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1. Instructions

Review comments should be collected and aggregated into a single review report.  This will facilitate efforts to resolve issues:

· If the review involves more than one document (e.g. ERP), use a separate table for each document.

· Avoid changing Comments once drafts have been published – source of possible confusion.

· The Type column should indicate 'E' for Editorial comment or 'T' for Technical comment

2. Review Information

2.1 OMA Groups Involved

	Name Of Group
	Role
	Invited
	Comments Provided

	Requirements
	Source, Reviewer
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Architecture
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Security
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	IOP
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	


2.2 Review History

	Review Type
	Date
	Review Method
	Participating Groups
	Full Document Id

	Followup
	2007.03.06
	ConfCall
	REQ CPM
	OMA-RD-CPM-V1_0-20070208-D 

	Followup
	2007.03.08
	ConfCall
	REQ CPM
	OMA-RD-CPM-V1_0-20070208-D 

	Followup
	2007.03.19
	ConfCall
	REQ CPM
	OMA-RD-CPM-V1_0-20070309-D 

	Followup
	2007.03.28
	ConfCall
	REQ CPM
	OMA-RD-CPM-V1_0-20070320-D 

	Followup
	2007.04.13
	F2F
	REQ CPM
	OMA-RD-CPM-V1_0-20070330-D 

	Followup
	2007.04.23
	ConfCall
	REQ CPM
	OMA-RD-CPM-V1_0-20070413-D 

	Followup
	2007.04.26
	ConfCall
	REQ CPM
	OMA-RD-CPM-V1_0-20070413-D 

	Followup
	2007.05.03
	ConfCall
	REQ CPM
	OMA-RD-CPM-V1_0-20070427-D 

	Followup
	2007.05.15
	F2F
	REQ CPM
	OMA-RD-CPM-V1_0-20070503-D 

	Followup
	2007.05.21
	ConfCall
	REQ CPM
	OMA-RD-CPM-V1_0-20070503-D 

	Followup
	2007.05.24
	ConfCall
	REQ CPM
	OMA-RD-CPM-V1_0-20070503-D 

	Followup
	2007.05.31
	ConfCall
	REQ CPM
	OMA-RD-CPM-V1_0-20070524-D 

	Followup
	2007.06.07
	ConfCall
	REQ CPM
	OMA-RD-CPM-V1_0-20070601-D 

	Followup
	2007.06.18
	F2F
	REQ CPM
	OMA-RD-CPM-V1_0-20070611-D 

	Followup
	2007.06.20
	ConfCall
	REQ CPM
	OMA-RD-CPM-V1_0-20070618-D 

	Followup
	2007.06.29
	ConfCall
	REQ CPM
	OMA-RD-CPM-V1_0-20070622-D 

	Followup
	2007.07.16
	ConfCall
	REQ CPM
	OMA-RD-CPM-V1_0-20070709-D 

	Followup
	2007.07.19
	ConfCall
	REQ CPM
	OMA-RD-CPM-V1_0-20070709-D 

	Followup
	2007.07.30
	F2F
	REQ CPM
	OMA-RD-CPM-V1_0-20070709-D 

	Followup
	2007.07.31
	Email
	REQ CPM
	OMA-RD-CPM-V1_0-20070709-D 

	Followup
	2007.08.02
	ConfCall
	REQ CPM
	OMA-RD-CPM-V1_0-20070731-D 

	Followup
	2007.08.06
	Email
	REQ CPM
	OMA-RD-CPM-V1_0-20070731-D 

	Followup
	2007.08.09
	ConfCall
	REQ CPM
	OMA-RD-CPM-V1_0-20070731-D 

	Followup
	2007.08.14
	Email
	REQ CPM
	OMA-RD-CPM-V1_0-20070731-D 

	Followup
	2007.08.15
	ConfCall
	REQ CPM
	OMA-RD-CPM-V1_0-20070731-D 

	Followup
	2007.08.28
	F2F
	REQ CPM
	OMA-RD-CPM-V1_0-20070816-D 


3. Review Comments

3.1 OMA-RD-CPM-V1_0
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A001
	2007.03.01
	E
	General
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment: The editorial comments found in the attached file should be applied to the RD. 

Proposed Change: See contribution #053
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by contribution 2007-085

	A002
	2007.02.21
	E
	General
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Comment: Throughout the document both “service provider settings” and “service provider policy” are used. 

Proposed Change: Recommend to use “service provider policy” throughout the document.
	Status: CLOSED
The proposed change has been agreed.
See contribution 2007-195

	A003
	2007.03.02
	E
	General
	Source: Samsung

Comment: The following CRs have not been incorporated (as pointed out by the RD editor):

· 0025R01
· 0044R01 
Both were agreed in SFO meeting
Proposed Change: Incorporate both CRs in the CPM RD
	Status: CLOSED
The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

	A004
	2007.02.21
	E
	General
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The term “principal” is sometimes written with a capital P but it’s not always the case

Proposed Change: For consistency, we suggest writing “principal” everywhere


	Status: CLOSED
Changes to the RD: 

Principal is written with a capital P.
A definition for Principal is included with a reference to the OMA dictionary.


	A005
	2007.02.21
	E
	General
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: The term “Continuous Media” should be written in capital everywhere.

Proposed Change: For consistency, we suggest writing “Continuous Media” everywhere
	Status: CLOSED
The proposed change was agreed and introduced in the RD

	A006
	2007.02.21
	E
	General
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: The term “CPM Enabler” should be written in capital everywhere.

Proposed Change: For consistency, we suggest writing “CPM Enabler” everywhere
	Status: CLOSED
The proposed change was agreed and introduced in the RD

	A007
	2007.03.02
	E
	General
	Source: Huawei

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  

There are so many inconsistencies about uppercase and lowercase.

For example:

 “CPM Service” in the definition section and “CPM service” in some other sections;

“CPM Group” in the definition section and “CPM Group” in some other sections. 

Proposed Change:  

Check and modify the whole RD document.
	Status: CLOSED
The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD

	A008
	2007.03.03
	E
	General
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The terms defined in 3.2 sections should appear with capital letter in all the RD such as CPM User, CPM Address, CPM Message…

Proposed Change: For consistency, we suggest writing all the defined terms with first letter as a capital letter in all the document
	Status: CLOSED
The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD

	A009
	2007.03.02
	E/T
	General
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D
Comment: We appreciate the last minute substantial effort that went through in defining a consistent terminology used throughout the CPM RD, but noticed a couple of glitches where “CPM conversation” is used in lieu of “CPM session”. See as example: CPM-CONV-036, CPM-CONV-037, CPM-CAB-002, CPM-CAB-003, CPM-VAS-001, …
Proposed Change: solve these editorial glitches.

	Status: CLOSED
CONV-036: no action is required
CONV-037: No action required
CAB-002: change “conversation” to “CPM Conversation or a CPM Session”

CAB-003: change “conversation” to “CPM Conversation or a CPM Session”

VAS-001: no action is required


	A010
	2007.03.02
	T
	General
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: It is unclear if the requirements are mandatory or optional to all network elements.  It might be a good to add in the beginning of each subclause clarification about conditionality as OMA PoC 2 RD has, see example in OMA POC 2 RD 6.1.1 FUNC-NMT-001 and FUNC-NMT-002. 
Proposed Change: Adopt the method used in PoC 2 RD.
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

The issue will be handled at the TS phase.



	A011
	2007.03.02
	E
	General
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: It would be clarifying to have a short introductory text in the beginning of the subclause (before the table) as OMA PoC 2 RD has. 
Proposed Change: Adopt the method used in PoC 2 RD.
	Status: CLOSED
No action required



	A012
	2007.03.02
	E
	General
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: The column "Enabler Release" includes curently no information, because everything is allocated into the release 1.0.
Proposed Change: Make phasing.
	Status: CLOSED
No action

(Phasing will be handled by MWG)

	A013
	2007.03.02
	T
	General
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: PoC and IM are mentioned in the Scope clause, but not clarified requirements about interworking with PoC or IM.
Proposed Change: Clarify the requirements about IM and PoC interworking.
	Status: CLOSED
No action

(Interworking is adequately covered for the RD phase)

	A014
	2007.03.02
	E
	General
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology is not consistently used.  The term is sometimes capitalised in the subclaue 3.2, but not written the similar way in the following subclauses.  Sometimes the term is not capitalised even in the subclause 3.2.
Proposed Change: Correct.
	Status: CLOSED
See A008

	A015
	2007.03.02
	E
	General
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The terms which are defined in section 3.2 or referenced through the OMA DICT shall use the proper type of case (e.g. the first letter in upper case or all letters in upper case) for easier identification by the reader that the formal term is being referenced and to prevent confusion with common use terms (such as message).

Proposed Change: Make the corresponding changes throughout the RD where appropriate.
	Status: CLOSED
See A008

	A016
	2007.03.03
	E
	General
	Source: China Mobile
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: From the definition, “Non-CPM Messaging Service” means a pre-existing service, it is inconsistent.
Proposed Change: Replace the “existing messaging service” and “legacy messaging service” with “Non-CPM Messaging Service” in the whole INP doc
	Status: CLOSED
No action required

	A017
	2007.03.04
	E
	General
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: 2006 version of the RD template is still used. 

Proposed Change: Update document to the 2007 version of the template.
	Status: CLOSED
The proposed change was agreed and introduced in the RD

	A018
	2007.02.28
	E
	1
	Source: NEC

Form: INP_ Doc 2007-0058

Comment: editorial correction on singular/plural

Proposed Change: 

CPM enabler V1.0 is targeted to provide converged messaging capabilities focusing 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-enabled service: Video-o-IP

	Status: CLOSED
The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD

	A019
	2007.03.02
	T
	1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: CPM Enabler provides services with following services… Why Presence SIMPLE (and maybe also XDM) is not listed? 

Proposed Change: Add at least Presence SIMPLE and consider adding XDM as well because many CPM requirements uses PRS & XDM
	Status: CLOSED
No action required

	A020
	2007.03.01
	E
	1

2nd para
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: 2nd paragraph, "other, non-CPM based Messaging Services" duplicated.

Proposed Change: Remove so that this sentence will be "In order to achieve maximum connectivity between end-users (independent of whether they are using the future IP-based messaging services other, non-CPM based Messaging Services), CPM will enable future IP-based messaging services to interwork with other, non-CPM based, Messaging Services (e.g. SMS, MMS)."
	Status: CLOSED
No action required

	A021
	2007.03.01
	E
	1,

3rd para
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059

Comment: 3rd paragraph

Proposed Change: Change “transparency for user” to “transparency for users”
	Status: CLOSED
The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD

	A022
	2007.03.01
	E
	1, 

2nd para
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: Delete “the” from “will allow the future”
	Status: CLOSED
The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD

	A023
	2007.03.01
	T
	1, 

2nd para
	Source: Siemens

Comment: Text “(independent of …)” replicates what the line below says.

Proposed Change: Delete the paranthezised phrase.
	Status: CLOSED
See A001

	A024
	2007.03.02
	E
	1

2nd para
	Source: Telecom Italia
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: correct a typo in the second paragraph
Proposed Change: 
… (independent of whether they are using the future IP-based messaging services or other non-CPM based Messaging Services) …
	Status: CLOSED
See A011

	A025
	2007.03.04
	E
	1

2nd para
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: The 2nd sentence of the 2nd paragraph doesn’t read properly. 

Proposed Change: Rephrase sentence as follows:

“In order to achieve maximum connectivity between end-users (independent of whether they are using the future IP-based messaging services or another, non-CPM based, Messaging Services), CPM will enable future IP-based messaging services to interwork with other, non-CPM based, Messaging Services (e.g. SMS, MMS).”
	Status: CLOSED
See A011

	A026
	2007.03.01
	T
	1,

3rd para
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059

Comment: 

Proposed Change: Delete the “today” from “messaging services today” as it is meaningless.
	Status: CLOSED
The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD

	A027
	2007.03.04
	T
	1, 
3rd par
	Source: IBM
Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment: don’t understand last part of 3rd paragraph “whereby interworking may have different charging principles.” 

Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED
See A029

	A028
	2007.03.02
	E
	1
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The scope paragraph stresses that “CPM will allow the 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”. Should a requirement be written to highlight that intent of providing reusable components within the CPM Framwork?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

The introduction and scope sections have been reworded.

See contribution 2007-354R03

	A029
	2007.03.02
	E
	1
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The sentence “common charging principles are essential for service success and transparency for user, whereby interworking may have different charging principles” is not very clear.

Proposed Change: Consider a rewording
	Status: CLOSED
Remove the last part of the sentence: “whereby interworking may have…”.

	A030
	2007.03.03
	T
	1
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: in the last paragraph, although the common denominator of these messaging systems is text, qualifying them as “text messaging” seems confusing.

Proposed Change: The suggestion is to use “messaging services”.
	Status: CLOSED
No action

	A031
	2007.03.04
	E
	1
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: The bullet-list seems to suggest we are only considering the text functionalities of IMPS, SIMPLE IM, Email, and MMS.  This is not true, also the multimedia aspects are considered.

Proposed Change: Rephrase bullet as follows:

“Text and/or multimedia enabled services: SMS, IMPS, SIMPLE IM, Email, MMS.”
	Status: CLOSED
The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD

	A032
	2007.03.03
	T
	1
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The term “messaging” seems to be used with an overloaded meaning that may lead to confusion, CPM would benefit from having a name that reflects better its wider nature.

Proposed Change: The recommendation is to proceed with the ongoing discussions about the name change.
	Status: CLOSED
No action

	A033
	2007.03.03
	T
	1
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The word "messaging" is used all over the scope section although CPM is more than messaging. 

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording the scope section as follows:

This document defines the requirements for the Converged IP Messaging (CPM) enabler.

CPM will allow the future communication functionalities to be specified as common reusable service capabilities that support the creation of a range of IP-based services needing any multimedia communication functionality. In order to achieve maximum connectivity between end-users (independent of whether they are using the future IP-based communication services other, non-CPM based Services), CPM will enable future IP-based communication services to interwork with other, non-CPM based, 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 communication services today, common charging principles are essential for service success and transparency for user, whereby interworking may have different charging principles.

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

The introduction and scope sections have been reworded.

See contribution 2007-354R03

	A034
	2007.03.04
	T
	1
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: The section talks about the convergence of messaging services and future IP messaging services, where also non-messaging services such as voice and video are considered in scope. 

Proposed Change: Rephrase to communication services.
	Status: CLOSED
See resolution of A033



	A035
	2007.03.04
	T
	1
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Why is the scope limited to “interworking to enable future IP-based messaging services to interwork with other, non-CPM based, Messaging Services (e.g. SMS, MMS)” but does not say anything about email, IM, and fax 9or even voice/video message?
Proposed Change: 

Suggest either: (1) The group clarifies and motivates the reasons

Or

(2 - better) example list includes such messaging channels.

Or 

(3) If it is assumed that (some of ) these examples are covered in IPbased messaging services it would be great to mention which ones list them there and list the others as part of the example (e.g. SMS, MMS, …).
	Status: CLOSED
See resolution of A033

	A036
	2007.03.04
	T
	1
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: What does it mean to “provide a 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-enabled service: Video-o-IP” .

Is it interworking? Is it reproducing the features? Is it reproducing the capability (i.e redefining email, …)
Proposed Change: 

Rephrase to select some of the options in comment above: provide features, provide same capability, provide interworkung [then define well somewhere] or something else and for which one of the messaging system is it what aspect.
	Status: CLOSED
This section has nothing to do with interworking. It refers to the user experience.

No action required

	A037
	2007.03.04
	T
	1
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Why is there no mention of XMPP? 
Proposed Change: 

Mention IM XMPP


	Status: CLOSED
Action:
Insert “e.g.” before each list of services

	A038
	2007.03.04
	T
	1
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 

Potential issue based on previous comment. 

If the intent is to reproduce the capability of some of the existing protocols on IP, one should be very clear that some of these exist by definition on IP (e.g. email, VoIP/voicechat, IPTV/Video chat, IM (SIMPLE or XMPP based)). These are clearly IP based. One would hope that the intention is not to simply reproduce the work of such solution, but instead take advantage of them and integrate them into an appropriate interworking scheme and not a re-specification of the same capabilities…

To aim at building new specifications that competes or compete with the existing messaging channels for the same capabilities is to be absolutely avoided and is in our view not an acceptable approach.
Proposed Change: 

Clarify clearly in the scope what is the intent and in particular agree to a statement that:

“The intent of CPM is by no means to reproduce or replace existing IP based messaging capabilities but to provides way to ensure interworking across these messaging systems and availability of the different messaging channels in IP networks (i.e. to send or receive message in these channels from an all IP network).


	Status: CLOSED
No action required

This issue should be raised during the AD phase

	A039
	2007.03.04
	T
	1
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: what is Video-o-IP? The notation or terminology is not conventional. 
Proposed Change: 

Add references (see after), acronym but also define or position versus Video chat, Video on Demand, Video telephony etc…


	Status: CLOSED
Action:
Change “Video-o-IP” to “Video telephony, webcam, Video streaming”

	A040
	2007.03.04
	T
	2
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Its seems that all the messaging channels / mechanisms for example described in section 1, should have proper references in this section so that we clearly know what is meant for example by IM, VoIP, Video-o-IP,…
Proposed Change: 

Add references for these services or any other messaging service referred to in the document,,,


	Status: CLOSED
No action required
(The services are for example only and references are not needed.)

	A041
	2007.03.02
	E
	2.1
	Source: Samsung

Comment: References to Presence and XDM should not be just to their RDs, but to their entire enabler, since the texts that includes these references talk about “enablers” and “features from the Presence standard” and not of their requirements.
Proposed Change: Change the references as follows:

“Presence SIMPLE, OMA- Presence_SIMPLE-V1_0 

URL: http://www.openmobilealliance.org”
XML Document Management, OMA- XDM-V1_0

URL: http://www.openmobilealliance.org
	Status: CLOSED
The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

In addition, the version is changed to 2.0

	A042
	2007.03.02
	E
	2.1
	Source: Huawei

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 
The TS document should be the reference rather than the RD document.

And the latest version number should be 2.0 rather than 1.0.

Proposed Change:  

[OMA Presence]
Presence SIMPLE Specification, OMA-TS-Presence_SIMPLE- V2_0 

URL: http://www.openmobilealliance.org
[OMA XDM]
XML Document Management Specification, OMA-TS-XDM- V2_0

URL: http://www.openmobilealliance.org
	Status: CLOSED
See A041

	A043
	2007.03.02
	T
	2.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: Use latest version (2.0) of XDM  and Presence RD 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED
See A041

	A044
	2007.03.02
	T
	2.1 
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: Why only XDM & Presence is mentioned. Why this list don’t include also PoC, IM etc… 
Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED
No action required.
(This is not required because there is no normative reference)



	A045
	2007.03.04
	E
	2.1
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: Unify references to a single format.

Proposed Change: Update references to Presence, XDM, and URI-Schemes to the same format as the reference to the OMA Dictionary.
	Status: CLOSED
The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 



	A046
	2007.03.04
	E
	2.1
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: Refer to 1.0.1 versions of the Presence and XDM enablers.

Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED
See A041

	A047
	2007.03.04
	E
	2.1
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: XDM enabler is not referred to from a normative section.

Proposed Change: Move reference to section 2.2.
	Status: CLOSED
The reference to XDM has been moved to the “Informative References” section.

See contribution 94R03

	A048
	2007.03.02
	E
	2.2
	Source: Huawei

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  

OMA Dictionary V2.5 has been approved

Proposed Change:  

[OMADICT]
“Dictionary for OMA Specifications”, Version 2. 5, Open Mobile Alliance™,
OMA-ORG-Dictionary-V2_5, URL:http://www.openmobilealliance.org/
	Status: CLOSED
See contribution 2007-083

	A049
	2007.03.02
	E
	2.2
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The latest version of the OMA Dictionnary is v2.5

Proposed Change:  Update reference as follows: 

OMA-ORG-Dictionary-V2_5
	Status: CLOSED
See contribution 2007-083

	A050
	2007.03.04
	E
	2.2
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: OMA Dictionary is referred to from a normative section.

Proposed Change: Move reference to section 2.1.
	Status: CLOSED
See contribution 2007-083

	A051
	2007.03.04
	T
	2.2
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: Refer to version 2.5 of the OMA Dictionary.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED
See contribution 2007-083

	A052
	2007.02.28
	E
	3.1
	Source: NEC

Form: INP_ Doc 2007-0058

Comment: 

The sentence “This is an informative document, which is not intended to provide testable requirements to implementations.

” is not valid for the RD. As per RD template guidance, only the first 2 paragraphs are kept when the RD aims to define testable requirements.

See RD template comments.

Proposed Change: 

The key words “MUST”, “MUST NOT”, “REQUIRED”, “SHALL”, “SHALL NOT”, “SHOULD”, “SHOULD NOT”, “RECOMMENDED”, “MAY”, and “OPTIONAL” in this document are to be interpreted as described in [RFC2119].

