen Interim Meeting

Comment: 

New template with reference to OMA dictionary – editor to update the references section.

Change reference from Presence ERP to Presence RD

Proposed Change: 

tbd
	

	8
	2006.11.30
	
	3.2
	Source: REQ-CPM AHG’s internal review

Form: Shenzhen Interim Meeting

Comment: 

Probably need definitions for conversation and conversation history.

Is a user always an end user? What about VASP users?
Proposed Change: 

tbd
	

	9
	2006.11.30
	T
	3.2
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: The definition of CPM Service Provider Domain seems recursive and there seems to be no context in the current document for this term. Does it refer to the boundary of a particular CPM System? Can a CPM System be shared between CPM SP Domains

Proposed Change: Remove term or clarify the above.
	

	10
	2006.11.30
	T
	3.2
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: Definition of “CPM System” is introduced I believe to hide the specific details within the context of the RD, but I think some additional text is required to explain what it is, e.g. in the Introduction. 

Proposed Change: See proposal in Comment Lu-2 to move part of the Scope into the Introduction.
	

	11
	2006.11.30
	
	5
	From guidelines: Use Cases

· Actors, Stakeholders, Market Drivers etc:

· The Actor Benefits section of a use case should give the reader some idea about the market drivers for the requirements to expect. Have the use cases adequately and clearly addressed the actor issues and benefits?

Source: REQ

Form: INP at the conference call 30.11.2006

Comment: The REQ WG reviewed the use cases on this aspect and does not see any conflicts here.
Proposed Change: n/a

	

	12
	CPM Shenzhen Meeting
	
	5
	Source: REQ-CPM AHG’s internal review

Form: Shenzhen Interim Meeting

Comment: 

Section 5 (concentrating on the Table of Contents)

Consistent section headers – remove “Use Case-“ from the last 3
5.6 should be Network Storage

Proposed Change:  AIs from Shenzhen meeting
· CPM-2006-A037 Eduardo to merge Use Cases 5.3 and 5.4

· CPM-2006-A038 Gertjen to merge Use Cases 5.7 and 5.8
	

	13
	2006.11.30
	T
	5.2.7
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: Please consider the additional scenario which we think is also valid: Alice has only one device (phone) enabled for CPM and she receives a message from Bob with a large jpeg image which is displayed on her CPM device as a thumbnail. Instead of viewing the message on the device, Alice’s CPM device gives her the option to  forward the message and attachment to her corporate email account and downloads the entire image and contents as an email
Proposed Change:  Add alternative flow if agreed
	

	14
	2006.11.30
	T
	5.3.2.2
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: What is ‘messaging infrastructure’?

Proposed Change: 

Change ‘messaging infrastructure’ to ‘CPM System’


	

	15
	2006.11.30
	E
	5.3.5
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: Any reason why we can’t just have the Alt flow 3? This seems to capture all the three flows (legacy and multiple recipients)?

Proposed Change: Remove 5.3.5 and 5.3.6 and just keep the flow in 5.3.7
	

	16
	2006.11.30
	E
	5.5.3
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: “Communication initiation user” is undefined.  The text suggests that in the context of the use case, a principal with special rights to create a CPM group conversation. 
Proposed Change: Consider a definition for the actor who is able to manage Group Conversations.

	

	17
	2006.11.30
	E
	5.5.4
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: A valid additional post-condition is that a transcript of the session is available to users who elected to record it in their network storage.

Proposed Change: Add an additional line to Post Conditions: “A Conversation Transcript is available to users who require it in their network storage”

	

	18
	2006.11.30
	
	5.5.5 Step 10
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: Spam seems in unfortunate choice of word

Proposed Change: Suggest changing ‘spam’ to “message”.


	

	19
	2006.11.30
	
	5.6.8 Step 3
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: This step requires some further consideration - The CPM system should deliver thumbnails or previews to the client at this point.  If the search matches tens of large pictures, it would take an excessive amount of bandwidth to review and select the desired picture. We might need a corresponding requirement to match.
Proposed Change: Suggest changing:

3. The CPM system responds to the request from Alice's PC which then displays the list of pictures and videos as thumbnails/previews with some details about these files (e.g. size, date, …).

Also, add a new requirement to match the above user experience.
	

	20
	2006.11.30
	T
	6
	From guidelines: Requirements 

· Actors, Stakeholders, Market Drivers etc:

· Not expected to be complete, but: ( Do the requirements clearly identify the actions/operations by the actors from which the interfaces/functional components can be identified in OMA work following the RD phase??

· Re-use of enablers, earlier versions, backward compatibility:

· If the enabler is a new version of an existing enabler, is backwards compatibility assumed? If so are those components/features requiring backwards compatibility identified in the RD?

· If certain requirements are to be enabled by other service enablers or system components are they worded correctly? E.g. “SHALL permit suitable mechanisms”.

· Are any of the requirements outside the scope of the enabler, or focused on a service rather than the service enabler?

Source: REQ

Form: INP at the conference call 30.11.2006
Comment: 
(1) The REQ WG recommends to review the re-use of XDM enabler as normative reference. Please note, that the Presence enabler, already mentioned as re-used enabler, does reference the XDM enabler as normative reference.

(2) Authentication/Authorization is done in different ways in existing messaging enablers today. The REQ WG recommends that the CPM RD should provide requirement(s) for an Authentication/ Authorization mechanism in a converged, user-friendly, consistent manner within the CPM enabler. The REQ WG recommends to socialize those in an early stage with the SEC group. 

Proposed Change: see recommendations.

	

	21
	2006.11.30
	T
	6
	Source: REQ-CPM AHG’s internal review

Form: Shenzhen Interim Meeting

Comment: 

Review Direct Delivery and immediate delivery and User initiated  retrieval

Don’t start with “the CPM Enabler shall”

Only one Security Requirement. Perhaps others are required.