All sections and appendixes, except “Scope” and “Introduction”, are normative, unless they are explicitly indicated to be informative.



	Status: CLOSED
The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 2007-090R01



	A053
	2007.03.01
	E
	3.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059

Comment: The definitions are not sorted

Proposed Change: Sort in alphabetical order
	Status: CLOSED
See contribution 2007-088

	A054
	2007.03.02
	E
	3.2
	Source: Samsung

Proposed Change: Order definitions in alphabetical order for better readability.
	Status: CLOSED
See contribution 2007-088

	A055
	2007.03.02
	E
	3.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: Definitions should be in alphabetical order

Proposed Change: Order definitions
	Status: CLOSED
See contribution 2007-088

	A056
	2007.03.02
	E
	3.2
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: Definitions are not always properly sorted (e.g., “Immediate Messaging” is followed by “Deferred Message'”

Proposed Change: Alphabetically sort 3.2.
	Status: CLOSED
See contribution 2007-088

	A057
	2007.03.02
	E
	3.2
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The definitions table shall be either sorted in alphabetical order or with definitions ordered in logical groupings (Groups, Enabler / Service / System, message types, storage representations of conversation items, …)

Proposed Change: Agree on ordering mechanism and implement it.
	Status: CLOSED
See contribution 2007-088

	A058
	2007.03.02
	E
	3.2
4
	Source: Samsung

Comment: these sections contain the term “legacy services”. In SF, the group agreed to not use the term “legacy” any more.
Proposed Change: Replace “legacy services” with “non-CPM messaging services”
	Status: CLOSED
Implemented in contribution 2007-155R01



	A059
	2007.03.01
	E
	3.2

Ban
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059

Comment: " Ban" (a blank space included)

Proposed Change: Remove the space.
	Status: CLOSED
The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 2007-090R01



	A060
	2007.03.02
	E
	3.2
Ban
	Source: Samsung

Comment: Definition of “ban” is too brief and not very meaningful wrt to the CPM context (“prohibit to attend”: to attend what?)

Proposed Change: Use the following definition instead: “In the context of a CPM Group Session, a person banned means a person who is prohibited to attend it.”
	Status: CLOSED
Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: remove "ban”

	A061
	2007.03.04
	T
	3.2
Ban
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 

Definition of Ban: what does it mean to “attend”? Does it mean that we are talking of chat / conferences? Is it in another context: like lack listed for a messaging service or a target?

Proposed Change: 

Unable to provide suggestion. Clarification needed.


	Status: CLOSED
Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: remove "ban”

	A062
	2007.02.21
	E
	3.2

CPM Enabler
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Proposed Change: Change “CPM Enabler” to “CPM enabler” for consistency through out the document
	Status: CLOSED
See A006

	A063
	2007.02.21
	E
	3.2

CPM Enabler
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: Definition of CPM Enabler: the front size is different from the rest of the definitions

Proposed Change: harmonize the front size in the definition section
	Status: CLOSED
The definition has been removed.

See contribution 2007-144R02

	A064
	2007.03.01
	E
	3.2

CPM Enabler
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059

Comment: CPM Enabler, column 2 font size 10pt

Proposed Change: Use 9pt
	Status: CLOSED

The definition has been removed.

See contribution 2007-144R02

	A065
	2007.03.02
	E
	3.2

CPM Enabler 
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: “Interworking” has no formal definition and shall be in lower case

Proposed Change: Change the definition to: “Collection of functionalities that aim to provide convergence of end user communication services experience, while interworking with legacy services.”
	Status: CLOSED

The definition has been removed.

See contribution 2007-144R02

	A066
	2007.03.04
	T
	3.2

CPM Enabler
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The definition of CPM enabler is problematic: it still does not tell us what  it is. What is convergence of end user communication services experience.

Proposed Change: 

Define it as: CPM enabler: OMA enabler that exposes converged IP messaging capability over IP.

Add a definition of converged messaging over IP like (to be done by WG): capability to send or receive any type of multimedia messages or stream on IP networks as well as to other messaging channel via interworking.

Interworking should be defined too.
	Status: CLOSED

The definition has been removed.

See contribution 2007-144R02

	A067
	2007.03.01
	E
	3.2

‘CPM Service’ definition
	Source: Siemens

Comment: CPM Service

Proposed Change: Replace “an end-user acces” by “end-user access”
	Status: CLOSED
The definition has been deleted.
See contribution 362R01

	A068
	2007.03.02
	E
	3.2

‘CPM Service’ definition
	Source: Huawei

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  

The definition for ‘CPM service’ should be refined.

Proposed Change: 
A service (see [OMA-DICT]) that enables an end-user acces , via a collection of functions, to the converged IP messaging functionality.
	Status: CLOSED

The definition has been deleted.

See contribution 362R01

	A069
	2007.03.02
	E
	3.2

CPM Service definition
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Typos

Proposed Change: Change the definition to: “A service (see [OMA-DICT]) that enables an end-user access to the CPM Enabler's functionality via a collection of functions.”
	Status: CLOSED

The definition has been deleted.

See contribution 362R01

	A070
	2007.03.02
	T
	3.2

CPM Service definition
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: CPM service is usually what the end-user experiences. Suggest a wording similar to that of PoC service in the PoC 1.0 RD, or something simpler.

Proposed Change: 

Suggest either: (1) The user’s perception of the functionality provided by the CPM Enabler

Or

(2) A service (see [OMA-DICT]) enabled by the CPM Enabler and provided to an end-user 
	Status: CLOSED

The definition has been deleted.

See contribution 362R01

	A071
	2007.03.03
	E
	3.2

CPM Service definition
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: editorial correction for CPM service definition

Proposed Change: We suggest rewording as follows:

A service (see [OMA-DICT]) that enables an end-user access, via a collection of functions, to the CPM Enabler's functionality.
	Status: CLOSED

The definition has been deleted.

See contribution 362R01

	A072
	2007.03.04
	T
	3.2

CPM Service definition
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The definition of CPM service is problematic: Service is out of scope of OMA, i.e. not standardized by OMA. 

Proposed Change: 

Define as an application that uses the CPM Enabler.
	Status: CLOSED

The definition has been deleted.

See contribution 362R01

	A073
	2007.03.04
	E
	3.2

CPM Service definition
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: Font size of the CPM Service definition is inconsistent with the rest of the section.

Proposed Change: Update font size.
	Status: CLOSED

The definition has been deleted.

See contribution 362R01

	A074
	2007.03.02
	E
	3.2
‘Non-CPM Messaging Service’ defintion
	Source: Samsung

Comment: Definition of  “non-CPM Messaging service”: no reason to differentiate “pre-existing messaging service” and “another (e.g. Internet-based) messaging service”
Proposed Change: Merge the two categories as follows:

A pre-existing messaging service (e.g. (fixed-line) SMS, (fixed-line) MMS, IMPS,  Internet-based messaging services).
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0302R02

	A075
	2007.03.02
	E
	3.2

‘Non-CPM Messaging Service’ defintion
	Source: Huawei

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  

Wording

Proposed Change: 
A pre-existing messaging service (e.g. (fixed-line) SMS, (fixed-line) MMS, IMPS) or other (e.g. Internet-based) messaging services.
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0302R02

	A076
	2007.03.02
	E
	3.2

Non-CPM Messaging service definition
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Spelling mistake to correct and rewording required

Proposed Change: Change the definition as follows: “A pre-existing messaging service (e.g. (fixed-line) SMS, (fixed-line) MMS, IMPS) or another messaging service (e.g. Internet-based).”
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0302R02

	A077
	2007.03.03
	E
	3.2

Non-CPM Messaging service definition
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: editorial correction for non-CPM Messaging service definition

Proposed Change: We suggest rewording as follows:

A pre-existing messaging service (e.g. (fixed-line) SMS, (fixed-line) MMS, IMPS) or another (e.g. Internet-based) messaging service.
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0302R02

	A078
	2007.03.04
	T
	3.2

Non-CPM Messaging service definition
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 

Definition of Non-CPM Messaging Service: what is the difference between pre-existing and other. The others are pre-existing also …

Proposed Change: 

Fix definition. Don’t categrorize
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0302R02

	A079
	2007.03.04
	T
	3.2

Non-CPM Messaging service definition
	Source: Oracle 

Form: <INP doc > 

Comment:  Definition of Non-CPM Messaging Service: What is the intent of (fixed) in front of SMS and MMS. Why not mobile also? 

Proposed Change: 

Removethe distinction. 
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0302R02

	A080
	2007.03.04
	T
	3.2

Non-CPM Messaging service definition
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: The term Non-CPM Messaging Service is also used in the document for non-messaging services (e.g. voice- or video-services)

Proposed Change: Change name and definition to Non-CPM Communication Service.
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0302R02

	A080

bis
	2007.03.01
	T
	3.2

Non-CPM Messaging service definition
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment: The Non-CPM messaging service definition should be clear and grammatically correct

Proposed Change: 

A pre-existing messaging service (e.g. (fixed-line) SMS, (fixed-line) MMS, IMPS) or other messaging service (e.g. Internet-based email).
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0302R02

	A081
	2007.03.02
	E
	3.2

CPM Message definition
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Extra dot not required

Proposed Change: Change as follows: “Information of a discrete nature that is sent to one or more recipients. A CPM Message can contain several discrete media (e.g. text, images, audio-clips, video-clips).”
	Status: CLOSED
See document 2007-0262R03

The extra dot has been removed.

	A082
	2007.03.02
	E
	3.2

CPM Message definition

Continuous Media definition
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Both the CPM Message & Continuous Media definitions enumerate end-users (using his/her device) and applications as senders.

Proposed Change: Change the enumeration and refer to a Principal instead.
	Status: CLOSED

See document 2007-0262R03
The relevant sentences have been removed as a result of other comments.

	A083
	2007.03.03
	E
	3.2
CPM Message definition


	Source: China Mobile
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: A spell error in the definitions of “CPM Message”: … an end-user acces via …
Proposed Change: … an end-user access via …
	Status: CLOSED

See document 2007-0262R03
The definition has been reworded

	A084
	2007.03.04
	T
	3.2
CPM Message definition


	Source: IBM
Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   CPM message definition of  “of a discrete nature” makes no sense

Proposed Change: delete the phrase
	Status: CLOSED

See document 2007-0262R03
Phrase deleted as proposed

	A085
	2007.03.04
	T
	3.2
CPM Message definition


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: CPM Message: it seems that the usage of discrete is unclear or possibly ambiguous. 

Proposed Change: 

Change terminology, add definition or re-phrase
	Status: CLOSED

See document 2007-0262R03
The definition has been reworded

	A086
	2007.03.04
	T
	3.2 CPM Message / Continuous Media
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: CPM Message/ Continuous media. Distinction does not seem as clear as one my thing. A continuous session is starts end ends. As such it is also a discrete message…

It seems that continuous media is bounded by a CPM session and therefore discrete across sessions (especially as finite in time)…

Are the definitions supposed to overlap or refer to different concepts? Are these mutually exclusive categories?

Proposed Change: 

The group should answer and fix appropriately by indicating in the definitions if they are mutually exclusives or not as well as relating continuous to session…
	Status: CLOSED

See document 2007-0262R03
The definitions have been changed and deleted respectively



	A087
	2007.03.02
	T
	3.2 Continuous Media
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Definition of Continuous Media is circular and does not adequately reflect the difference with Discrete Media 

Proposed Change: 

Suggest the following Clarification:

“Information of a continuous nature (i.e. with an inherent notion of time) exchanged between two or more recipients. A Continuous Media can be initiated either by an end-user or by an application. A Continuous Media can be unidirectional (e.g. a  streamed video) or bidirectional (VoIP call between participants).”
	Status: CLOSED

See document 2007-0262R03
The definition has been deleted

	A088
	2007.03.03
	E
	3.2 Continuous Media
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Editorial: media is either the plural of medium or uncountable. Remove “a” continuous media.

Proposed Change: We suggest rewording as follows:

Information of a continuous nature exchanged between two or more recipients. Continuous Media can be initiated either by an end-user or by an application. Continuous Media can be unidirectional (e.g. a  streamed video) or bidirectional (VoIP call between participants)
	Status: CLOSED

See document 2007-0262R03
The definition has been deleted

	A089
	2007.03.04
	T
	3.2 Continuous Media
	Source: IBM
Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   Continuous media definition uses the word “continuous” to define itself.  No idea what it means.

Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED

See document 2007-0262R03
The definition has been deleted

	A090
	2007.03.04
	T
	3.2 Continuous Media
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: The name of the term Continuous Media doesn’t include the transport characteristics that are included in the definition.

Proposed Change: Change name to Continuous Media Exchange.
	Status: CLOSED

See document 2007-0262R03
The definition has been deleted

	A091
	2007.03.01
	T
	3.2

CPM Conversation definition
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059

Comment: CPM Conversation, The phrase “related due to common characteristics” can be interpreted to refer to the principals. But it is not the principals that are related. 

Proposed Change: Replace the definition by “A collection of related CPM Messages and/or CPM Sessions between two or more principals (e.g., CPM users or Applications).”
	Status: CLOSED
Changed as proposed.

See contribution OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0263R01.

	A092
	2007.03.02
	E
	3.2

CPM Conversation definition
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Principals is a formally defined term

Proposed Change: Change as follows:

“A collection of CPM Messages and/or CPM Sessions between two or more Principals (e.g. CPM users or Applications) related due to common characteristics.”
	Status: CLOSED
The proposed change was agreed and introduced in the RD


	A093
	2007.03.03
	T
	3.2

CPM Conversation definition
	Source: China Mobile
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The definition of “CPM Session” and “CPM Conversation” isn’t clear enough, may lead to misunderstanding

Proposed Change: Further clarify of the two terms, a figure to describe the life-cycles of “CPM Session” and “CPM Conversation” is preferred
	Status: CLOSED

This is covered by figure 1 in section 4 of the RD. 

See contribution OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0263R01.

	A094
	2007.03.04
	T
	3.2

CPM Conversation definition
	Source: IBM
Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   CPM conversation uses “related due to common characteristics” but don’t understand what the phrase adds.  Why is it needed?

Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED

The issue of how to determine which CPM Messages and CPM Session Invitations that shall be considered as being part of one and the same CPM Conversation will be further detailed in the AD phase.  

See contribution OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0263R01.

	A095
	2007.03.01
	E
	3.2

‘CPM Thread’
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059

Comment: CPM Thread, column 2 extra dot at the end.

Proposed Change: Remove
	Status: CLOSED
Editorial update to the RD

See contribution 375R01

	A096
	2007.03.01
	E
	3.2

‘CPM Thread’
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059

Comment: CPM Thread, Is there a trailing, left-alone dot or is it a smear on my screen?
	Status: CLOSED

Editorial update to the RD

See contribution 375R01

	A097
	2007.03.02
	T
	3.2

‘CPM Thread’
	Source: Samsung

Comment: Definition of “CPM Thread”: “A CPM Thread stored in a specific user’s storage is limited to the exchanges in which this storage-owning CPM user has participated.“ – not clear about this limitation. Does it mean that a CPM user who joins later an existing conversation and is able to get the conversation history of messages exchanged before he joined, is not able to store this conversation history with the rest of the conversation?

Proposed Change: To be discussed in the group, but would propose to remove the sentence above, as this precludes a useful use case, and this looks more a requirement than a definition anyway.
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 375R01

text removed from definition and requirement added

	A098
	2007.03.02
	E
	3.2

‘CPM Thread’ 
	Source: Huawei

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  

Does a stored message or session history belong to more than one Thread?

Is a CPM Thread only a view or a physical storage?

What is the relationship among Thread, Conversation, and Session?

Proposed Change:  

Please Clarify it.
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 375R01



	A099
	2007.03.01
	T
	3.2

‘CPM Thread’
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment: The definition of CPM thread should be clarified with respect to conversations. 

Proposed Change: 

Stored representation of a CPM Conversation. A CPM Thread stored in a specific user’s storage is limited to the previous conversations in which this storage-owning CPM user has participated.


	Status: CLOSED
See contribution 375R01

text regarding participation in definition removed and requirement added regarding storing threads from CPM Conversations

	A100
	2007.03.02
	E
	3.2

CPM Thread definition
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Remove stray period and extra blank line

Proposed Change: Remove stray period and extra blank line
	Status: CLOSED

Editorial update to the RD

See contribution 375R01

	A101
	2007.03.02
	T
	3.2 

CPM Thread

And 6.1.6
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 

2nd sentence of definition ought to be explicitly brought out in the requirements (it does not seem to be).

Proposed Change: 

Suggest limiting the definition to the 1st sentence only and making the 2nd sentence a new requirement in 6.1.6, i.e.

“CPM Threads stored in a specific CPM user’s storage SHALL be limited to the exchanges in which this storage-owning CPM user has participated”


	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 375R01

text removed from definition and requirement added

	A102
	2007.03.03
	E
	3.2

CPM Thread

definition
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>

Comment: Stored representation of a CPM Conversation. A CPM Thread stored in a specific user’s storage is limited to the exchanges in which this storage-owning CPM user has participated. (Will there be default storage for users provided by operators where threads will be stored. If no default storage is available what happens to CPM threads?)
Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 375R01

Closed as question on specific storage used not addressed but it appears more of an implementation issue and out of scope for RD

	A103
	2007.03.04
	E
	3.2

CPM Thread

definition
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: Remove empty line after the definition of CPM Thread. 

Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED

Editorial update to the RD

See contribution 375R01

	A104
	2007.03.04
	E
	3.2

CPM Session,

CPM Group Session,

CPM Session History
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: Order of definitions of CPM Conversation, CPM Thread, CPM Session, CPM Group Session and CPM Session History is not easily readable. 

Proposed Change: Move definitions of CPM Session, CPM Group Session, and CPM Session History to before the definitions of CPM Conversation and CPM Thread.
	Status: CLOSED
See contribution 88

	A105
	2007.03.03
	E
	3.2

CPM Group Session
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>

Comment: Adding the term “CPM” in front of Group

Proposed Change: A CPM Session established for a Pre-defined CPM Group or Ad-hoc CPM Group.
	Status: CLOSED
No action required

	A106
	2007.03.02
	T
	3.2 

CPM Session History

and 6.1.6
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Similar comment to CPM Thread above

Proposed Change: 

Add a new requirement to 6.1.6

“CPM Session Histories stored in a specific CPM user’s storage SHALL be limited to the CPM Sessions in which this storage-owning CPM user has participated”


	Status: CLOSED
No action required
See A107

	A107
	2007.03.03
	E
	3.2

CPM Session History
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>

Comment: Definition without the content part is not very clear

Proposed Change: Stored representation of the content exchanged during a CPM Session.
	Status: CLOSED
The proposed change has been agreed.

See contribution 193R01

	A108
	2007.03.04
	T
	3.2

CPM Session History
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: Definition of CPM Session History lacks the note that the CPM Session History only contains the exchanges that the CPM User was involved in. 

Proposed Change: Add the same text as is present in the definition of CPM Thread.
	Status: CLOSED
See A107

	A109
	2007.03.02
	E
	3.2

Moderated CPM Group Session definition
	Source: Samsung

Comment: Definition of “Moderated CPM Group Session” – the definition looks as if the moderator is only able to control the CPM messages and continuous media exchanged, while it could do more (e.g. ban a participant).

Proposed Change: Make the above controls as examples, by rewording as follows:

“A type of CPM Group Session in which an Authorized Principal has the ability to manage and control a CPM Group Session (e.g. control the CPM Messages and/or Continuous Media exchanged between the CPM Users)”
The editor’s note needs also to be addressed.
	Status: CLOSED
The definition has been removed

See contribution 258R01 

	A110
	2007.03.02
	T
	3.2

Moderated CPM Group Session definition
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The meaning of control of CPM Messages and of Continuous Media needs to be explicated or the requirements removed.

Proposed Change: Define the meaning or remove the related definition, requirements and use case throughout the RD
	Status: CLOSED

The definition has been removed

See contribution 258R01

	A111
	2007.03.04
	T
	3.2

Moderated CPM Group Session definition
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Moderated CPM Group Session has an editor’s note. This is to be removed for formal review. 

The nature of the note implies that the decision on how the issue is resolved will require in our opinion a new formal review! These are open issues not reviewed by the membership as proposed.

Proposed Change: Address editor’s note and remove.

Upon completion of RDRR and RD and new formal review is to take place!
	Status: CLOSED

The definition has been removed

See contribution 258R01

	A112
	2007.03.04
	T
	3.2

Moderated CPM Group Session definition
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: Editor’s note to definition of Moderated CPM Group Session is not required; moderation of messages should be perfectly possible. 

Proposed Change: Remove the editor’s note.
	Status: CLOSED

The definition has been removed

See contribution 258R01

	A113
	2007.03.02
	E
	3.2
‘CPM Address’ definition

	Source: Samsung

Comment: Definition of “CPM Address” – “A CPM user can have multiple CPM addresses. Note: a CPM Address may reuse address-types that already exist for other services.” These parts of the definition are not relevant in a definitions section, i.e. they are not needed to understand what a “CPM address” is

Proposed Change: Remove these sentences.
	Status: CLOSED
The proposed changes have been agreed.

See contribution 202R02

	A114
	2007.03.02
	T
	3.2

‘CPM Address’ definition
	Source: Huawei

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  

How to identify an application? Could a CPM address identify an application?

Proposed Change:  

Please Clarify above question.
	Status: CLOSED
See contribution 202R02

	A115
	2007.03.02
	E
	3.2

CPM Service Provider definition
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The abbreviation shall be residing in section 3.3

Proposed Change: Remove the abbreviation in section 3.2 and add it in section 3.3
	Status: CLOSED
No action

The group agreed to remove the definition and the CPM SP abbreviation.

See contribution 194R01

	A116
	2007.03.02
	E
	3.2

CPM Service Provider definition
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 

Suggest changing ‘service provider’ to ‘principal’. Also slight editorial changes.

Proposed Change: 

“A principal that offers CPM services to CPM users”.


	Status: CLOSED

No action

The group agreed to remove the definition.

See contribution 194R01

	A117
	2007.03.03
	E
	3.2

CPM Service Provider (CPM SP
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>

Comment: User may not be proper. Since users can be legacy as well.

Proposed Change: A service provider that offers the CPM service to his CPM subscribers.
	Status: CLOSED

No action

The group agreed to remove the definition.

See contribution 194R01

	A118
	2007.03.03
	E
	3.2

CPM Service Provider (CPM SP
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Abbrevations for CPM Service Provider (CPM SP) appears in the definitions section.

Proposed Change: We suggest moving abbrevations to the abbrevations section (§3.3)
	Status: CLOSED

No action

The group agreed to remove the definition.

See contribution 194R01

	A119
	2007.03.02
	T
	3.2

CPM Service Provider Domain definition
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The definition of CPM Service Provider Domain is recursive (same comment from Informal Review). 

Can we use the DICT definition of Domain: “A set of objects, each of which is related by a characterizing relationship to a controlling object. For example, an internet domain is a set of resources that share a common address”?

Proposed Change: 

“The domain [OMADICT] of the CPM Service Provider that offers the CPM service to his users”
	Status: CLOSED
The definition has been deleted.

See contribution 314R01

	A120
	2007.03.03
	E
	3.2

CPM Service Provider domain
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>

Comment: Users may not be appropriate word.

Proposed Change: The domain of the CPM Service Provider that offers the CPM service to his CPM Subscribers.
	Status: CLOSED

The definition has been deleted.

See contribution 314R01

	A121
	2007.03.03
	E
	3.2

CPM Service Provider domain
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: definition on CPM Service Provider domain: These definitions imply that CPM is ONE service whereas it is a service capability framework which can support many different services.

Proposed Change: Suggests to reword to “… that offers services to users thanks to the CPM service enabler”
	Status: CLOSED

The definition has been deleted.

See contribution 314R01

	A122
	2007.03.04
	T
	3.2

CPM Service Provider domain
	Source: IBM
Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   CPM Service Provider domain – the definition just rearranges these words and does not explain it

Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED

The definition has been deleted.

See contribution 314R01

	A123
	2007.03.02
	T
	3.2 

CPM User
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 

Replace ‘end-user’ with ‘principal’

Proposed Change: 

“A principal that has access to the CPM Service”
	Status: CLOSED
The group agreed to remove the definition of CPM User

See contribution 196R01

	A124
	2007.03.02
	T
	3.2 

CPM User
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Definition of CPM User: To have access is irrelevant… What doe sit mean? Either the intention is to say it uses it or that it is authorized to use it. The former should be defined (i.e. do I send, do I receive, do I do other things?). The latter seems out of scope as set by SP policies for the CPM service not the enabler…

Proposed Change: 

Clarify based on suggestions above


	Status: CLOSED

The group agreed to remove the definition of CPM User

See contribution 196R01

	A125
	2007.02.28
	T
	3.2

Pre-defined group
	Source: NEC

Form: INP_ Doc 2007-0058

Comment: 

Definition of Pre-defined Group: - defines itself by using its own term.

Proposed Change: 

CPM of Pre-defined Group:

A group of CPM Addresses that is identified via a single persistent CPM Address.


	Status: CLOSED
See contribution 87R01

	A126
	2007.03.02
	T
	3.2

Pre-defined group
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: Clarify Pre-defined group 

Proposed Change: A CPM Pre-defined Group is a predefined set of Users together with its policies and attributes. A CPM Pre-defined Group is identified by a SIP URI.
	Status: CLOSED
See contribution 87R01

	A127
	2007.03.03
	E
	3.2

CPM Ad-hoc group
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: CPM Ad-hoc Group is defined as not separately identified via a single persistent CPM address, but should it not be identified by a single temporarily CPM address?

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

A group of CPM Addresses temporarily linked together and that is separately identified via a single temporarily CPM Address.
	Status: CLOSED
See contribution 87R01

	A128
	2007.02.21
	E
	3.2

Charging correlation definition
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: Definition of Charging Correlation: the term “Charging Event” is written in capital but we don’t see the need for that.

Proposed Change: replace “Charging Event” by “charging event”
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution in CR 2007-0092R06

	A129
	2007.03.02
	E
	3.2

Media definition
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Media are not necessarily exchanged and can simply exist in storage without any exchange taking place.

Proposed Change: Change the definition as follows: “Information structure that takes different forms (e.g. an XML document, image, etc), referred to as Media Types. Media are typically exchanged between Principals or stored.”
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed in document 2007-0128R02

	A130
	2007.03.02
	T
	3.2

Media definition
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Definition of media. 

1) Does it match IETF definitions?

2) How doe sit relates to CPM messages, continuous media and CPM conversations

Proposed Change: refer to IETF (if appropriate) and relate to other definitions.
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed in document 2007-0128R02

	A131
	2007.02.21
	E
	3.2

Deferred Message
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: Definition of Deferred Message: lack of consistency in the use of the term “message”

Proposed Change: Replace “message” by “CPM Message”
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes have been agreed.

See contribution 276R01

	A132
	2007.02.04
	T
	3.2

Deferred Message
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Definition of Deferred Message: why stored in network. It can also be stored in enabler or service… 

Proposed Change: Remove “in the network” at the beginning of the definition and replace “from the network” by “from the store where the message has been stored” at the end.
	Status: CLOSED

The definition has been reworded

See contribution 276R01

	A133
	2007.03.04
	T
	3.2
Address Book


	Source: IBM
Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   Address book uses “database” in definition which has certain meaning.

Proposed Change: change “database” to “set”
	Status: CLOSED
The proposed change is agreed.

	A134
	2007.03.02
	E
	3.2
Preferred Communication Mode


	Source: Samsung

Comment: Definition of “Preferred Communication Mode”: “Information on the way the CPM user may communicate with others” –  “may” expresses more an ability to communicate rather than a preference

Proposed Change: Reword the definition as follows: “Information on the way the CPM user prefers to communicate with others.”
	Status: CLOSED
See contribution 143R04

	A135
	2007.03.03
	E
	3.2

Preferred Communication Mode
	Source: Motorola

From: <Inp doc>

Comment: “may communicate with others” does not seem to very clear.

Proposed Change: Information on the way the CPM user wishes to be communicated with. This information can be a combination of:

· Media  forms (e.g. text, voice, video file) taken from a subset of service capabilities of the device

· Conversational modes (i.e. Message or Session)

The Preferred Communication Mode is set by the CPM user on a per device basis.
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 143R04

	A136
	2007.03.04
	T
	3.2

Preferred Communication Mode
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   Last sentence of “preferred communication mode” is a requirement, not a definition

Proposed Change: make the sentence into a requirement
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 143R04

	A137
	2007.03.02
	T
	3.2

Service capabilities

Preferred Communication Mode
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: The definitions of "Service Capabilities" and “Preferred Communication Mode are unclear regarding to presence. Service Capabilities are not only media capabilities in a device it is also the application that make use of them.
Proposed Change: 

1) “Service Capabilities

Information on the type of service supported based on the connectivity and the capabilities of available reachable device(s) (e.g. text, voice, video file, streaming video PoC, IM, etc...).
2) “Preferred Communication Mode”

Information on the way the CPM user may prefers to communicate with others and how willing the CPM user is to use certain types of services. This information can be a combination of

· Media  forms (e.g. text, voice, video file) taken from a subset of service capabilities of the device

· Conversational modes (i.e. Message or Session)

The Preferred Communication Mode is set by the CPM user on a per device basis..

	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 143R04

	A138
	2007.03.04
	T
	3.2

Preferred Communication Mode
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Definition of Preferred Communication Mode should probably include communication channels (e.d. SMS, MMS, email), possibly to be defined 

Proposed Change: 

Add as suggested and define communication channel as the existing communication mechanisms with which interworking is provided including CPM channel…
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 143R04

	A139
	2007.03.04
	T
	3.2

Preferred Communication Mode
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Definition of Preferred Communication Model. We can imagine other criteria based on presence, location, time calendar etc…
Proposed Change: Add some text allowing that like: the list is not exhaustive. Preference may also relate preferences to criteria like to…
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 143R04

	A140
	2007.03.04
	T
	3.2

Preferred Communication Mode
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Definition of Preferred Communication Mode: “The Preferred Communication Mode is set by the CPM user on a per device basis.” Seems a requirement, not a definition.
Proposed Change: remove from definition and add requirement is none present on this.
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 143R04

	A141
	2007.03.04
	E
	3.2

Preferred Communication Mode
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: The preferred communication mode is information on the way the CPM user wishes to communicate, not may communicate.

Proposed Change: Update definition as indicated.
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 143R04

	A142
	2007.02.28
	E
	3.2
Communication Preference


	Source: NEC

Form: INP_ Doc 2007-0058

Comment:  caplitalize in definition terms

Communication preference

Proposed Change: 

Communication Preference
And check for applying capitalization across RD


	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 143R04

	A143
	2007.03.01
	T
	3.2

Charging correlation definition
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: Charging correlation, As Conversations and Thread take additional Network storage it seems necessary to bundle that to charging as well. As Conversation is a series of sessions I used Conversation instead of Session and add Thread as those threads bundle network storage which may be charged also.

Proposed Change: Change the definition to "Making a Correlation between CPM charging events that belong to the same CPM Conversation or Thread."
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution in CR 2007-0092R06

	A144
	2007.03.02
	E
	3.2

Charging correlation definition
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The term being defined is not used by the RD anymore.

Proposed Change: Delete the definition.
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution in CR 2007-0092R06

	A145
	2007.03.02
	T
	3.2
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: This section uses very often "application". It is unclear which application that it refers to. Is it VASP application?
Proposed Change: 
1) Clarify CPM Message wording as “Information of a discrete nature that is sent to one or more recipients. A CPM Message can contain several discrete media. (e.g. text, images, audio-clips, video-clips). The CPM Message can be sent either by an end-user using his/her device or by a VASP or a terminal resident application an application “

2) Clarify Continuous Media wording as “Information of a continuous nature exchanged between two or more recipients. A Continuous Media can be initiated either by an end-user or by a terminal resident an application. A Continuous Media can be unidirectional (e.g. a  streamed video) or bidirectional (VoIP call between participants). “

3) Clarify CPM Conversation wording as “A collection of CPM Messages and/or CPM Sessions between two or more principals (e.g. CPM users or a VASP or terminal resident Applications) related due to common characteristics “

Clarify CPM Session wording as “A logical connection established for a finite duration between two or more principals (e.g. CPM users or a VASP or terminal resident applications) that is used to deliver a combination of CPM Messages and/or Continuous media “
	Status: CLOSED
Definitions of CPM Message and Continuous Media have been reworded.

See contribution 356R02

	A146
	2007.03.02
	T
	3.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: Align used definitions with PAG, PoC and IM specs.

Proposed Change: Check all used definition from XDM which already tries to align PoC & IM.
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed in contribution 2007-0416R01

	A147
	2007.03.01
	T
	3.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: "Chat" is mentioned in CPH-VAS-010 and CPH-PRI-002, however no definition is provided.

Proposed Change: Provide the definition as"A persistent CPM Group in which each CPM User individually joins the CPM Session, i.e., the establishment of a CPM Session to a Chat CPM Group does not result in other CPM Users being invited." (this definition was taken from PoC RD, "PoC" changed to "CPM")
	Status: CLOSED

A definition for Public Chat Room has been added.

	A148
	2007.03.02
	T
	3.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: Add and use Principal/Primary Principal instead of Owner, Authorized User etc especially in requirements that are related to group management (XDM). Proposed Change:
Principal = An entity that has an identity, that is capable of providing consent and other data, and to which authenticated actions are done on its behalf. Examples of principals include an individual user, a group of individuals, a corporation, service enablers/applications, system entities and other legal entities (Source: [OMA-DICT])
Primary Principal =The Primary Principal is the user associated with the XCAP User Identity, which defines where the document resides. (Source: [XDM RD])
Authorized Principal = Define or remove / replace with above definitions
	Status: CLOSED
A definition of Principal has been added to the RD.

It refers to the OMA dictionary.

	A149
	2007.03.02
	T
	3.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: Some definitions (that are used with Capitalized letters in a text)  are missing e.g Mailbox, Presence, Applications, CPM Framework, Multimedia Conferencing

Proposed Change: Add missing definitions or change from capitalized to normal letter
	Status: CLOSED
The comment has been addressed

	A150
	2007.03.02
	T
	3.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: Some definitions that are listed in 3.2 are not used with Capitalized letters in a text e.g. address book, media type, pre-defined group and adhoc group

Proposed Change: Change to capitalized letters or remove from definitions
	Status: CLOSED
The comment has been addressed

	A151
	2007.03.02
	E
	3.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: CPM / Converged IP Messaging, converged messaging is used in text for same thing
Proposed Change: Use always abbreviation CPM as defined in 3.2. Full text should be used only once.
	Status: CLOSED
No action required

	A152
	2007.03.02
	E
	3.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: Service Provider / service provider is used. 

Proposed Change: Use only Service Provider as defined in 3.2
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A153
	2007.03.02
	E
	3.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: Also some other similar kind of cases like above Service Provider and CPM. 

Proposed Change: Use same term/definition constantly among whole spec and check that all definitions are used with Capital letters during whole spec. Check and correct.
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A154
	2007.02.22
	E
	3.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: Some terms, which are used in the subclauses, are missing like "Authorised Principal" or "Principal" 
Proposed Change: Add missing terms.
	Status: CLOSED
No action required

	A155
	2007.03.02
	T
	3.2
	Source: Jian Yang
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The word “Principal” could be seen at many places in the doc, and it’s an important concept over the doc. It has similar meanings with “CPM User”, but we could only find the definition of “CPM User”, while the definition of “Principal” is missing. So we suggest defining “Principal” clearly and also clarifying the confusions of the two concepts.

Proposed Change: Add the “Principal” definition in the Section 3.2, and point out the relation between “Principal” and “CPM User”.
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A156
	2007.03.02
	T
	3.2

4
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Missing definition for CPM System (inspired from Section 4)

Proposed Change: Change to 3.2 -> add the the following definition: “CPM System: The CPM enabler, 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.”

Change to section 4 -> remove the ad-hoc definition in the paragraph where it appears as follows:

“The CPM enabler V1.0 will enable the following functions for user devices associated with the CPM System”
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A156
bis
	2007.03.01
	T
	3.2
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment:  The term “CPM system” is used frequently throughout the document.  The definitions section 

Proposed Changes:  Add the definition based on the one found in the introduction (Section 4, paragraph 6) to the definitions section.  This paragraph currently reads:

“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.”

Such a definition may read: 

CPM System: the conglomeration of the CPM Enabler and other individual elements (e.g. other enablers, interworking functions, and associated interfaces) which together support converged IP messaging (CPM) communications.
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A157
	2007.03.02
	T
	3.2
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: A definition for “Conversation History” is required as it is being used in multiple places.

Proposed Change: Add the following definition: “Conversation History: View of a CPM Thread or a subset thereof.”
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A158
	2007.03.02
	E
	3.3
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The meaning of many abbreviations used across the RD is missing: (3GPP, ANI, IM, PC, PDA, SIP, SIMPLE, URI, XDM)

Proposed Change: Add missing abbreviations
	Status: CLOSED
See contribution 82R01

	A159
	2007.03.02
	E
	3.3

Abbreviations
	Source: Huawei

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  

Add some abbreviations such as MMS, SMS, ANI, etc, which used throughout the RD document.

Proposed Change: 

Add these missing abbreviations.
	Status: CLOSED
See contribution 82R01

	A160
	2007.03.02
	T
	3.3
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: A lot of abbreviations are missing e.g. XDM, ANI, MM7, PoC, UI, RF, MCA…. 

Proposed Change: Add missing abbreviations
	Status: CLOSED
See contribution 82R01 and 100

	A161
	2007.03.02
	E/T
	3.3
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: There are many instances where the requirements mention « VASP », leading to confusion as there are CPM-VASP and legacy/non-COM VASPs. We propose to clarify either by expanding the acronym section (3.3, which we elected to do below), or rather defining “AVSP” in section 3.2.
Proposed Change: Clarify 3.3 to read “Value-Added Service Provider (in the context of CPM, VASP(s) should be understood as CPM-VASP(s), and not as non-CPM-VASP(s) “.
	Status: CLOSED
See contribution 310R01

	A162
	2007.03.02
	E
	3.3
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Many abbreviations missing compared to the usage made of them in the RD. 

Proposed Change: Incorporate the following additional abbreviations:

3GPP
3rd Generation Partnership Project

ANI
Application to Network Interface

CPM SP
CPM Service Provider

DRM
Digital Rights Management

IMS
IP Multimedia Subsystem

IP
Internet Protocol

MMS
Multimedia Message Service

PC
Personal Computer

PDA
Personal Digital Assistant

PoC
Push-to-talk over Cellular

SIP
Session Initiation Protocol

SMS
Short Message Service

URI
Uniform Resource Identifier

XDM
XML Document Management
In addition to the existing ones.
	Status: CLOSED
See contribution 82R01

	A163
	2007.03.02
	E
	3.3


	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  Add ‘ANI’ and ‘DRM’ to Abbreviations (3.3)

Proposed Change: 

“ANI: Application Network Interface”
“DRM; Digital Rights Management’
	Status: CLOSED
See contribution 82R01

	A164
	2007.03.03
	E
	3.3


	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>

Comment: Add ANI to the abbreviation list
Proposed Change: Add ANI to the abbreviation list
	Status: CLOSED
See contribution 82R01

	A165
	2007.03.03
	E
	3.3
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Missing abbrevations

Proposed Change: we suggest adding SP, DRM, SIP/IP, IMS, PoC, SIP/SIMPLE IM, ANI
	Status: CLOSED
See contribution 82R01

	A166
	2007.03.04
	T
	3.3
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: As pointed out many acronyms are missing. 

Proposed Change:
Assign editor to take a pass at all the missing acronyms and define them in 3.3.
	Status: CLOSED
See contribution 82R01 and 100

	A167
	2007.03.04
	E
	3.3
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: The abbreviation list is not complete (e.g. it lacks URI, UI, SMS, MMS, etc).

Proposed Change: Add information of all used abbreviations.
	Status: CLOSED
See contribution 82R01

	A168
	2007.03.02
	E/T
	4
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: term « CPM System » is defined & expanded on in section 4 and then used in some use cases (e.g., 5.2) but not used in any figures (e.g., 4.1 figure 2).  The term “CPM Service Enabler” seem to have precedence as it is used in section 4.1 & the related figure.
Proposed Change: Systematically replace « CPM System» with “CPM Service Enabler”.
	Status: CLOSED
See resolution of CR-2007-199R04

	A169
	2007.03.03
	E
	4

1st para

2nd para

3rd para

4th  para
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The word "messaging" is used all over the introduction section although CPM is more than messaging. 

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording the introduction section as follows:

Converged IP Messaging (CPM) is a communication framework which accommodates different user experiences such as deferred and immediate messaging, session-based messaging, and half duplex / full duplex conferencing. It aims at consolidating common functionalities of existing messaging services and new features introduced by the convergence of communications brought by SIP-based technologies. It interacts with other OMA enablers such as Presence [OMA Presence] and XDM [OMA XDM].

Converged IP Messaging supports one-to-one, one-to-many personal communication, and also messaging interaction with Applications.

Converged IP Messaging enables the user to address all his contacts in the same way regardless of the communication experience he will share with these contacts, hence enabling a “global community” rather than silo communities based on existing technologies. It can provide different communication experiences in parallel and is able to manage multiple sessions simultaneously with different media types. As the communication experiences are multiple, there is a need for the user to have the possibility to set preferences on how the messages and/or the sessions will be handled regarding, e.g., his devices, his addresses, his contacts, message types, media types.

This enabler provides the ability to be independent of the underlying network and the device used. Consequently it provides communication services serving multiple devices. Also, it provides network storage for any type of message, and media files.

To achieve maximum connectivity between end-users and then enable a seamless transition from existing messaging services to Converged IP Messaging, it interworks with other, non-CPM based messaging systems.