Mixing interoperability with interworking.  Perhaps they should be separated

First requirement in Interoperability is to broad/generic? Perhaps it is more appropriate for the AD.

Proposed Change: AI from Shenzhen meeting
· CPM-2006-A039 Gertjen to remove or define immediate and deferred delivery mode
	

	22
	2006.11.30
	E
	CPM-HLF-001 and 009
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: This seems more like a usability requirement.

Proposed Change: Move to Usability section
	

	23
	2006.11.30
	E
	CPM-HLF-002
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: Transfer between whom? CPM Clients? Messaging Client to Media Player?  I suspect that any media clip can be transferred but there should be an option for immediate playback of audio. If so, isn’t this an implementation option?

Proposed Change:

I suspect that this a UI option and therefore out of scope. Propose to remove or re-word.


	

	24
	2006.11.30
	T
	CPM-HLF-007 & 3.2
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: ‘CPM Conversation’ is undefined.

Proposed Change: Add to 3.2
 “CPM Conversation: An exchange of CPM messages between one or more CPM Users”
	

	25
	2006.11.30
	T
	6.1 and 2.1
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: I notice that there is no mention about the support for the inclusion of a URI in a message. It would be nice to invoke a voice call using tel:uri for example.

Proposed Change: 
(1) Add new requirement to 6.1:

CPM-HLF-0XX: “The CPM Enabler SHALL support the use and handling of URI Schemes in CPM Messages [URI Schemes].”

Add the [URI Schemes] enabler to the Normative References
	

	26
	2006.11.30
	T
	CPM-CONV-002 & 3.2
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: “Immediate Mode” is undefined
Proposed Change: Suggest definition as follows:
“A type of messaging application permitting an interactive and near real-time (low latency) CPM conversation experience. (Sometimes referred to as Online Delivery)”
	

	27
	2006.11.30
	T
	CPM-CONV-002 & 3.2)
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: “Deferred Mode” is undefined

Proposed Change: 

Suggest definition as follows:

“A type of messaging application in which CPM messages are received as soon as the recipient becomes available. (Sometimes referred to as Offline Delivery)”.
	

	28
	2006.11.30
	T
	3.2 & CPM-CONV-005
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: “Moderated Conversation” is undefined. Also, I assume that moderation is only possible in group communications (conversations)?

Proposed Change:

Suggest creating a new term: “Moderated CPM Conversation” and defining as follows:

 “A type of CPM Conversation in which an Authorized Principal has the ability to control the CPM message exchange between a group of CPM Users”. 

Then amend CONV-005 as:

“The CPM enabler MAY support moderated CPM conversations in CPM Group Conversations. The CPM enabler MAY support moderation for selected media”.
	

	29
	2006.11.30
	T
	6.1.2
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: I assume that participation in Group Communication restricted to CPM enabled devices? It is not clear so propose a definition. Also I suggest using “CPM Group Conversation” instead and in line with current terminology.
Proposed Change:

“CPM Group Conversation”: A moderated or un-moderated CPM conversation between a set of CPM Users (participants ) with CPM enabled devices”
	

	30
	2006.11.30
	T
	CPM-GRP-001
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: See above comments

Proposed Change:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow CPM Users to initiate CPM group conversations to other CPM Users with selected media types.  
Make similar changes wherever applicable.
	

	31
	2006.11.30
	T
	CPM-STOR-001
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: Suggest changing “all IP network accesses” to any “CPM enabled device”

Proposed Change:

“The CPM enabler SHALL provide centralised network-based storage for a CPM user’s contact lists to be available to the user via any CPM-enabled device”.  
	

	32
	2006.11.30
	T
	CPM-STOR-003
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: ‘notification’ seems to be out of place.

Proposed Change:

Delete ‘notification’ from requirement.
	

	33
	2006.11.30
	T
	CPM-STOR-008 & -0011
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: These functions should be available to any authorized principal.

Proposed Change:

Change ‘user’ to ‘authorized principal’
	

	34
	2006.11.30
	T
	CPM-STOR-008 (and elsewhere) & 3.2
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: “Conversation History” is not defined.  We find the term "history" to be a bit awkward.  We suggest that the document uses the term "transcript".  A transcript of a session is stored in the network storage for example.  History suggests more of a call log.
Proposed Change: 

Add to 3.2

“Conversation Transcript: A documented record that is stored and available to authorised principals, of all CPM messaging exchanges (single and conversational), between identified CPM users over a period of time and including details of media used”

Also, change “Conversation History” to “Conversation Transcript” everywhere in the RD.
	

	35
	2006.11.30
	T
	CPM-STOR-011 to 014 and 016 to 024 
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: These are functions that should be available to any authorised principal, e.g. the subscriber.
Proposed Change: See change below for 011 and make similar change to all identified requirements:
“The CPM enabler SHALL allow an authorized principal to forward messages and conversation transcript stored in the network-based storage of the CPM Service Provider domain without previously downloading it to the device”.

	

	36
	2006.11.30
	T
	CPM-MLD-008
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: Why is ‘switching’ needed? If the user has registered and synchronized multiple devices, the conversation is already available and viewable on all devices? 
Proposed Change: 

Re-visit this requirement and see if it is already covered.
	

	37
	2006.11.30
	T
	CPM-MLD-008
	Source: Lucent

Form: INP 

Comment: see above 
Proposed Change: 

Re-visit this requirement and see if it is already covered.
	


4 Intellectual Property Rights
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5 Recommendation

It is recommended to review the provided comments in the CPM group and provide actions to address and close those comments prior to entering the RD formal review.
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