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 multimedia communications between principals. The CPM enabler V1.0 will enable the following functions for user devices associated with the CPM System:


	Status: CLOSED
The introduction and scope sections have been reworded.

See contribution 2007-354R03

	A170
	2007.02.04
	T
	4

1st para
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: While deferred and immediate messaging are clearly different experiences, session based, duplex and half duplex seems quite different and not a way to characterize the range of what CPM seems to address. We believe a better definition of convergence + interwoking should be provided in this first paragraph

Proposed Change:
The WG should provide a better description. The reviewers can’t exactly figure it out based on proposed text so far…
	Status: CLOSED

The introduction and scope sections have been reworded.

See contribution 2007-354R03

	A171
	2007.02.04
	T
	4

1st para
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Why calling out just OMA enablers such as Presence [OMA Presence] and XDM [OMA XDM? These are in fact not really messaging enablers nor especially SIP based (XDM)… yes interaction takes place but based on the text given so far only because some other messaging enabler rely on them. The definition of preference for example did not refer to presence. So while we would expect that indeed decisions on what channel to select etc may be presence based we would recommend that when referring to it for the first time we explicitly state how presence and XDM are used/interacted with if not through other non mentioned enablers.

Proposed Change:
Add more messaging enabler and explain why XDM/presence
	Status: CLOSED

The introduction and scope sections have been reworded.

See contribution 2007-354R03

	A172
	2007.03.02
	E
	4

3rd para
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Wrong usage of sessions. The correct term as per terminology is conversation.

Proposed Change: 

Change to “It can provide different messaging experiences in parallel and is able to manage multiple Conversations simultaneously with different media types.”
	Status: CLOSED
The group agreed to change “sessions” to “conversation”

See document 210R01

	A173
	2007.03.02
	E/T
	4

3rd para

HLF-003
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The end of the sentence “As the messaging experiences…” shall be reworded

Proposed Change: Change to “with respect to his device(s), his address(es) as well as based on the message and media types.” In section 4 and change CPM-HLF-003 into: “The CPM enabler SHALL provide the CPM User with a mechanism to set preferences based on his address(es), his device(s), his contact(s) as well as the message and/or media types.”
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed in CR OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0354R03-CR_Scope_and_Introduction_A033

	A174
	2007.03.02
	E
	4

4th para
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: “media types” is preferable to “media files”

Proposed Change: Change to: “for any type of message and media types.”
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 0386R01

	A175
	2007.03.04
	T
	4

4th para
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   4th para: “, it provides network storage for any type of message, and media files” – the RD should say that the enabler handles messaging when recipient is not currently connected, and saves messages til user connected.

Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 354R03

	A176
	2007.03.04
	T
	4

5th para
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: define interworking in “To achieve maximum connectivity between end-users and then enable a seamless transition from existing messaging services to Converged IP Messaging, it interworks with other, non-CPM based messaging systems.”

Proposed Change: Provide explanation or possibly refer to messaging interworking  or…
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 354R03

	A177
	2007.03.04
	T
	4

5th para
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: In“To achieve maximum connectivity between end-users and then enable a seamless transition from existing messaging services to Converged IP Messaging, it interworks with other, non-CPM based messaging systems.”, it seems frankly inappropriate to state “then enable a seamless transition”. CPM is a new messaging channel that will interwork with others. One would hope that the RD does not imply that for example the goal of CPM would be to replace email??? There is no communication system more IP ready than email!

Proposed Change: 

Remove the words or tone done (e.g. state that CPM will allow users to move from using one communication channel to another more easily.
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 354R03

	A178
	2007.02.22
	T
	4

6th para
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: Section 4: A term "CPM System" is mentioned, what is it ?
Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of CR-2007-199R04

	A179
	2007.02.30
	E/T
	4

1st item
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: A clarification could be added on how user’s multiple devices, User’s multiple Addresses and profiles etc. relate to each other.

Proposed Change: add clarifications to introduction
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 354R03

	A180
	2007.03.02
	E
	4

1st item
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Spelling mistake to be corrected

Proposed Change:  Change to “”heterogeneous”
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A181
	2007.03.02
	E
	4

1st item
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Missing “a”

Proposed Change: Change to: “Handling of a single address on multiple
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A182
	2007.03.03
	E
	4

1st item

bullet #3
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>

Comment: 
o
Handling of multiple addresses on multiple devices (this needs to be clarified. Does it mean that multiple addresses are supported on multiple devices simultaneously? E.g. A user has two Devices D1 and D2 and has two addresses, A1 and A2. Now should A1 and A2 both be affiliated to D1 and D2. So any message coming in for A1 will be delivered to both D1 and D2 and any message coming in for A2 will also be delivered to D1 and D2.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 354R03

	A183
	2007.03.01
	E
	4

2nd item
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: 2 Conversation Handling, second bullet, "(from single to multiple)" sounds like a range with intermediate options.

Proposed Change: "(single or multiple)"
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes have been agreed.

See contribution 255

	A184
	2007.03.01
	E
	4

2nd item
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059

Comment: 2. Conversation Handling, last item, "a media"

Proposed Change: "media" (remove "a")
	Status: CLOSED

The section has been reworded.

See contribution 255

	A185
	2007.03.02
	T
	4, 

2nd item
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: Bullet 2 mentions “Start a conversation by sending a media “, but not that “Start a conversation by initiating a dialogue“, which is allowed. 
Proposed Change: Add bullet  “Start a conversation by initiating a dialogue“.
	Status: CLOSED

See A188

	A186
	2007.03.02
	E
	4

2nd item
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: sentence in brackets may conflict with formal definition of the terms for immediate and deferred messaging and shall be deleted

Proposed Change: Change to: “Immediate as well as deferred.”
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 255

	A187
	2007.03.02
	E
	4

2nd item
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The “add or remove media” shall explicitly talk about Continuous Media.  The addition of a discrete piece of media within a Message is anyway covered in bullet 4.

Proposed Change: Change to: “Add or remove Continuous Media at the invocation and any time during a conversation.”
	Status: CLOSED

No action required
See contribution 255

	A188
	2007.03.02
	E
	4

2nd item
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Starting a Conversation is a result of a message exchange or the start of a Session, not by sending a media

Proposed Change: Change to: “Start a conversation by sending a CPM Message or establishing a CPM Session”
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes have been agreed.

See contribution 255

	A189
	2007.03.02
	E
	4

2nd item
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The sentence “Change of user’s device during a CPM conversation without disrupting the conversation” shall not be stand-alone
Proposed Change: Make it part of the bullet list that precedes and arrange wording to prevent conflict with requirement  CPM-MLD-006.
	Status: CLOSED

No action required
See contribution 255

	A190
	2007.03.03
	E
	4
2nd item
	Source: China Mobile

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: in “2. Conversation handing”, the last line “Change of user’s device during a CPM conversation without disrupting the conversation” should also be a conversation requirement.

Proposed Change: 
· Change of user’s device during a CPM conversation without disrupting the conversation
	Status: CLOSED

No action

See contribution 255

	A191
	2007.03.03
	Z
	4
2nd item
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Missing bullet in the listed requirements of Conversation handling

Proposed Change: we suggest  modifying the paragraph as follows:

2. Conversation Handling: The CPM enabler supports the following conversation requirements:

· Immediate as well as deferred messaging (with temporary server storage of conversation and subsequent forwarding; with Mailbox storage, notification, and subsequent retrieval). 

· 1-1, 1-N, and 1-application conversation with the selection of any kind of media (from single to multiple). 

· Add or remove media at the invocation and any time during a conversation. 

· Add or remove users at the invocation and any time during a conversation.

· Start a conversation by sending a media
Change of user’s device during a CPM conversation without disrupting the conversation
	Status: CLOSED

The section has been reworded.

See contribution 255

	A192
	2007.03.04
	T
	4

2nd item
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: In conversation handling, it is not clear if conversations are sometimes going cross channels. Again probably because of the lack of a concept of channel well introduced.

Proposed Change: 

Define / introduce concept of channel as proposed above. Explain if a conversation combines channels but stick to the same channels or if it is possible that for example a conversation involves two channels where sent information is sent in one channel but response are received I another. Or is the model such that CPM will ensure that responses come in same channels as initial information was sent?
	Status: CLOSED

No action required.

No need for a definition of the concept of channel.

	A193
	2007.03.01
	E
	4

3rd item
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: 3 Presence Support, "does not require the presence service of necessity"

Proposed Change: "does not necessarily require the presence service"
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A193
bis
	2007.03.01
	E
	4

3rd item
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment: The CPM system should be able to support any number of CPM services, not just a single one

Proposed Change: 
The CPM enabler provides a flexible interaction with the presence enabler. While CPM has to provide the needed support for Presence, the invocation of a CPM service itself does not require the presence service of necessity, and does not mandate an always-on condition for the CPM users

	Status: CLOSED

No action required



	A194
	2007.03.03
	E
	4

3rd item
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: A sentence is not clear in the "presence support" paragraph of the introduction section

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording the paragraph as follows:

3. Presence Support: 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, and does not mandate an always-on condition for the CPM users

	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0316-CR_Presence_introduction_A194

	A195
	2007.03.04
	T
	4

3rd item
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Presence Support: “While CPM has to provide the needed support for Presence”: what does it mean?
Proposed Change: 

Clarify
	Status: CLOSED

No action required.

No need for clarification.

	A196
	2007.03.04
	T
	4

3rd item
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Presence support: “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”. What does it mean? The text so far has not said anything about how presence would be sued and for what/ the sentence seems incorrect in English and missing first some detailed on what one should expect to use presence for..
Proposed Change: 

Explain and fix sentence.
	Status: CLOSED

No action required.

	A197
	2007.03.03
	E
	4

4th item

5th item

6th item

7th item
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: there is some inconsistency in the terminology used between the introduction section and the rest of the document regarding the usage of "conversation".

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording the section as follows:

4. Media support: CPM supports discrete (text, images, video clip, voice clip, binary files) and continuous (streaming) media. Those media can be used for conversation invocation and be added during conversation.

5. Group Communication and Management: CPM Group Session supports the capability to be invoked for CPM Pre-defined and Adhoc Groups, and can be modified during sessions. The CPM enabler includes interworking with the existing XDM enabler for various group management tasks like updating groups.

6. Interworking with non-CPM services / other systems: To allow for efficient interworking with non CPM services / 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 those other non-CPM systems.

7. Network-based storage: CPM aims to provide a consistent user experience and it therefore includes a network-based storage for:
· The user's Address Books which are independent of user's technologies

· The media

· The CPM Messages and CPM Session Histories (stored with contact, time, messages, shared media to allow filtering of histories to user's views)

All these data can be synchronized to all devices used by the user. This storage capability is considered to be controlled by user preferences and SP policies
8. Application support (ANI): The use of the CPM enabler for 3rd party applications is supported by a generalized ANI interface.


	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A198
	2007.03.01
	E
	4 
4th item
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: Point 4 on Media support: Just mentioning streaming as explanation of the term “continuous media” is misleading. As the definition of Continuous Media in Section 3 also mentions bidirectional voice, 

Proposed Change: Change “continuous (streaming) media” to “continuous (e.g., streaming, voice) media”
	Status: CLOSED 

The paragraph has been reworded as follow:

4 Media support: CPM supports discrete (text, images, video clip, voice clip, binary files) and continuous (e.g., bidirectional voice,  streaming video) Media. 

See contribution 140R01

	A199
	2007.03.02
	T
	4
4th item
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: The item mentions continuous streaming media. 

"CPM supports discrete (text, images, video clip, voice clip, binary files) and continuous (streaming) media."

Imply the use of RTSP. Shouldn't CP also support RTP based media?

Proposed Change: change: Change to:

"CPM supports discrete (text, images, video clip, voice clip, binary files) and continuous streaming and live media."
	Status: CLOSED

See A198

	A200
	2007.03.02
	E
	4

4th item
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Make a mention of bidirectional media on top of streaming

Proposed Change: Change to: “CPM supports discrete (text, images, video clip, voice clip, binary files) and continuous (streaming as well as bidirectional) media”
	Status: CLOSED

See A198

	A201
	2007.03.02
	E
	4

4th item
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Second sentence can be improved

Proposed Change: Change to “Those media can be used for conversation invocation and can be added during a conversation”
	Status: CLOSED

The second sentence has been removed.

See A198

	A202
	2007.03.02
	E
	4

4th item
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The second sentence shall be deleted as the addition during conversation is considered a conversation requirement and is covered in bullet 2 already

Proposed Change: Delete the second sentence (after “and continuous (streaming) media.”).
	Status: CLOSED

The second sentence has been removed.

See A198

	A203
	2007.03.02
	E
	4

5th item
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Rewording required.

Proposed Change: Change to: “Group Communication and Management: The CPM enabler supports the invocation of CPM Group Conversations Pre-defined and Ad-hoc Groups which can be modified during Conversations. The CPM enabler includes interworking with the existing XDM enabler for various group management tasks like updating groups.”
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A204
	2007.03.02
	E
	4
6th item
	Source: Samsung

Comment: “6. Interworking with non-CPM services / other systems (…) Note: this work shall not require changes to those other non-CPM systems.“:

1. non-CPM services: we are focusing on interworking with non-CPM messaging services and not any non-CPM service.

2. “other systems”: was probably referring to Internet-based messaging services, but already incorporated in the definition of “non-CPM messaging service”
Proposed Change: 
1. Change “non-CPM” to “non-CPM messaging” if “messaging” is not already there.

2. Remove “/ other systems” (2x), “and other systems” (1x)
	Status: CLOSED 

The section has been reworded as follow:

Interworking with Non-CPM Messaging Services: The CPM V1.0 enabler needs to define interworking with Non-CPM Messaging Services. 

See contribution 152R02



	A205
	2007.03.02
	E
	4 

6th item
	Source: Huawei

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  

We already have several requirements about interworking; therefore the note is not necessary in scope section.
Proposed Change: 
6. Interworking with non-CPM services / other systems: To allow for efficient interworking with non CPM services / 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. 

	Status: CLOSED

See A204

	A206
	2007.03.02
	T
	4, 

6th item
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: Bullet 6 reads “Interworking with non-CPM services / other systems”. “Other systems” are used solely once in the rest of the RD, in that same bullet. It is not neither used in the embryonic AD (i.e., OMA-AD-CPM-V1_0-20070207-D). 
Proposed Change: Clarify to “Interworking with non-CPM services / other systems”.
	Status: CLOSED

See A204

	A207
	2007.03.04
	T
	4, 

6th item
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Item 6: explain interworking.

Proposed Change: 

Define or provide reference and provide some details on what is meant and how it is expected to work from a  user or SP point of view.
	Status: CLOSED

No action: this section just aims at listing the functionalities. 

See A204

	A208
	2007.02.21
	E
	4

7th item
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: paragraph related to Network-based storage, 3rd bullet. Lack of consistency

Proposed Change: 

Replace

“The single messages and conversation histories” 

by 

“The CPM Threads, i.e. CPM Messages and CPM Session Histories” 
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A209
	2007.03.01
	E
	4

7th item
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: 7 Network-based Storage, "... and SP policies"
Proposed Change: "... and service provider policies" (assuming that it was intended)
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 354R03

	A210
	2007.03.02
	E
	4

7th item
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Reword the last sentence.

Proposed Change: Change to “All these data can be synchronized to all of the CPM User’s devices. This storage capability is controlled by user preferences and CPM Service Provider policies”
	Status: CLOSED

Comment addressed by CR OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0340-CR_Storage_synchronization_A210

	A211
	2007.03.04
	T
	4

7th item
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   bullet 7 says “The user's Address Books which are independent of user's technologies” – what is a “user’s technology”?

Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED

Change “technologies” to “services”

	A212
	2007.03.04
	T
	4

7th item
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Do not limit to storage to network. It can be at the sending or receiving end or in specific channels.

Proposed Change: 

Remove the notion of “network storage”. Just allow storage by the enabler or service as well as in the involved channels.
	Status: CLOSED

No action required.

The concept of Network based storage has been accepted by the group.

	A213
	2007.02.21
	E
	4

8th item
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Comment: ANI for Application support is not confusion and not used in the document.

Proposed Change: Change the following text as marked:

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

Proposed Change: Remove (ANI) from last entry of Table 21 in Appendix B
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by document 2007-0400

	A214
	2007.03.01
	E
	4

8th item
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: 8 Application support (ANI), ANI not in the abbreviation.

Proposed Change: add in full "Application Network Interface" here
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed in contribution 82R01

	A215
	2007.03.02
	E
	4

8th item
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Remove the abbreviations definition from the header.

Proposed Change: Change to: “Application support: The use”
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by document 2007-0400

	A216
	2007.03.04
	T
	4

8th item
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   how is “ANI” an abbreviation of “Application Support”?   Put in Acronym section too.

Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed in contribution 82R01

	A217
	2007.03.04
	T
	4

8th item
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Bullet 8: What is ANI? Why not just state that there is an I0 interface that can be used by applications. It is the SP policies / binding or deployment model that determines if only local / in domain or 3rd party applications can use.

Proposed Change: 

Rephrase to as above. Remove ANI (or other wise define and it should be compatible with the comment we made above).
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by document 2007-0400

	A218
	2007.03.02
	E
	4

?
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The multiple devices sentence is meant to talk about multiple devices for a single user. The proposed rewording aims at making it clearer.

Proposed Change: Change to “Consequently it provides messaging services serving multiple devices associated to a single user concurrently.”
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in CR OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0211R01-CR_Introduction_multiple_devices_A214.doc

	A219
	2007.03.02
	E
	4, Figure 1
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: It is not clear what the figure shows, some descriptive text below the figure would be useful.

Proposed Change: Add descriptive text explaining the figure 1.
	Status:  CLOSED

Implemented in CR 116R03

	A220
	2007.03.02
	E
	4, figure 1
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: Figure 1 title reads « Illustration of relationship of CPM Conversation and CPM Thread and their contained items (This figure is informative.)”… while the whole section 4 is marked informative.
Proposed Change: Delete “(This figure is informative.)”.
	Status:  CLOSED

Implemented in CR 116R03

	A221
	2007.03.02
	E/T
	4, figure 1
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment:  
1) Figure 1 wrongly shows that a “CPM conversation” is composed of x “CPM Message” and then of a CPM Session.
2) as well, figure 1 does not show that there could be sessions running in parallel. 
Proposed Change: 

1) Clarify figure 1 to show that, within a conversation, the “CPM messages” and “CPM sessions” can be mixed together freely. See attachment 

2) Could solve via an editorial note, or further changing the figure
	Status:  CLOSED

1) implemented in CR 116R03

2) the following text is added as part of the descriptive text: “An underlying assumption is that a CPM Conversation should only be composed of one CPM Session at a given time. A user could however participate in several CPM Conversations in parallel (each of them containing one CPM Session) but this is not the intent of this diagram to show that functionality.” 



	A222
	2007.03.02
	E
	4

Figure 1
	Source: Telecom Italia
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: make the figure more clear
Proposed Change: 
Replace “video” and “voice” in the upper part (in the CPM thread) with “video clip” and “voice clip” respectively
	Status:  CLOSED

Implemented in CR 116R03

	A223
	2007.03.02
	E
	4 
Figure 1
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Reword introduction text to Figure 1

Proposed Change: Change to: “Figure 1 illustrates the relationship between  a CPM Conversation and the CPM Messages and CPM Sessions it contains as well as its relationship to the corresponding CPM Thread in the CPM User’s storage.”
	Status:  CLOSED

No action required. 

Descriptive text has been added in CR 116R03 and this introduction text is no longer needed.

	A224
	2007.03.02
	E
	4

Caption of figure 1
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Modify caption to figure 1.

Proposed Change: Change to “Figure1: Illustration of the relationship between a CPM Conversation and CPM Thread and depiction of the items they contain (This figure is informative.)”
	Status:  CLOSED

Implemented in CR 116R03

	A225
	2007.03.02
	E
	4 
Figure 1
	Source: LGE

Comment: The Figure 1 is not very clear:

-the title seems to be “CPM Thread”

-the brace at the bottom does not indicate clearly what CPM Conversation includes.

-the title reads “(this figure is informative)” while the whole section is informative 

Proposed Change: see OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0070-CR_redrawing_figure_1


	Status:  CLOSED

Implemented in CR 116R03

	A226
	2007.03.04
	T
	4 
Figure 1
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Figure 1 does not contain any useful information not contained in the definitions. It also does not explain anything and the caption is the same as the ext in body!

Proposed Change: 

Remove figure or add a paragraph that details what is to be inferred from the picture. It should explain the concepts and why they are important!
	Status:  CLOSED

Implemented in CR 116R03

	A227
	2007.03.04
	T
	4, 5.9, 6.1.9
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: The converged address book should be considered as a separate horizontal enabler.

Proposed Change: Split off requirements to a separate enabler package.
	Status: CLOSED

Refer to CAB discussion. 

The group agreed not to move the CAB requirements for the time being. 


A new CAB enabler WID will be started once the proponents are ready for this.


	A228
	2007.02.28
	E
	4.1
	Source: NEC

Form: INP_ Doc 2007-0058

Comment: adapt title to reflect content better.

Proposed Change: 

4.1 Actors, Roles and System Elements of the CPM Service Enabler


	Status: CLOSED

Section 4.1 has been reviewed:

The figure has been updated

Some descriptive text has been added to explain the terms used in the figure.

See contribution 161R01

	A229
	2007.02.21
	E
	4.1, Figure 2
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: In Figure2, The communications between the Home CPM service and the other entities are bidirectional. Therefore, the blue arrows should be bidirectional.

Proposed Change: Change the figure to make the arrows bidirectional
	Status: CLOSED

See A228

	A230
	2007.03.04
	T
	4.1, Figure 2
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: The arrows in Figure 2 need to be bi-directional.

Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED

See A228

	A231
	2007.03.02
	E
	4.1, Figure 2
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: It is not clear what the figure shows, some descriptive text below the figure would be useful.

Proposed Change: Add descriptive text explaining the figure 2.
	Status: CLOSED

See A228

	A232
	2007.03.02
	E
	4.1, figure 2
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: letters in the « boxes » do not print (are hidden in black boxes)

Proposed Change: Correct the figure
	Status: CLOSED

See A228

	A233
	2007.03.02
	E
	4.1, figure 2
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: Figure 2 uses the term home network”,  , without them being defined in section 3.2 but being used in requirements (e.g., CPM-CONV-041).
Proposed Change: Define «home network” in section 3.2
	Status: CLOSED

See A228

	A234
	2007.03.02
	E
	4.1, figure 2
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: Figure 2 uses the term «external non-CPM messaging service”,  , without them being defined in section 3.2 but the term external is used in requirements.
Proposed Change: Define «external…” in section 3.2 as “being outside of the Home Network”.
	Status: CLOSED

See A228

	A235
	2007.03.02
	E
	4.1 figure 2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Suggest adding Converged Address Book to Figure 2

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

See A228

	A236
	2007.03.02
	E
	4.1

Figure 2
	Source: Telecom Italia
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: make the figure more clear
Proposed Change: 
Make clear that the “CPM-enabled value-added application” accesses the “Home CPM Service” through an open interface (see CPM-VAS-004)
	Status: CLOSED

See A228

	A237
	2007.03.03
	T
	4.1

Figure 2
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: in figure 1, Home Network is a bit ambiguous

Proposed Change: we suggest changing 'Home Network' into 'Home operator network'.
	Status: CLOSED

See A228

	A238
	2007.03.04
	T
	4.1

Figure 2
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   the picture does not and should not show “system elements” – those are defined during AD.  It shows actors.

Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED

See A228

	A239
	2007.03.04
	T
	4.1

Figure 2
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 

There is not explanation of the figure.
Proposed Change: 

Add a detailed explanation of the concepts!.
	Status: CLOSED

See A228

	A240
	2007.03.04
	T
	4.1

Figure 2
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Shouldn’t it be possible that a user be both using CPM and non-CM channels?
Proposed Change: 

Explain and add to figure.
	Status: CLOSED

See A228

	A241
	2007.03.04
	T
	4.1

Figure 2
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: What is the notion of CPM home service. Please define. Note that it should allow CPM services to be offered in a particular IP domain (e.g. enerprise, ISP, …) not just a mobile operator home network…
Proposed Change: 

Update figure or to remove home CPM domain and base it on the notion of IP domain or define the notions while remaining compatible with caveat in comment.
	Status: CLOSED

See A228

	A242
	2007.02.23
	T
	5.3, 5.10, 5.11
	Source: Telefonica SA

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: We don’t need 3 use cases for VASP.

Proposed Change: Merge sections 5.3, 5.10 and 5.11
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in CR 244R01

	A243
	2007.02.23
	T
	5.x
	Source: Telefonica SA

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: We see benefits in use cases 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4,5.6, 5.7, 5.9, 5.10 and 5.11.  Use cases 5.5, 5.8 and 5.12 we believe could be delayed until after the first phase.

Proposed Change: Consider deferring requirements relating to use cases 5.5, 5.8, 5.12
	Status: CLOSED

Phasing will be discussed by MWG. 

No action required.

	A244
	2007.03.02
	T
	5.1.5 step 06
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: when Sally invites Joe to a voice call, it has to be clear that the call is a new session. The voice call session is not the same as the message session.
Proposed Change:  Change the following text:

6. Joe says yes, so Sally invites Joe to a voice call.
With:

6. Joe says yes, so Sally invites Joe to a voice call (a new voice session is created).

	Status: CLOSED

5.1.6 #2 no longer in the baseline

	A245
	2007.03.02
	T
	5.1.6, item 2
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: What does "…invitation with a validity period of 10 minutes to talk…." mean. The "to talk" is confusing.

Proposed Change: "…invitation with a validity period of 10 minutes to talk … "
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A246
	2007.03.02
	E
	5.2.1
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: No need to redefine the CPM abbreviation.

Proposed Change: Change to: “how the Converged IP Messaging service”
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in CR 2007-0212

	A247
	2007.03.02
	T
	5.2.3

(and impact on others)
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The sentences “Alice is at home and has three CPM devices, all of them are registered with the CPM System: a mobile phone, a fixed phone and a laptop. Alice registered to the CPM service with all her devices.” and “Bob is on holidays and also has three devices all of them associated with the CPM System: a mobile phone, a PDA and a laptop. Bob wants to share with Alice some photos of his holidays and sends her a message with these pictures. Bob wants to modify his on-going CPM Sessions with new media.”  seem to use “registered” and “associated”  in a very loose manner where there seems to be 2 levels of registration or association involved.
Proposed Change: Use the term “association” (and its derivatives like “associated”) for the “provisioning” of a device for a particular user, aka the semi-permanent association of the device to a particular user, for example for the purpose of setting and storing preferences.

Use the term “registration” (and its derivatives like “registered”) for the transient association between the user and the device on the system (aka availability).

If acceptable, that terminology shall be propagated where appropriate.
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed in OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0345R01-CR_Provision_Registration_Binding_Association_A247.doc

	A248
	2007.03.02
	E
	5.2.3

5.2.4

5.2.7

5.6.6

5.7.6

5.7.7

5.7.8

CPM-CONV-009

CPM-IWF-007
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The terms “requests” and “invitations” seem to be used interchangeably in the context of the establishment of a CPM Session

Proposed Change: Harmonize the terminology and use “invitation” as the triggering event of the establishment of a CPM Session.
	Status: CLOSED
The term “request” has been changed to CPM Session Invitation

	A249
	2007.03.02
	E
	5.2.3
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Multiple devices might be used by a User for a Session

Proposed Change: Change as follows:

“The CPM system notifies Alice of new CPM messages on all devices. The message is displayed on the device chosen by Alice. The CPM system notifies Alice of new CPM session requests on all devices and then the CPM session starts on the device(s) chosen by Alice”
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed in CR 2007-0343-CR_Multi_Device_UC_A249


	A250
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.2.3
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: There is two sentences expressing the same idea of Alice 3 devices which are registered to the CPM service. There is also some inconsistency regarding the terminology used

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

Alice is at home and has three CPM devices, all of them are registered to the CPM service: a mobile phone, a fixed phone and a laptop. Alice’s preferences state that she wants to be notified of new messages and CPM session requests on the device on which she is registered, in this use case on all her three devices. Alice wants to switch her session from one CPM device to another.

Bob is on holidays and also has three devices all of them associated with the CPM System: a mobile phone, a PDA and a laptop. Bob wants to share with Alice some photos of his holidays and sends her a message with these pictures. Bob wants to modify his on-going CPM sessions by adding new media.

The CPM system notifies Alice of new CPM messages on all devices. The message is displayed on the device chosen by Alice. The CPM system notifies Alice of new CPM session requests on all devices and then the CPM session starts on the device chosen by Alice
	Status: CLOSED

The changes were incorporated.



	A251
	2007.03.02
	T
	5.2.4

Paragraph 4
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: “and choose a target device.” -> the sender may not decide which device is suitable for addition of the media on the recipient side. Unless what is being meant is the addition of a (Continuous) Media on one of the other devices owned by Bob. Nortel would prefer seeing this modifier clause deleted. Also, addition of media in the context of a dynamic CPM Session modification essentially means Continuous Media.
Proposed Change: Change to: “Bob can modify the on-going CPM Session, e.g. by adding a new Continuous Media.”
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A252
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.2.4
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Inconsistency of the terminology used according to the definitions

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

Alice can be notified of new CPM Messages on all the devices on which she is registered so she will not miss Bob's message.

Alice can be notified of new CPM Session requests on all the devices on which she is registered so she will not miss Bob's invitation.

Alice can switch from one device to another during the CPM Session with Bob to finish her discussion while leaving home.

Bob can modify the on-going CPM session by e.g. adding new media and choose a target device.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A253
	2007.03.02
	E
	5.2.6
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The notion of “closest” shall be replaced by the choice of the user.

Proposed Change: Change to: “Alice is able to see Bob's CPM Messages on the device she chooses to.”
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A254
	2007.03.02
	E
	5.2.6
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: addition of media in the context of a dynamic CPM Session modification essentially means Continuous Media.

Proposed Change: Change to: “Bob is able to modify the ongoing CPM Session, add a new Continuous Media and manage the different media on multiple devices.”
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A255
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.2.6
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Inconsistency of the terminology used according to the definitions

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

Alice is able to see Bob's CPM Messages on the device she is closest to.

She is able to continue the CPM Session with Bob while switching from a device to another.

Bob is able to modify the ongoing CPM Session, add a new media and manage the different media on multiple devices.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A256
	2007.03.02
	E
	5.2.7
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Lack of consistency in terminology (‘personal sentbox’, ‘personal storage’)
Proposed Change: change ‘personal sentbox’ in bullet point 5 and ‘personal storage’ in bullet point 8 to ‘network-based storage’
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A257
	2007.03.03
	T
	5.2.7
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Some editorial corrections to the normal flow

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

8. Alice’s CPM system sends Bob's CPM message to Alice on the three devices and stores it in Alice's personal storage in the CPM Service Provider domain. Depending on the message characteristics, the user's preferences and/or the operator's settings, for each registered device:

a. The entire message could be sent.

b. Only a notification (with Bob's CPM address and the subject) could be sent.

c. Nothing is sent.

9. Each of Alice’s devices notifies Alice that she has got a new CPM message from Bob.
10. Alice is working on her computer.  She opens the message on the computer.  As a result, the CPM system synchronizes with Alice's other CPM devices to update the message to show that it was "read".  Alice could decide one of the following management options for the message - 

d. She could store the message locally on her computer

e. She could store the message into her network based personal storage

f. She could delete the message locally (e.g. to preserve limited storage capacity) while retaining the notification and the storage on other devices or in the network.

She could delete the message globally from all CPM storage on all devices. The CPM System would then synchronize this deletion with all her devices
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A258
	2007.03.02
	T
	5.2.7 Step 19
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: when there is an incoming communication request, all terminals of the called party will receive a notification. When the called party accepts the communication from one terminal, the notifications sent to the other terminals will stop. Thus is not required to actively cancel the notifications.

Proposed Change:  Change step 19 to read  Bob’s The CPM system deletes the stops notifications on Bob’s other two devices (the mobile phone and the laptop)
	Status: CLOSED

Section 5.2 has been reworded with respect to agreed contribution 238R02

	A259
	2007.03.02
	E
	5.2.7

Bullet 20,21,23,25
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: “conversation” being a formal term, Nortel would prefer the usage of “discussion” instead to carry the informal term used in those bullet points while preserving the intent.

Proposed Change: Change “conversation”  into “discussion”
	Status: CLOSED

Section 5.2 has been reworded with respect to agreed contribution 238R02

	A260
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.2.7


	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Inconsistency of the terminology used according to the definitions

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

21. After a while, Alice has to leave for an appointment but still wants to continue the discussion with Bob.

22. She requests the CPM system to switch the CPM Session from the laptop to another device. She selects the mobile phone from the list of registered devices.

23. She indicates that she would like to have the CPM Session History displayed to her mobile so that she can remember the context of the session.

24. Alice’s CPM system manages the switching of the CPM session to the new device and sends the CPM Session History to the mobile
	Status: CLOSED

Section 5.2 has been reworded with respect to agreed contribution 238R02

	A261
	2007.03.02
	T
	5.2.7 step 23 and 24
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: in this use case only a message was stored in step 10 and no history of the conversation. Moreover this step should be performed after step 25 because if the communication is not accepted it times out and the communication cannot be picked up on the mobile.
Proposed Change: move steps 23 and 24 after 25 and modify the text in 23. Change the following text:

23. She indicates that she would like to have the conversation history (i.e. the list of exchanged messages) displayed to her mobile so that she can remember the context of the conversation.

24. Alice’s CPM system manages the switching of the CPM session to the new device and sends the conversation history to the mobile 
25. Alice continues the conversation on her mobile phone.
With:

23. Alice continues the conversation on her mobile phone.
24. She indicates that she would like to have the conversation history (the exchanged message stored in step 10) displayed to her mobile so that she can remember the context of the conversation. 

25. Alice’s CPM system manages the switching of the CPM session to the new device and sends the conversation history to the mobile 

	Status: CLOSED

Section 5.2 has been reworded with respect to agreed contribution 238R02

	A262
	2007.03.04
	T
	5.2.7
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Steps 3/12 9and any other of the same type) is out of scope of an OMA enabler. It is set by SP policies and or the service.
Proposed Change: 

Rephrase to make sure it is not implied that it is the CPM enabler that does this (i.e. the state the CPM service)
	Status: CLOSED

Section 5.2 has been reworded.

See contribution 238R02

	A263
	2007.03.01
	E
	5.2.8
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: There are different alternative flows in this use case. Give them a separate name to make the distinction

Proposed Change: Rename to “Alternative flow – switch devices”
	Status: CLOSED

Section 5.2 has been reworded with respect to agreed contribution 238R02

	A264
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.2.8


	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>

Comment: 5.2.8
Alternative flow (This alternate flow does not differentiate much if at all, from steps 21-25 in section 5.2.7 

Proposed Change: Delete section 5.2.8
	Status: CLOSED

Section 5.2 has been reworded with respect to agreed contribution 238R02

	A265
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.2.8


	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Inconsistency of the terminology used according to the definitions

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

21. After a while, Alice has to leave for an appointment but still wants to continue the discussion with Bob.

22. She requests the CPM system to list, on her mobile phone, the on-going CPM Session from her other devices.

23. Alice selects the CPM Session she started with Bob on her computer.

24. She indicates that she would like to have the CPM Session History displayed to her mobile so that she can remember the context of the session.

25. Alice’s CPM system manages the switching of the CPM session to the Alice’s mobile and sends the CPM Session History. 

Alice continues the conversation on her mobile phone.
	Status: CLOSED

Section 5.2 has been reworded with respect to agreed contribution 238R02

	A265
bis
	2007.03.01
	T
	5.2.8
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment:  There are three alternative flows to the normal flow in this section entitled “Multi-devices and Dynamic Session Modification”.  Two of the flows have sub-titles attempting to identify the difference from the normal flow.  The alternative flow contained in Section 5.2.8 does not have a sub-title, and the difference from the normal flow does not seem all that evident.

Proposed Changes:  Change title from “Alternative flow” to “Alternative Flow – Dynamic CPM Session Modification (Different Device Order)”


	Status: CLOSED

Section 5.2 has been reworded with respect to agreed contribution 238R02

	A266
	2007.03.02
	T
	5.2.9

Bullet 22
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Nortel’s understanding of the list of media in the context of a dynamic CPM Session is that it is the list of ongoing Continuous Media exchange taking place with other parties.

Proposed Change: Change to “22.
Bob is able to display information about ongoing CPM Sessions, Continuous Media and devices on his PDA.”
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 0387

	A267
	2007.03.02
	T
	5.2.9 step 29
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: In step 29 is not clear if the streamed video is added to the ongoing voice session or is a new separate session.

Proposed Change: modify the following text:
29. From his PDA, Bob selects the CPM session he started with Alice, requests to add a streamed video (he has on his personal area in the CPM Service Provider domain) to the CPM session and to display it on his laptop.
With:

29. From his PDA, Bob selects the CPM session he started with Alice, requests to add a streamed video (he has on his personal area in the CPM Service Provider domain) to the CPM session and to display it on his laptop (the video session is a new session created in the CPM session).

	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A268
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.2.9
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Inconsistency of the terminology used according to the definitions

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

35. Alice and Bob start to share the streamed video that Bob took in Sydney on their laptops while continuing their discussion on respectively her laptop and his PDA.
	Status: CLOSED

The changes were agreed.

See contribution 382R01

	A269
	2007.03.01
	E
	5.2.10
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: There are different alternative flows in this use case. Give them a separate name to make the distinction
Proposed Change: Rename to “Alternative flow – message forwarding”
	Status: CLOSED

No action required.

	A270
	2007.03.03
	T
	5.2.10
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>

Comment: Alice has only one device (her mobile handset) enabled for CPM and she receives a message from Bob with a large jpeg image which is displayed on the device as a thumbnail (this is not clear, why only thumb nail of the image is presented on the mobile device. If displaying thumb nails on the mobile device was Alice’s preference then it would have been ok. ). Instead of viewing the entire message, Alice forwards the message and attachment to her email account and downloads the entire image and contents as an email from her laptop. (Alice could have the original message in her network storage according to her preference or alternate delivery address)
Proposed Change: Alice has only one device (her mobile handset) enabled for CPM and she receives a message from Bob with a large jpeg image which is displayed on the device according to the device capabilities. Instead of viewing the entire message, Alice forwards the message and attachment to her email account and downloads the entire image and contents as an email from her laptop.
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A271
	2007.03.02
	E
	5.2.11

Paragraph 1
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Rewording proposed

Proposed Change: Change to: “A user shall be able to receive new CPM Messages on all the devices on which he/she has registered and shall be able to invite to CPM Sessions from all the devices on which he/she has registered dependent upon his/her preferences, his/her device(s) capabilities and/or operator's settings.”
	Status: CLOSED

Some aspects addressed as per CR OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0388-CR_5_2_11_Dynamic_Session_Modification_OQoE_A271.doc, other changes proposed requiring no action according to the submitting company.

	A272
	2007.03.02
	E
	5.2.11

Paragraph 4
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: preferences shall not have to be set per handset type but rather on a per-device basis, taking into account service capabilities for example.

Proposed Change: Change to: “A CPM user may define his CPM preferences like: receive the notifications only on her mobile phone, receive notifications for messages sent to her business address and only on her computer. He is able to define rules based on his address(es), device(s), messages and media types…”
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changed were agreed.

	A272
bis
	2007.03.01
	T
	5.2.11

Point 13
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment: The step should be clear on what is forwarded by Alice’s CPM system 

Proposed Change: Alice's CPM system forwards the CPM session request to Bob's CPM system.

	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A273
	2007.03.04
	T
	5.3, 5.10 & 5.11
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: No need to separate application functionality in 3 different use-cases.

Proposed Change: Merge use-cases in sections 5.3, 5.10, and 5.11.
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in CR 244R01

	A274
	2007.03.04
	T
	5.4 & 5.5
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: No need to separate group communication function in 2 different use-cases.

Proposed Change: Merge use-cases in sections 5.4 and 5.5.
	Status: CLOSED

the submitter has withdrawn the comment

	A275
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.4.1
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Inconsistency of the terminology used according to the definitions

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

This use case describes a scenario where Alice, Bob, David and Carol start planning evening activities over a CPM Session, but soon they want to use also other media for communication. They end up keeping the CPM Session open the whole day and sending some funny/entertaining media to others every now and then. They also invite a new participant, Ted, to the CPM Group Session.
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0317-CR_Group_communication_A275_to_A279

	A276
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.4.2.2
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Inconsistency of the terminology used according to the definitions

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

The benefits for the users are:

· Users can flexibly change the media on need basis during the CPM Group Session. 
Participants of the CPM Group Session can dynamically change.
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0317-CR_Group_communication_A275_to_A279

	A277
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.4.3
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Inconsistency of the terminology used according to the definitions and also a sentence needs some clarifications.

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

The required pre-conditions are:

· The users have a subscription from the Service Provider to allow participation in multimedia CPM Group Session.

· A user is authorised to either initiate a CPM Group Session on a ad-hoc basis or create a Pre-defined CPM Group on a server depending on the service provider’s offering and terminal capabilities.

· The users have a terminal capable of negotiating and handling different real-time and non-real-time media in a CPM Session.

The users have been given permission (according to access policies) to do actions required in the use case.
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0317-CR_Group_communication_A275_to_A279

	A278
	2007.03.01
	T
	5.4.4
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: Bullet 2, Conversation Transcript is only mentioned here. It is not clear if there are requirements that match this use case? Is this a synonym to conversation history?

Proposed Change: If it is conversation history then replace it.
	Status: CLOSED

Change Conversation Transcript to CPM Session History

	A279
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.4.4
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Inconsistency of the terminology used according to the definitions

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

The required post-conditions are:

· Users can continue the communication until the group session ending criteria is met. The CPM Group Session may end e.g. when the initiating user leaves, or at a pre-defined ending time, or when there are less than a pre-defined number of users in the CPM Group Session.
A CPM Group Session History is available to users who require it in their network storage.
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0317-CR_Group_communication_A275_to_A279

	A280
	2007.03.02
	E
	5.4.5, 2
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment:  Bullet 2 reads “Alice sees from the presence enabled phonebook that Bob, David and Carol are all available but David is busy in the meeting. She decides to start a CPM session instead of voice call since David is likely not able to talk“, and uses the term “phonebook’ which is undefined. We understand that phone book should rather be replaced with “address book”.
Proposed Change: Change bullet 2 to read “Alice sees from the presence enabled phonebook address book that Bob, David and Carol are all available but David is busy in the meeting. She decides to start a CPM session instead of voice call since David is likely not able to talk “.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A281
	2007.03.02
	E
	5.4.5

Bullet 2
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: “presence enabled phonebook” shall be replaced by “converged Address Book”
Proposed Change: “presence enabled phonebook” shall be replaced by “converged Address Book”
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A282
	2007.03.02
	T
	5.4.5

Bullet 8
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: a CPM Thread is specific to a User hence Ted might not know there has been message exchange previous to his joining… Also Alice is part of the Conversation and has been forgotten
Proposed Change: Change to “8. Ted accepts the voice call from Carol. Ted sees that Bob, David and Alice are also participating to the CPM Conversation.”
	Status: CLOSED

Spirit of the comment implemented in CR OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0213R01-CR_5_4_5_UC_comments_A282_A285.doc

	A283
	2007.03.02
	T
	5.4.5

Bullet 11
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Considering any type of (discrete) media can be added to a Message, it is felt that the file exchange can be done as part of a message exchange (as indicated in bullet 10) and shall not mandate a separate file exchange procedure.

Proposed Change: Change to: “11. The other CPM Session participants receive the file.”
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in CR OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0213R01-CR_5_4_5_UC_comments_A282_A285.doc

	A284
	2007.03.02
	T
	5.4.5

Bullet 12
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The exchange of Continuous Media takes place within the context of a CPM Session.

Proposed Change: Change to “12.
Later during the day, Carol is walking downtown and sees a very interesting street performance show. She knows that her friends are interested to see it as well. She starts streaming the live video view to participants of the CPM Session. Alice, Bob, David and Ted receive a CPM Session invitation for a video exchange from Carol and they accept it”
	Status: CLOSED

Spirit of the comment implemented in CR OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0213R01-CR_5_4_5_UC_comments_A282_A285.doc

	A285
	2007.03.02
	T
	5.4.5

Bullet 13
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The CPM Session is a pre-requisite for the continuation of message exchange within a conversation as is implied by the current wording. Proposed rewording to remove confusion.

Proposed Change: Change to “13. After Carol stops streaming video, the CPM Session is kept and they continue exchanging messages every now and then.”
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in CR OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0213R01-CR_5_4_5_UC_comments_A282_A285.doc

	A286
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.4.5
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Inconsistency of the terminology used according to the definitions

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

The normal flow for this use case is:

1. Alice wants to start plan the evening with her friends Bob, David and Carol.

2. Alice sees from the presence enabled Address Book that Bob, David and Carol are all available but David is busy in the meeting. She decides to start a CPM Group Session instead of voice call since David is likely not able to talk.

3. Alice establishes the CPM Group Session with her friends and send first message containing text and funny image she selected from the terminal menu.

4. After chatting a while, Bob remembers nice restaurant and wants to send an image of the restaurant he took last time. He writes a short description about the restaurant and attaches the image to the message.

5. David’s meeting ends and he wants to continue discussion over the voice. He sends a request to add full-duplex voice to the CPM Group Session. 

6. Alice, Bob and Carol accept the voice call. The CPM Group Session remains still open.

7. Carol remembers that Ted should be free in the evening and she sends an invitation to Ted to join the CPM Group Session.

8. Ted accepts the voice call from Carol. Ted sees that there are Bob, David and Carol in a call and there is also messaging available for the session.

9. After getting plans for the evening ready, they stop the voice call, but still keep the CPM Group Session to be able to chat during the rest of day. Now the CPM Group Session has five participants: Alice, Bob, David, Carol and Ted.

10. Alice wants to send others a message with funny video clip she received in the email. Alice has options to send the video as a file or as a video stream. She decides to send the video as a file.

11. Other CPM Group Session participants receive the file transfer request from Alice. The request contains a short description on the video clip given by Alice and the size of the video clip. The file is transmitted to the participants who accepted the request.

12. Later during the day, Carol is walking in the downtown and sees very interesting street performance show. She knows that her friends are interested in seeing it as well. She starts streaming the live video to the participants of the CPM Group Session. Alice, Bob, David and Ted receive the video sharing invitation from Carol and they accept it.
13. After Carol stops streaming video, CPM Group Session is still kept so that they can continue exchanging messages every now and then.

14. In the evening, Ted wants to get some further instructions about how to find the right restaurants, ask about the weather etc. He decides to add PoC voice to the ongoing CPM Group Session, since he knows that others might be too busy to respond text messages or to have full-duplex voice call while they are preparing for the evening.

15. Alice, Bob, David and Carol receive an invitation to add PoC speech to the ongoing CPM Group Session. They all accept the invitation. While preparing for the evening and traveling to the restaurant, they can speak to each others over PoC voice or send messages.

	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A287
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.4.5
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: in step 14, we should not refer to silo services (PoC voice) but to service capabilities.

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

In the evening, Ted wants to get some further instructions about how to find the right restaurants, ask about the weather etc. He decides to add half duplex voice to the ongoing CPM session, since he knows that others might be too busy to respond text messages or to have full-duplex voice call while they are preparing for the evening.
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in CR 240R01

	A287
bis
	2007.03.01
	T
	5.4.5
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment: In Step 14 and Step 15, a user would not request “PoC” speech or “PoC” voice, but just request “voice”. In a similar manner, the user should not have to understand whether or not they can add “PoC voice”

Proposed Change:  Change instances of “PoC speech” and “PoC voice” to just “voice”

	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in CR 240R01

	A288
	2007.03.02
	T
	5.4.6
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The text says “select that she wants to start a CPM Session with group members”. It is unclear whether group-based communication (as in initiated based on a Pre-defined Group) allows for communication to take place outside of the context of a CPM Session and what constitutes or triggers the transition back and forth between a 1-to-N Conversation outside the context of a CPM Session, i.e. based on exchange of stand-alone CPM Messages , and a 1-to-N Group Session (see  OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0026 for more details on the grey area under consideration)

Proposed Change: This shall be explicited.
	Status: CLOSED
No action required

	A289
	2007.03.02
	E
	5.4.6, 1
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment:  Bullet 1 reads “Alice selects group “Team X” from the phonebook and select that she wants to start CPM session with group members “, and uses the term “phonebook’ which is undefined. We understand that phone book should rather be replaced with “address book”.
Proposed Change: Change bullet 1 to read “Alice selects group “Team X” from the phonebook address book and select that she wants to start CPM session with group members “.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A290
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.4.6
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Inconsistency of the terminology used according to the definitions and also some editorial corrections

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

Alternatively, Alice may use a CPM Pre-defined Group for starting to communicate with her friends.

· Alice selects group “Team X” from the Address Book and requests to start a CPM Group Session with the group members of "Team X".

· Bob, David and Carol receive an invitation from Alice, but they also see that the invitation is coming from the group “Team X”.

· All communication methods as in Normal flow are available during the CPM Group Session.

Alternatively, participants of the CPM Group Session may have pre-configured settings and authorisations for CPM Group Sessions. For example, Bob’s terminal is a high-speed access capable terminal with a lot of memory and Bob has set his terminal to automatically accept any file transfer request from his friends. He has also set automatic answer for all PoC speech request from his friends.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A291
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.5.1
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: It is difficult from this short description to see the relationship of this use case with CPM.

Proposed Change: we suggest to explain that the use case describes rules that apply for group communication using the multiple service capabilities provided by CPM.
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed in CR 2007-397R01

	A292
	2007.03.02
	T
	5.5.2.2
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: “The benefits for the owner and/or creator of group are: […] Owner can have wider set of control on the group communication than ad-hoc group case has”. What do those “wider set of control”? If these are not explicated, this bullet point shall be removed.
Proposed Change: remove the bullet point “Owner can have wider set of control on the group communication than ad-hoc group case has” in case of absence of further details to back it up.
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 0389



	A293
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.5.2.2
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Inconsistency of the terminology used according to the definitions

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

The benefits for the participants are:

· Media control helps participants to follow the communication

· Depending on the group information and access rights, the participants may have additional information about the group
· The participants may get information about the CPM Group Session beforehand

The benefits for the service provider are:

· Service provider can reduce (real-time) signalling load in air interface when most of the rules and actions can be pre-defined

Service provider can offer value for owner e.g. since the owner can store group information at the network
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A294
	2007.03.02
	T
	5.5.3

Bullet 1
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: “The participants have a subscription from a Service Provider to allow participation in group communication”: is it expected that Group Communication is not available to all Users? What is the difference with a one-to-one Conversation extended to additional parties?
Proposed Change: Remove the bullet point. Clarify the difference between a one-to-one Conversation extended to additional parties and a Group Session.
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed in CR OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0315-CR_5_5_3_group_communication_subscription.doc.

	A295
	2007.03.02
	T
	5.5.3
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: “The participants have devices capable for group communication […]”: what are the specific capabilities required for Group Communication on the device side?
Proposed Change: Remove the bullet point.
	Status: CLOSED

The sentence in the Pre-conditions section has been removed.

See contribution 99

	A296
	2007.03.02
	E
	5.5.4

Bullet 1
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Poor wording

Proposed Change: Change to “Participants are able to continue their meeting until the ending criteria are met.”
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A297
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.5.4
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Inconsistency of the terminology used according to the definitions

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

The required post-conditions are:

· Participants are able to continue meeting until ending criterias are met. 

· Any participant is able to re-join a Group Session depending on the group rules and status of the Group Session.

Additional participants can be invited depending on the group rules and status of the Group Session.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A298
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.5.5

Bullet #6
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>

1. Comment: Carol thinks that the meeting would be useful also for David, and decides to invite him, but the invitation gets rejected. (A reason why the invitation to David was rejected would be helpful)
Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A299
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.5.5
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Inconsistency of the terminology used according to the definitions and also some editorial corrections

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

The normal flow for this use case is:

2. Alice wants to have monthly meetings with her colleagues. She creates a group, lists its members, defines the subject, the type of the group, the timing, the actions allowed for participants, and other useful information. She also sets rules for media control so that all the participants’ video streams are shown, all can speak, but only one can show material at a time. 

3. When the meeting start time is met, the group members who satisfy the group rules will receive invitations for the meeting, and are allowed to join the meeting by accepting the invitation, and selecting media from offered ones.

4. Alice, Bob and Carol accept the invitation, and can get to know other participants in the Group Session.

5. When Alice starts her introductory presentation, others depending on their media choice can see her presentation material. All participants are able to see each others’ video streams, and all the participants are also able to speak during the presentation.

6. Bob knows that Ted wants to join later, so Bob invites Ted when Ted is available for the meeting.

7. Carol thinks that the meeting would be useful also for David, and decides to invite him, but the invitation gets rejected.

After Alice’s presentation, Alice stops showing her material, and Bob is able to show his material.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A300
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.5.6

Bullet #6
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>

1. Comment: After Alice’s presentation Alice as a moderator gives the floor (to speak) to Bob. (Remove “(to speak)”. By having it, it is more confusing and restrictive. Because getting floor may be “to speak” as well as sharing media and other things.)

Proposed Change: After Alice’s presentation Alice as a moderator gives the floor to Bob.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A301
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.5.6
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: some editorial corrections

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

4. Ted has requested participation information and so is able to join in the meeting later whenever he is available for the meeting.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A302
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.5.7
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Inconsistency of the terminology used according to the definitions

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

Alternatively, the functionality could be the following:

1.  Alice who is a manager of a department creates group 1 which contains several project members. Some members belong to multiple projects. This group is used for project meeting purpose. She sets rules to invite ’Project A’ members to have a meeting. 
2. Alice establishes the Group Session with group members who satisfy the defined rules. Accordingly Carol, Ted and Macy who satisfy the rules will receive invitations, and are allowed to join the discussion by accepting the invitation.

3. Carol, Ted and Macy accept the invitation, and can get to know other participants in the Group Session.

4. Alice starts to discuss the project plan with all the participants.
After the meeting Alice gets second thoughts about who should attend the next project meeting and wants to invite only the software people among the staff members of group 1. Then, she would first create a rule to group 1 and then start a session. The rule evaluation would result in staff members Carol and Macy being invited (Ted is the hardware guy).
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A303
	2007.03.02
	E
	5.6.2.1

Paragraph 1
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: “She also wants to store videos in her network-based storage”: why are videos particularized. Is real-time videos required or are we just talking video (clip) as an example of a large multimedia file?

Proposed Change: Delete the sentence
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A304
	2007.03.02
	E
	5.6.2.1

Paragraph 1
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: “Alice wants to store messages and conversation history in her network-based storage”: proposed rewording for terminology update
Proposed Change: Change to “Alice wants to store Conversation Histories (aka store CPM Messages and Session Histories) in her network-based storage” or “Alice wants Conversation Histories in her network-based storage”.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A305
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.6.2.1
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Inconsistency of the terminology used according to the definitions

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

Alice is at home and is working on her PC (CPM capable device). Alice wants to store CPM Messages and CPM Session History on her network-based storage. She also wants to store videos in her network-based storage. She is able to access to this network-based storage to retrieve the messages or media and she is able to forward them to Claire.

Bob wants to share with Alice some photos of his holidays and sends her a message with these pictures. He must have a CPM capable device.

Claire has a conversation with Alice within a CPM Session. She must have a CPM capable device.

The CPM system, based on Alice's preferences, stores CPM Messages, CPM Session Histories and Media in Alice's network-based storage in the CPM Service Provider domain.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A306
	2007.03.02
	E
	5.6.2.2
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: terminology update required

Proposed Change: Change “messages and conversation histories on” into “CPM Threads in” and “sent messages on” into “CPM Threads in”
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A307
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.6.2.2
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Inconsistency of the terminology used according to the definitions

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

Alice can store and access CPM Messages and CPM Session Histories on a network-based storage in the CPM Service Provider domain.

Alice can store and access Media on a network-based storage in the CPM Service Provider domain.

Bob can store and access sent CPM Messages on a network-based storage in the CPM Service Provider domain.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A308
	2007.03.01
	T
	5.6.3
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: Sentence 2, What does "associated" mean in that context? Is it associated via subscription or interworking with legacy services or something different?

Proposed Change: If there is no difference between associated and the provisioned CPM users, then use the same terminology.
	Status: CLOSED

Covered by contribution 2007-345

	A309
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.6.5

Bullet #6 
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>

Comment: Alice has set her preferences so that Alice's CPM system stores Bob's message (clarification needed: does Alice has a preference for storing incoming messages from a particular address or just store any incoming message?)  in Alice's network-based storage in the CPM Service Provider domain.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A310
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.6.5 Bullet 3
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>
Comment: e.g. is not proper
Proposed Change: Bob's CPM system then verifies that Bob has the rights (i.e. Bob has enough credit on his account) to submit this message, and forwards the message to Alice's CPM system.
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A311
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.6.5 bullet 16
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>
Comment: The intent of the sentence “download a preview” is not very clear. It can become an implementation issue.
Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A312
	2007.03.02
	E
	5.6.6

Bullet 9
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: “Session” is more appropriate here than “conversation”

Proposed Change: Change to “9.Bob and Alice start their CPM Session.”
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A313
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.6.6
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Inconsistency of the terminology used according to the definitions

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

7. Alice is amazed by Bob's pictures and wants to discuss with him about his holidays. She initiates a CPM session to have a text conversation with him by interacting with the CPM system from her PC.

8. Bob is notified of the incoming request and accepts the CPM session request. 

9. Bob and Alice start their conversation.

10. During the conversation, Bob decides to send some videos to Alice.

11. Alice has set her preferences to store the CPM Session History with all the exchanged media such as Bob's videos on her network-based storage in the CPM Service Provider domain. The CPM Session History and the videos are stored on Alice's network-based storage.

12. Few days later, Alice is having a text conversation with her friend Claire about Bob's holidays. She would like to send her Bob's videos that are of interest for Claire.

13. Alice accesses the videos on her network-based storage in the CPM Service Provider domain.

14. Alice requests the CPM system to send them to Claire within the current CPM session. Alice is also able to request the retrieval of these videos to have a local copy on her PC. Alice is also able to request to send to Claire the CPM Session History of her discussion with Bob including the videos.

15. Claire sees the videos and continues the conversation with Alice.

16. Alice wants to show to Claire how Bob got tanned during his holidays. She composes a message and adds a picture of Bob at home she had locally on her computer. Then she accesses Bob's pictures in her network-based storage in the CPM Service Provider domain to add one of Bob's pictures. She can request the CPM system to download a preview of the pictures stored in her network-based storage to help her choose.

Alice requests the CPM system to send the message with both pictures so that Claire is able to compare Bob before and after his holidays.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A314
	2007.03.02
	E
	5.6.7


	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The terminology used is not consistent with the terminology adopted in San Francisco.

Proposed Change: make the corresponding changes.
	Status: CLOSED

No change required. Closed by CR OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0395-CR_5_6_7_Messages_storage_management_A314_A316_A317.doc

	A315
	2007.03.02
	E
	5.6.7

Bullet 2
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Implement the “Conversation History” definition

Proposed Change: Change to “2. Alice requests the CPM enabler to see her Conversation History with Bob of the last 3 days.”
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A316
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.6.7 bullet 5
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>
Comment: bullet 5 refers to move all Bob’s messages, this could be confusing.
Proposed Change: Alice requests to move all Bob’s messages that were exchanged within last three days …. 
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed in CR OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0395-CR_5_6_7_Messages_storage_management_A314_A316_A317.doc

	A317
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.6.7
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Inconsistency of the terminology used according to the definitions

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

1. Alice would like the list of messages exchanged with Bob in the last 3 days.

2. Alice requests the CPM system to see this list of messages stored in her network-based storage in the CPM Service Provider domain. 

3. The CPM system delivers the requested information to Alice's PC which then displays the list of messages with some details about them (e.g. size, date, etc).

4. Alice then requests to create a new folder "Friends". The CPM system creates the folder. The view of Alice's network-based storage is refreshed on her PC to show the new folder in the network-based storage's view.

5. Alice requests to move all Bob's messages in the "Friends" folder. The CPM system then moves each message in this folder. The view of Alice's network-based storage is refreshed on her PC to show the new network-based storage organization.

6. Alice requests to open the "Friends" folder. The list of Bob's messages of this folder is then displayed on Alice's PC.

7. Alice selects the first message and requests to delete it. The CPM system then deletes the message. The view of Alice's network-based storage is refreshed on her PC to show the new list of messages included in the "Friends" folder. 

8. Alice has the history of her CPM Session with Claire on her PC. She would like to keep it on her network-based storage 

9. Alice requests the CPM system to store the CPM Session History in the "Friends" folder of her network-based storage in the CPM Service Provider domain.
10. The CPM system updates Alice's network-based storage to add the CPM Session History in the "Friends" folder of Alice's network-based storage.
	Status: CLOSED

No change enforced by CR OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0395-CR_5_6_7_Messages_storage_management_A314_A316_A317.doc (see notes below).

Notes:

1/ Change “CPM System” to “CPM system”:

>> The term is defined in the RD hence the proposed change was not enforced.

2/ Capitalize “CPM service provider domain”:

>> The term is no longer defined in the RD hence the proposed change was not enforced.

3/ Change “conversation” into “CPM Session” and “conversation history” into “CPM Session History”:

>> No change enforced as it is questionable whether the user would be looking specifically for the history of a given CPM Session (which doesn’t necessarily be explicit to the user) versus be looking for “recent” history of this Conversation with the other Participants.



	A318
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.6.8 bullet 8
	Source: Motorola

From: <INP doc>

Comment: “keep” is not appropriate
Proposed Change: replace “keep” with “store”
	Status: CLOSED

Change “keep” with “save”

	A319
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.6.9 bullet 6
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>
Comment: in bullet 6, the “share” is not clear. It could mean that John owns a folder and should share the folder with Alice. But the rest of the text in 6, 7, 8 suggests that Alice is giving John permission. If this is the case then there is no difference between this case and the one in bullet 1.)
Proposed Change: The use case of sharing with John should be removed or reworded to John providing permissions to Alice for one oh his picture folder.
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A319
bis
	2007.03.01
	T
	5.6.9 

Step 4, and Step 7
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment:  Throughout the use case flows, the term “CPM system” is used frequently.  To be instructive, the reader should search on “CPM system” starting at the beginning of the use cases.  In this use case, only “the CPM” is used in the flow.

Proposed Changes: Change “the CPM” in step 4 and Step 7 to “the CPM System”, and add the definition based on the one found in the introduction (Section 4, paragraph 6) to the definitions section.  This paragraph currently reads:


	Status: CLOSED

No action required

See resolution of CR-2007-199R04

	A320
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.6.10
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Inconsistency of the terminology used according to the definitions

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

A user shall be able to store any type of CPM Messages or CPM Session Histories in a network-based storage on the CPM Service Provider domain.

A user shall be able to store Media in a network-based storage on the CPM Service Provider domain.

A user shall be able to search for Media, CPM Messages or CPM Session Histories stored in a network-based storage on the CPM Service Provider domain.


	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A321
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.7.2
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>
Comment: Description for Peter could be simplified
Proposed Change: A non-CPM user 
	Status: CLOSED

The section 5.7 has been reworded with respect to contribution 303R01

	A322
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.7.2.1
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>
Comment: The first two sentences can have improved English.
Proposed Change: Mary should be able to communicate with Peter for immediate and store/forward messages.
	Status: CLOSED

The section 5.7 has been reworded with respect to contribution 303R01

	A323
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.7.2.1
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>
Comment: The first sentence for Peter is not relevant to CPM. The second sentence could cleaned up as well.
Proposed Change: Remove the sentence that talks about Peter can interact with others.

Second sentence could be reworded to “Peter should be able to communicate (message exchange) with Mary.
	Status: CLOSED

The section 5.7 has been reworded with respect to contribution 303R01

	A323
bis
	2007.03.01
	T
	5.7.5

Step 2
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment: Throughout the use cases, the term “CPM system” is used frequently.  To be instructive, the reader should search on CPM system starting at the beginning of the use cases.

Proposed Change:  In Step 2, instead of “CPM Service” state “CPM System”

	Status: CLOSED

The section 5.7 has been reworded with respect to contribution 303R01

	A324
	2007.03.03
	T
	5.7.6
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>
Comment: It is not appropriate to state “Upon selecting the send Option”. It is too UI specific and some one could take it as an direct implementation guideline.
Proposed Change: Mary selects Peter from the address book and send an invitation. Mary’s CPM device submits the invitation to the CPM system within Mary’s CPM service provider domain.
	Status: CLOSED

The section 5.7 has been reworded with respect to contribution 303R01

	A325
	2007.03.04
	T
	5.7.6
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: Conversion to inviting message in step 3 may not be very user-friendly.

Proposed Change: Consider CPM enabler accepting the invitation on behalf of the non-CPM user.
	Status: CLOSED
See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0189R02

	A326
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.7.7 bullet 1
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>
Comment: Avoid using UI implementation specific language.
Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED

The section 5.7 has been reworded with respect to contribution 303R01

	A327
	2007.03.04
	T
	5.7.8
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: Step 3 seems to suggest that the automatic answering also happens when Mary is not on-line.

Proposed Change: Rephrase step to clarify this point.
	Status: CLOSED

The section 5.7 has been reworded with respect to contribution 303R01

	A328
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.7.9
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>
Comment: It is not clear if the sender here is only intended for CPM user. We cannot control legacy implementation so it cannot imply for legacy clients.
Proposed Change: The CPM user should not have to select exact message delivery technology.
	Status: CLOSED

The section 5.7 has been reworded with respect to contribution 303R01

	A329
	2007.03.02
	E
	5.8

Use Case
	Source: Huawei

Form: INP doc

Comment: 
The use case has some references to the requirements in the section 6 (e.g. CPM-MAD-001, CPM-MAD-002 and CPM-MAD-003), which may change and may leads to some inconsistency in the future.

Proposed Change:
Remove the references.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A330
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.8.5
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Requirements are referenced in the normal flow 

Proposed Change: we suggest removing them for consistency.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A331
	2007.03.02
	T
	5.8.5
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Step 1: Aren’t the two CPM addresses already registered with the CPM System? Don’t you mean that the system authenticates Bob’s two addresses?

Proposed Change: 

Suggest adding the registration as a pre-condition and reword step 1:

“Bob switches on his device and both his personal and business CPM addresses are authenticated by the CPM System
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 0391R01

	A331
bis
	2007.03.01
	T
	5.8.5
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

The use case does not make it clear which contacts that Bob sets his phone to “vibrate” or “ring” respectively.

Proposed Change:  

He invokes the preference setting menu A and sets the incoming message notification to “vibrate” for his personal address book contacts.

He invokes the preference setting menu B and sets the incoming message notification to “ring” for his business address book contacts.


	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 0391R01

	A331
ter
	2007.03.01
	T
	5.9.5
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment: Since this use case is focused on the CAB, it would be clearer to add a clarification to Step 8

Proposed Change:  
Once Alice has validated the modification on her PC, the modification is automatically reflected in the address book on Alice's other devices.


	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 0391R01

	A331

quater
	2007.03.01
	T
	5.9.5

Step4
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP
Comment: In Step 4, it is unclear whether Alice’s presence status subscription or Bob’s actual presence status is displayed on her associated devices.
Proposed Change:  Alice decides to subscribe to Bob’s presence information from her PC. Based on Alice’s subscription request, Bob’s presence status is automatically reflected on her PDA and her mobile.


	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 0391R01

	A332
	2007.03.02
	E
	5.10

(all of)
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Change “terminal” into “device”

Proposed Change: Change “terminal” into “device”
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in CR OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0213R01-CR_5_4_5_UC_comments_A282_A285.doc

	A333
	2007.03.04
	T
	5.10.3
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: It is unclear what the “additional information” is that needs to be supported.

Proposed Change: Clarify the pre-condition.
	Status: CLOSED

Resolved by CR OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0244R01

	A333
bis
	2007.03.01
	T
	5.10.3
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment: Throughout the use cases, the term “CPM system” is used frequently.  

Proposed Change:  Beth has a terminal and service that support applications that are built on-top of the CPM System.

David’s messaging service supports additional information provided by the CPM System.


	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of CR-2007-199R04

	A333
ter
	2007.03.01
	T
	5.10.3
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment: There seems to be two Section 5.10.3.  One comes right after Section 5.10.2.2, and then again after 5.10.2

Proposed Change:  Fix Section numbering 
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A333 quater
	2007.03.01
	T
	5.11.1
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment: Throughout the use cases, the term “CPM system” is used frequently.  

Proposed Change:  This use case describes a scenario where a VASP leverages the CPM System as part of its service logic.


	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of CR-2007-199R04

	A333
quinquies
	2007.03.01
	T
	5.11.1, Para 1
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment: In the first paragraph, the use of “CPM enabler” should be changed to “CPM System” to be in line with almost all the other use cases. To be instructive, the reader should search on “CPM system” starting at the beginning of the use cases.

Proposed Change: “CPM enabler” should be changed to “CPM System”

	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of CR-2007-199R04

	A333
sexies
	2007.03.01
	T
	5.11.2
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment: In the second paragraph, the use of “CPM enabler” should be changed to “CPM System” to be in line with almost all the other use case flows. To be instructive, the reader should search on “CPM system” starting at the beginning of the use cases.

Proposed Change: “CPM enabler” should be changed to “CPM System”

	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of CR-2007-199R04

	A333
Septies
	2007.03.01
	T
	5.11.5
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment:  To be consistent, “CPM enabler” should be changed to “CPM service” in this context. To be instructive, the reader should search on “CPM system” starting at the beginning of the use cases.
Proposed Change:  “CPM enabler” should be changed to “CPM System”

	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of CR-2007-199R04

	A333
octies
	2007.03.01
	T
	5.11.7
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment:  Throughout the use case call flows, the term “CPM system” is used frequently.  This section has a mix of terms and the terms of use are unclear. 
Proposed Change:  In Steps 5, 6, 7, and 8, the term “the CPM” should be changed to “the CPM system”. Also, in step 7, the term “CPM enabler” should be changed to “CPM system”, and in Step 8, the term “CPM server” should be changed to CPM system.


	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of CR-2007-199R04

	A334
	2007.02.21
	E
	5.12
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: Inconsistency on the title of this section

Proposed Change: Change the title to: “Absence Service”
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A335
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.12
	Source: China Mobile

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The title of 5.12.2 not consistent with other user cases

Proposed Change: Delete “User case-” from the title
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A336
	2007.03.03
	T
	5.12.2
	Source: China Mobile

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Actors does not explained in detail

Proposed Change: Clarify the role of each actor
	Status: CLOSED

The role of each actor has been clarified in contribution 178R01.

	A337
	2007.02.21
	E
	5.12.5
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: There is a typo in the last sentence of paragraph 2.

Proposed Change: Replace “servicedelivers” by “service delivers”
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A338
	2007.03.03
	T
	5.12.5
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>
Comment: This use case is not making much sense for an IM like invites. The experience is getting more complicated then if the user would just send a short text message and mark it urgent. The use case may have been ok for voice call termination that needs to terminate into a Voicemail box. 
Proposed Change: Either reword the use case for Voice call or remove the use case all together. We should avoid unnecessary complexity in specifications that could be asked of client vendors to be developed.
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A339
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.12.5
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Inconsistency of the terminology used according to the definitions and some editorial corrections

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

1. Anne normally uses her laptop device at work. All CPM message notifications destined for Anne are delivered to this laptop device. However, during the morning, Anne has activated her Absence service for all incoming sessions  (including voice calls and text chat sessions)

2. Bob attempts to initiate an IM session with Anne.  Since Anne is unavailable, the session invite is redirected to her Absence Service.  The Absence Service responds with a greeting and records the text typed by Bob. As part of that application, Bob is prompted to supply an alternate reply address and to select one or more message options. Bob marks the message as “Urgent & Private”.  The Absence service delivers the message into the CPM system which deposits the message into Anne’s network store.
3. Anne receives notification of the new message on the CPM client of her laptop and mobile phone and the recorded message is listed in her message list as well as a visual new message indicator.

4. Anne selects the new message icon on the CPM mobile device.

5. The CPM system displays the message contents to Anne.

6. Anne chooses to initiate a response based on the reply address left by Bob.

The CPM system synchronizes the store/delete action with the network-based storage and with the PC client.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A339

bis
	2007.03.01
	T
	5.12.5
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment: The last step of this call flow indicates that Anne takes a store/delete action, but there is nothing in the flow that indicates this action (by the way, it’s “Ann” without an “e” ;-).

Proposed Change:  
5. The CPM system displays the message contents to Anne on her mobile device
6. Anne chooses to initiate a response based on the reply address left by Bob, and deletes the message.

7. The CPM system synchronizes the delete message action with the network mailbox.


	Status: CLOSED

The following changes have been agreed as part of contribution 98

5. The CPM system displays the message contents to Anne on her mobile device.

6. Anne chooses to initiate a response based on the reply address left by Bob, and stores the message on her mobile device.

7. The CPM system synchronizes the store action completed on her mobile device with the network mailbox.’



	A340
	2007.03.03
	E
	5.1.7
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>
Comment: The numbering scheme should be corrected.
Proposed Change: 5.1.7 should be 5.12.6
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A341
	2007.03.03
	T
	5.1.7
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>
Comment: The second sentence “Clients should pre-fetch lengthy audio or video message content or make it available on a streaming basis” should be removed. No relevance to the use case.
Proposed Change: remove the second sentence
	Status: CLOSED

The group agreed to remove the sentence.

See contribution 119

	A342
	2007.03.02
	E
	6
	Source: Huawei

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 
In some requirements, we use “service provider settings.” 

And in some other requirements, we use “operator settings”. 

The difference makes it ambiguous and confused.

Proposed Change:  

Maybe we should check which expression is correct.
	Status: CLOSED

The group agreed to use “service provider’s policy”

See contribution 195

	A343
	2007.03.02
	T
	General for all requirements
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: In many requirements there are several requirements inside one requirement. One requirement should have only one SHALL / MAY not several.

Proposed Change: Divide requirements so that there aren’t many SHALLs / MAYs inside one requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirements have been divided accordingly.

	A344
	2007.02.23
	T
	6.
	Source: Telefonica SA

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The following requirement is missing: “CPM SHALL be efficient in the use of radio bandwidth”

Proposed Change: Add proposed requirement
	Status: CLOSED

Solved by CR in 2007-0366R01

	A345
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: ‘subject’ is mentioned all over the document but the corresponding requirement is missing 

Proposed Change: add following requirement to section 6.1 (High Level Functional requirements): ‘The CPM User SHALL be able to specify a subject for a CPM Conversation’
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in CR OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0200R01

	A346
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: CPM-HLF-002 is referring only to messaging services, there should be a similar requirement for non-messaging services.

Proposed Change: Add a new requirement like:

CPM-HLF-002bis:  The CPM enabler SHOULD NOT create changes to existing non-CPM voice communication services.
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0302R02

(definition of Non-CPM Messaging Service has been updated)

	A347
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: in this chapter there are several requirements and some of them are only valid for the CPM message (e.g. CPM-HLF-06 and 07) while all the other are valid for the whole conversation. It is a bit difficult to see which ones are for what type of session. 

Proposed Change: it would be easier if the requirements are listed in order, first the one general for all type of session and then the one specific for the CPM Message. Alternatively, one could add a mention of the applicability.


	Status: CLOSED

Some requirements that could need a modification have already been modified as a result of resolving other RDRR comments and the changes done cover also this RDRR comment A347, so no further change is needed. (CPM-HLF-008, 009.) 

All other CPM-HLF requirements are either generic and do not relate to neither CPM Messages nor CPM Conversations, or do already state their applicability.

	A348
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: Requirements for floor control is needed and at the moment missing.

6.1 may be better but since the information is missing the normal way is to comment the level above, in this case 6.1.
Proposed Change: Make a new subclause - 6.1.x Media Burst Control

- Add a table with CPM specific requirements. As a start only one requirement is needed:

The CPM enabler SHALL support Media Burst Control as required by OMA-RD-PoC-V2_0.

- Additional requirements may be added when needed.
	Status: CLOSED

Resolved by the new requirement CPM-GRP-009

	A349
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: Requirements missing for delivery notifications and read-receipts (functionality is hinted on later in the document).

Proposed Change: Add requirements.
	Status: CLOSED

Several requirements have been added in contribution 190R03

	A350
	2007.02.28
	T
	6.1

HLF-001
	Source: NEC

Form: INP_ Doc 2007-0058

Comment: align HLF-001 with definition for CPM Conversation

Proposed Change: 

The CPM enabler SHALL allow an integrated user experience centered around CPM Conversations, yet including presence-enabled address book, real time voice, real time video and file transfer.

	Status: CLOSED

The brackets have been removed:

See contribution 160R01

	A351
	2007.03.02
	T
	6. 1

HLF-001
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D
Comment: This requirement contains several requirements, some mandatory and some optional. It is proposed to split it. Also the word “yet” is confusing as it usually indicates an exception. Since Presence is an optional feature, it follows that presence-enabled address book is also optional. Support for the address book may be mandatory but support for presence-enabled address book should be optional. 

The CPM enabler SHALL allow an integrated user experience centred around CPM Conversations (i.e. exchange of CPM Messages and/or Continuous Media), yet including presence-enabled address book, real time voice, real time video and file transfer.
Proposed Change: 
First requirement:  

CPM-HLF-001a: The CPM enabler SHALL allow an integrated user experience centered around CPM Conversations (i.e. exchange of CPM Messages and/or Continuous Media), yet including presence-enabled address book, A CPM conversation may consist of CPM messages and/or  real time voice, real time video and file transfer.   

Second requirement:

CPM-HLF-001b: The CPM enabler SHALL support an address book for each subscriber. The address book may be presence-enabled.

	Status: CLOSED

“(i.e. exchange of CPM Messages and/or Continuous Media), yet including presence-enabled address book “  has been removed.

See contribution 160R01

	A352
	2007.03.03
	E
	6. 1

HLF-001
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Inconsistency of the use of the term "CPM Conversation" in the CPM-HLF-001 and the definition in section 3.2

Proposed Change: we suggest removing the details in the parenthesis as CPM Conversation is already defined in section 3.2.
	Status: CLOSED

The brackets have been removed:

See contribution 160R01

	A353
	2007.03.04
	T
	6. 1

HLF-001
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: What does it mean and integrated user experience? The qualification is not actionable it mentions  things should be involved
Proposed Change: 

Rephrase to clearly state what relates to enabler requirements and drop what are UI requirements (out of scope) or service requirements (out of scope). The requirement may have to be broken into what is really required on the enabler.
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 160R01

	A354
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1

HLF-002
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Proposed Change: Change the negative requirement to:

The CPM enabler SHALL provide supports to interwork with existing non-CPM messaging services.
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of document 2007-204R01

	A355
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1

HLF-002
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: "The CPM enabler SHOULD NOT create changes to existing non-CPM messaging services". However, impact onto existing non-CPM messaging service shall NEVER be tolerated.
Proposed Change: Change "SHOULD NOT" to "SHALL NOT"
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of document 2007-204R01

	A356
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1

HLF-002
	Source: Samsung

Comment: This requirement is related to interworking with non-CPM messaging systems
Proposed Change: move the req. to section 6.1.16 (“Interworking”)
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of document 2007-204R01

	A357
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1

HLF-002
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: CPM-HLF-002 reads “The CPM enabler SHOULD NOT create changes to existing non-CPM messaging services. “, but does not define “existing non-CPM messaging services”.
Proposed Change: Define in 3.2 “existing non-CPM messaging services” as “SMS, MMS and IMPS.
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of document 2007-204R01

	A358
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1

HLF-002
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Proposed rewording

Proposed Change: Change to “The CPM enabler SHOULD NOT require changes to existing non-CPM messaging services in order to interoperate.”
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of document 2007-204R01

	A359
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1

HLF-002
	Source: Shanshan Wang
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: We think “existing non-CPM messaging” is reduplicate.
Proposed Change: Delete the word “existing”.
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of document 2007-204R01

	A360
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1

HLF-002
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: It may affect other messaging services that are CPM aware… It MUST NOT affect the enablers or resources that support other communications channels when interworking is involved. Also this is when there is interworking. This is to be added as a qualification..
Proposed Change: 

Rephrase as MUST NOT about messaging enabler or channels that are interworking with CPM (i.e. not about services).
	Status: CLOSED

No action.

The goal of the requirement is specifically on keeping the Non-CPM Messaging Services CPM-unaware.

	A361
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1 

HLF-003
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: Threads can only be supported if messages are stored. This can be enabled by preference. It seems there are no other possibilities mentioned.

Proposed Change: Change to "The CPM enabler SHALL provide the CPM user with a mechanism to set preferences based on his addresses, his devices, the message type and/or media type and automatic storage of some or all CPM Messages."
	Status: CLOSED

This is addressed in CONV-044

See contribution 290R01

	A362
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1 

HLF-003
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Proposed Change: Change the requirement as marked for clarity:

The CPM enabler SHALL provide the CPM User with a mechanism to set preferences based on his CPM addresses, his CPM devices, the message type and/or media type.

	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by contribution 290R01

	A363
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1 

HLF-003
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: HLF-003 is too general. Or is its purpose to require having only one, common solution for setting all kinds of preferences?

Proposed Change: remove the requirement; or rephrase to clarify its meaning.
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by contribution 290R01

	A364
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1

HLF-003


	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: This seems restricted to address, device and message type/media. What about message importance?

Proposed Change: add “message priority” to list, i.e.:

“The CPM enabler SHALL provide the CPM User with a mechanism to set preferences based on his addresses, his devices, message importance, the message type and/or media type”.
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by contribution 290R01

	A365
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1

HLF-003


	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: In HLF-003, Why not based on the caller/sender? (cf HLF-10) Some previous discussion in SF indicated that user preferences could be based on presence information. HLF-11 suggests this.

Proposed Change: we suggest adding these possibilities to the requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by contribution 290R01

	A366
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1

HLF-003


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Do not limit the list… At least calendar, time, sender (when receiving) , recipient (when sending), presence etc must be included. 
Proposed Change: 

Rephrase as a open list that must at the minimum include the one mentioned + above and can be extended..
	Status: CLOSED

The requested items do not match the scope of this requirement.

	A367
	
	T
	6.1

HLF-004


	Source: Cingular Wireless

Comment: Secured URI needs to be supported also.

Proposed Change: Change the requirement as marked:

It SHALL be possible to include the following URI Schemes in CPM messages.:

· sip:

· sips

· tel:

· mailto:

· http:

· https
	Status: CLOSED

Accepted suggestion and incorporated in doc159R6

	A368
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1

HLF-004


	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D
Comment: Specify that the URI schemes supported below are carried in message bodies.
Proposed Change: 
It SHALL be possible to include the following URI Schemes in CPM messages.bodies [URI Schemes]:

· sip:

· tel:

· mailto:
· http:
· 
	Status: CLOSED

Accepted suggestion and incorporated in doc159R6

	A369
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1

HLF-004


	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: editorial correction, removing the punctuation

Proposed Change: we suggest removing the punctuation as follows

It SHALL be possible to include the following URI Schemes in CPM messages [URI Schemes]:

· sip:

· tel:

· mailto:

http:
	Status: CLOSED

Accepted suggestion and incorporated in doc159R6

	A370
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1

HLF-004
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: ftp URI schemes shall be accepted within CPM Messages

Proposed Change: Add “ftp:” to the URI Scheme list
	Status: CLOSED

Accepted suggestion and incorporated in doc159R6

	A371
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1

HLF-004
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: Move requirement CPM-HLF-004 to Usability section; co-locate with companion requirement CPM-USA-002.

Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED

Merged USA002 into HLF-005 instead as incorporated in doc159R6

	A372
	2007.02.21
	T
	6.1

HLF-005


	Source: Cingular Wireless

Comment: Secured URI needs to be supported also.

Proposed Change: Change the requirement as marked:

It SHALL be possible to address CPM users using the following URI Schemes:

· sip:

· sips

· tel:
	Status: CLOSED

Accepted suggestion and incorporated in doc159R6

	A373
	2007.02.28
	T
	6.1

HLF-004 and HLF-005
	Source: NEC

Form: INP_ Doc 2007-0058

Comment:  HLF-004 and HLF-005 overlap

Proposed Change: 

Merge them into 

CPM-HLF-004:

It SHALL be possible to address CPM Users by including the following URI Schemes in CPM messages [URI Schemes]:

· sip:

· tel:

· mailto:

· http:

CPM-HLF-005: remove

	Status: CLOSED

Merged USA002 into HLF-005 instead and keep then HLF-004 as now different from HLF-005; as incorporated in doc159R6

	A374
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1

HLF-004 and HLF-005
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: What is the difference between CPM-HLF-004 and CPM-HLF-005; and why both of them are needed?

Proposed Change: remove one of them; or add more clarifications
	Status: CLOSED

Merged USA002 into HLF-005 instead and keep then HLF-004 as now different from HLF-005; as incorporated in doc159R6

	A375
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1

HLF-004 and HLF-005
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: HLF-004 (and HLF-005) could be moved to subsection 6.1.8 (Support of multiple addresses)

Proposed Change: move
	Status: CLOSED

URI schemes are independent and not necessarily related to multiple CPM addresses;

Merged USA002 into HLF-005 instead and keep then HLF-004 as now different from HLF-005; as incorporated in doc159R6

	A376
	2004.03.04
	T
	6.1

HLF-004 and HLF-005
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Shouldn’t there be a generic URI scheme for other channels? 
Proposed Change: 

Add a requirement for other channels to interwork with.
	Status: CLOSED

The list of the URI schemes has been extended to the ones currently focused on. As of integrating “e.g.” to the list, an open way fort he technical discussion is provided to work on a generic URI scheme if needed.

	A377
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1

HLF-005
	Source: Jian Yang
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The full stop is missing.

Proposed Change: Add the full stop at the end of the sentence.
	Status: CLOSED

 accepted as incorporated in doc159R6

	A378
	2007.03.01
	E
	6.1 

HLF-006
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: “that requests that the content not be forwarded” sounds strange. 

Proposed Change: Change to “that the content of a CPM message will not be forwarded”
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 368R01

	A379
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1

HLF-006
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: We don’t see a market need for privacy indication in CPM Messages

Proposed Change: Remove CPM-HLF-006
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 368R01

Privacy/Sensitivity indicators are supported in several messaging systems used today



	A380
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1

HLF-006
	Source: Huawei

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  There are two “that” in the e.g.

Proposed Change:  e.g. request the content not to be forwarded
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 368R01

(example is removed)

	A381
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1 
HLF-006
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: in the requirement the example is misleading. One could interpret that the privacy is associated to the content and to the forwarding service. One could as well interpret that the recipient could block message/session receipt via DRM. We propose the following interpretations…
Proposed Change::

1) The CPM enabler SHALL support the use of privacy indications in CPM messages, e.g. that requests that the content not be forwarded
2) The CPM enabler SHALL make use of DRM to ensure that messages are not forwarded to recipients that are not allowed support the use of privacy indications in CPM messages, e.g. that requests that the content not be forwarded
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 368R01

The requirement is not about specifying DRM rules regarding the consumption of the content but to support a user level indication.

	A382
	2007.03.02
	E/T
	6.1 

HLF-006

HLF-008
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: Requirements CPM-HLF-006 and CPM-HLF-008 are more about privacy than high level functions.
Proposed Change: Move CPM-HLF-006 and CPM-HLF-008 to section 6.1.7 & renumber accordingly.
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 368R01

It is not necessary to move HLF-006 to the Privacy section as it purely about an indicator and not about preserving the anonymity of the sender or his identity in transit or storage.



	A383
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1

CPM-HLF-006
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Shall the privacy indication be applicable to entire Conversations, e.g. when only Continuous Media are being exchanged?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 368R01

The privacy indicator is applied on a per message basis.

	A384
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1 

HLF-006

HLF-008
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: Privacy specific requirements could be moved to privacy subsection 6.1.17.

Proposed Change: move HLF-006 (HLF-007) and HLF-008.
	Status: CLOSED

See A382

	A385
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1

HLF-006
	Source: Telecom Italia
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: “permission indication” seems more appropriate than “privacy indication”, and the req should apply to the message instead of the content.
Proposed Change: 
“The CPM enabler SHALL support the use of permission indications in CPM messages, e.g. that requests that the message not be forwarded”
	Status: CLOSED

See A381. Permission as per DRM rules is a separate issue.



	A386
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.1

HLF-006
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>
Comment: The term “privacy indication” is not very clear. One example such as not forwarding does not clearly tells the entire scope of what else may be intended from this term.
Proposed Change: Please clearly define the term “privacy indicators” and the boundaries of what this means to have clear direction for client implementation.
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 368R01



	A387
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.1

HLF-006
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: editorial correction to clarify the requirement CPM-HLF-006

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

The CPM enabler SHALL support the use of privacy indications in CPM messages, e.g. indication that the content shall not be forwarded
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 368R01



	A388
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1

HLF-006
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: Requirements CPM-HLF-006 up to CPM-HLF-012 still use the “old” terminology.

Proposed Change: Update to use the new terminology.
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 368R01



	A389
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1 

HLF-006

HLF-007
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: HLF-006/007: More clarifying text needed (e.g. more examples of which kind of indications are required); e.g. is one of the privacy indications that the sender wants to remain anonymous. What is the difference between HLF-006 and HLF-007?

Proposed Change: add more clarifying texts. Remove HLF-007.
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 368R01

HLF-006 is not about the anonymity of the sender but a way of indicating to the recipient that the message is private. 

HLF-007 is about message priority/importance.



	A390
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1 

HLF-006

HLF-007
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Shouldn’t there be a requirement stating how these are handled (acted upon / preserved) with interworking? 
Proposed Change: 

Add requirements accordingly.
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 368R01



	A391
	2007.03.02
	
	6.1

HLF-007


	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The term ‘importance’ is more appropriate.

Proposed Change: 

“The CPM enabler SHALL support the use of importance indications in CPM messages.”


	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 368R01



	A392
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.1

HLF-007
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>
Comment: The term “priority indication” is not clearly defined. If priority is high, does it mean it will be ahead of the queue on the server for delivery or it just needs to arrive at the client and the client displays to the user this message is market high priority.
Proposed Change: Define what the term “priority indication” and the intent for what the clients/server should be thinking from implementation perspective. 
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 368R01



	A393
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1

HLF-007
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Define or explain priority 
Proposed Change: 

Address
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 368R01



	A394
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1 

HLF-008
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment:  “The CPM enabler SHALL support the indication of an undisclosed or unidentified originator.” is ambiguous. 

Proposed Change: Rephrase to “The CPM enabler SHALL support an originator in keeping his identity undisclosed.”
	Status: CLOSED

Covered by contribution 188R02

	A395
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1 

HLF-008
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Shouldn’t there be a requirement stating how these are handled (acted upon / preserved) with interworking? 
Proposed Change: 

Add requirements accordingly.
	Status: CLOSED

Covered by contribution 188R02

	A396
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1 

HLF-008
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: Requirement CPM-HLF-008 may introduce a security issue by allowing undisclosed and/or unidentified originators.

Proposed Change: Reconsider this requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

Covered by contribution 188R02

	A397
	2007.02.23
	T
	6.1

HLF-009
	Source: Telefonica SA

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: This appears to use extra bandwidth and we think this is not economic use of our valuable bandwidth

Proposed Change: Delete this requirement
	Status: CLOSED

See CR in 2007-0246R01

	A398
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1 

HLF-009
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment:: what is the meaning of “originators identity”? 

We understand it as the CPM Address used to send the message. Is it correct?

Proposed Change: If our assumption is correct, we suggest to rewrite this requirement: “The CPM Enabler SHALL support a reply CPM Address distinct from the CPM Address used to send a CPM Message”
	Status: CLOSED

See CR in 2007-0246R01

	A399
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1 

HLF-009
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: "originators identity", the correct term to use there is CPM Address used to send the message.
Proposed Change: Change to "The CPM Enabler SHALL support a reply CPM Address distinct from the CPM Address used to send a CPM Message”
	Status: CLOSED

See CR in 2007-0246R01

	A400
	2007.03.02
	E/T
	6.1 

HLF-009
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D
Comment: 009 reads “The CPM enabler SHALL support a reply CPM address distinct from the originators identity.“, we propose a small rewording.
Proposed Change:  The CPM enabler SHALL give the possibility to the sender to provide a support a reply CPM address different distinct from the “originators” identity. 
	Status: CLOSED

See CR in 2007-0246R01

	A401
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1 

HLF-009
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: HLF-009 could be moved to 6.1.1. (conversation). It’d be good to clarify the reply’s relation to the original request, e.g. if it belongs to the same conversation/ thread of not.

Proposed Change: move and clarify
	Status: CLOSED

See CR in 2007-0246R01

	A402
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1
HLF-009
	Source: China Mobile

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Does the distinct reply address belong to the originator or another CPM user? It is confused.

Proposed Change: Clarify the relationship between the distinct reply and the originator
	Status: CLOSED

See CR in 2007-0246R01

	A403
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1

HLF-009
	Source: China Mobile

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The “originator” should not be plural format, according to context. 
Proposed Change:  a comma should be added: “…originator’s identity”
	Status: CLOSED

See CR in 2007-0246R01

	A404
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1

HLF-009
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Are there requirements on how CPM addresses are to relate to a user, channel, device etc..
Proposed Change: 

Add requirements to explain if there are suc assumptions otherwise add a requirement that states that address may be different for each …and CPM MUST be able to support that
	Status: CLOSED

See CR in 2007-0246R01

	A405
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1 

HLF-010
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment:: lack of consistency in the terminology

Proposed Change: Replace “the message” by “the CPM Message or CPM Session invitation”
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been reworded as follow:

The CPM Enabler SHALL be able to reject a CPM Message or a CPM Session invitation based on the user’s preferences, e.g. originator address (blacklist).

See contribution 158R01

	A406
	2007.02.28
	T
	6.1

HLF-010
	Source: NEC

Form: INP_ Doc 2007-0058

Comment: extend HLF-010 from CPM Message to CPM conversations

Proposed Change: 

The CPM user SHALL be able to set preferences to reject CPM Conversations which meet specific criteria, e.g. originator address in a set of address list (blacklist).

	Status: CLOSED

See A405

	A407
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1

HLF-010
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: "the message" here shall not be "the" (specific). Rather it shall be any kind of message.
Proposed Change: Change "the message" to "a message"
	Status: CLOSED

See A405

	A408
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1

HLF-010
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Shouldn’t there be then a requirement that states that CPM MUST be able to reject messages based on preferences. Are there other CPM behavior expected in such cases?
Proposed Change: 

Add requirements to explain / address the above.
	Status: CLOSED

See A405

	A409
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1

HLF-011
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: HLF-011 is too general: how and in which cases the profiles are used; their relation to devices and user addresses to be clarified; what kind of information a profile contains; is it stored at the network or can it be implemented at terminals; is synchronization between devices needed etc.

Proposed Change: clarify
	Status: CLOSED
See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0405R02

	A410
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1

HLF-011
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: requirement CPM-HLF-011 is not clear regarding what is a profile. The profile seems to be the same as a scenario: I have a profile "at home", "in the office" with specific user preferences…

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

The CPM user SHALL be able to set his preferences for multiple profiles and indicate one as an active profile. The profiles may be set according to different scenario, such as Home, Office, Travel, Sleep, Meeting etc.
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0405R02

	A411
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1

HLF-011
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Define profile
Proposed Change: 

Add text / definition or reference to profile before having such a requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0405R02

	A412
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1

HLF-011
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Why store
Proposed Change: 

Remove store just state define and process/use.
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0405R02

	A413
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1

HLF-011
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: Requirement CPM-HLF-0011 is worded very complicated.

Proposed Change: Reword to make requirement much clearer.
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0405R02

	A414
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1

HLF-012
	Source: Ericsson
Form: 

Comment: 012 reads “ The CPM enabler SHALL be allowed to send a CPM Message or initiate a CPM Session on behalf of a user (e.g. for scheduled conferencing or when the recipient(s) become(s) available).”   We understand that  this requirement brings a couple of complex points:

1) we assume that the entity expected to act “on behalf of the user” is a VAS. If so we think that this should be mentioned.

2) recipient becoming available: informing a VAS of a recipient’s availability/registration is typically done via a subscription mechanism, which can generate a lot of traffic. One should as well think about the use case where the recipient is not in his “home”. We discourage having an “e.g.” on this.  

The CPM enabler SHALL allow a VAS 

be allowed to send a CPM Message or initiate a CPM Session on behalf of a user (e.g. for scheduled conferencing or when the recipient(s) become(s) available)
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed change to VAS accommodated by changes done on HLF-009, so Ericsson withdrew their comment

See contribution 259R01

	A415
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1

HLF-012
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: HLF-012 could be moved to 6.1.1

Proposed Change: move
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 259R01

	A416
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1

HLF-012
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:  HLF-012—“ The CPM enabler SHALL be allowed to send a CPM Message” but enablers (specs) are not “allowed” to do things.
Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 259R01

	A417
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1

HLF-0xx
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: The clause 6 and related subclauses lists a number of CPM requirements but very few PoC, XDM, Presence, and voice requirements.
Proposed Change: Add the following requirements and normative references:

CPM-HLF-0aa  "The CPM enabler SHALL support the IM functionality as described in [x1] and may evolve it if required.

[x1] OMA-RD-IM_SIMPLE-V1."
CPM-HLF-0bb  "The CPM enabler SHALL support the CPM related functionality as described in [x2] and may evolve it if required.

[x2] OMA-RD-PoC-V2_0."
CPM-HLF-0cc  "The CPM enabler SHALL support the CPM related functionality as described in [x3] and may evolve it if required. 

[x3] OMA-RD-XDM-V2_0 ."
CPM-HLF-0dd  "The CPM enabler SHALL support the CPM related functionality as described in [x4] and may evolve it if required.

[x4] OMA-RD-Presence SIMPLE-V1_0"
CPM-HLF-0ee  "The CPM enabler SHALL support the requirements described in [x5], [x6]. 

[x5]  3GPP TS 22.173

[x6] 3GPP2 S.R0006-A”
	Status: CLOSED
OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0402-CR_Adding_references_A417R01

	A418
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1

HLF-0xx
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: The clause 6 and related subclauses lists a number of CPM requirements but none pertain to performance.
Proposed Change: Add the following requirement:

CPM-HLF-0ff  "The CPM enabler SHALL have at least the same performance as similar existing services (e.g., PoC, SIMPLE IM, presence, voice)."
	Status: CLOSED

Covered by contribution 2007-260R02

	A419
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1

HLF-0xx
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: The requirements seem to indicate that the CPM user uses a shared address book only, which resides somewhere in the network. I would expect that the user would like to use also the phone books in ME or UICC for CPM services. 

Proposed Change: Add a new requirement: 

CPM-HLF-0gg  The CPM client SHALL be able to use the phone book residing in mobile equipment and/or UICC as the default address book for CPM services.
	Status: CLOSED

The intention of this comment has been fulfilled by the agreement of contribution OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0270R04-CR_CAB_005_A1117_A1120

	A420
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-001

CONV-002
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Delivery of CPM Messages in immediate and deferred mode is a basic CPM feature

Proposed Change: Change ‘SHOULD’ to ‘SHALL’ in these requirments
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed change has been agreed.

See contribution 114R04

	A421
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-001

CONV-002
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Why SHOULD. It sems to be a MUST
Proposed Change: 

Use SHALL.
	Status: CLOSED

See A420

	A422
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.01.01, CPM-CONV-001
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: Is the aim to let the user be able to distinguish between direct and indirect? 

Proposed Change:
Clarify CPM-CONV-001 to read

The CPM enabler SHOULD be able to deliver CPM Messages in immediate mode if the recipient  is available and his preferences allow it.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed change has been agreed.

See contribution 114R04

	A423
	2007.02.28
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-002
	Source: NEC

Form: INP_ Doc 2007-0058

Comment: CONV-004 requires preferences for storing messages temporary of in user’s network storage for later delivery or notification. CONV-002 covers only half of the expectations of  setting preferences.

Proposed Change:  extend/add extension to CONV-002:

The CPM enabler SHOULD be able to deliver CPM Messages in deferred delivery mode with intermediate network storage.
CONV-002a:

The CPM enabler SHOULD be able to deliver CPM Messages in deferred delivery mode by storing CPM Messages user’s network-based storage and  notifying the user for retrieving the message (when the user is available again).

	Status: CLOSED

Consolidated in 114R04

	A424
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-002
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: regarding CPM-CONV-002, If the requirements are on the “enabler” ie on the set of specifications produced by OMA they should be SHALLs

Proposed Change: we suggest modifying SHOULD in SHALL.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed change has been agreed.

See contribution 114R04

	A425
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-002 & 008
	Source: Huawei

Form: INP doc

Comment: 
CPM-CONV-002 is too generic and been covered by 004.
Proposed Change:
Combine the two requirements
	Status: CLOSED

Both requirements have been reworded

See 114R04

	A426
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-002
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   CONV-002 – don’t say how requirement achieved

Proposed Change: delete “with intermediate network storage”
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed change has been agreed.

See 114R04 

	A427
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1, 

CONV-003
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: CPM-CONV-003 refers to links that we understand is metadata. We propose to clarify.
Proposed Change: Rewrite CPM-CONV-003 as “I In case of notification sent to the CPM user’s device, the CPM enabler SHALL allow the CPM user to retrieve metadata related to the CPM message and possible attachments, or the entire CPM message all or part of  the CPM Message (e.g. indicating a link).“.
	Status: CLOSED

“(e.g. indicating a link)” has been removed.

See contribution 226R01 

	A428
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.1, 

CONV-003
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: CONV-003: “In case of notification…”  -> notification of what?

Proposed Change: “In case of notification of deferred CPM Message sent to the CPM user’s device…”
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been reworded to say “notification of an available CPM Message”.

See contribution 226R01



	A429
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1, 

CONV-003
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Define notification and how it relates to the rest. It seems that this is first part of a bigger requirements which is that CPM enabler must support / include a notification based scheme where the enabler allows a component to be made aware of en event so that it immediately can act on it (see for example MEM enabler). If that is the case such requiremenst are to be added and it is important to state if:

· This is a MUST or not

· Define notifications in definition sections

· Define if there are restrictions on the notion of notifications

· Explain how expected to relate to sessions, messages etc…

· How does it relate to the notion of invitation etc..
Proposed Change: 

Address by updating requirement based on comment
	Status: CLOSED

The group felt that the changes made by contribution 226R01 were sufficient.

See contribution 226R01

	A430
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1, 

CONV-003
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: The concept of notifications in CPM-CONV-003 comes out-of-the blue and is very vaguely defined (e.g. when to send the full message and when the notification).

Proposed Change: Add requirements on the concept of notifications.
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

See contribution 226R01

	A431
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-004, 007, 008, 009, 010 & MED-009
	Source: Huawei

Form: INP doc

Comment: CPM User should not be the subject.

Proposed Change:
CPM-CONV-004
The CPM enabler MAY allow CPM User to set preference for the delivery mechanism used by the CPM enabler in case he is not available for receiving the CPM Message (e.g. not registered in the home network):

· Remove the CPM Message
· Store the CPM Message in temporary storage for later delivery (when the user is available again)
Store the CPM Message in user’s network-based storage, notifying the user for retrieving the message (when the user is available again).
CPM-CONV-007
The CPM enabler SHALL allow CPM User to invite another user to start a CPM Session by some other means than having to compose a CPM Message to other user.
CPM-CONV-008
The CPM enabler SHALL allow CPM User to associate a validity period with an invitation to a CPM Session he/she wants to send.
CPM-CONV-009
The CPM enabler SHALL allow CPM User to accept or deny an invitation to start a CPM Session by some other means than having to compose a CPM Message to that other user.
CPM-CONV-010
The CPM enabler SHALL provide a mechanism to notify the originating CPM User about the acceptance, denial or failure to respond within the associated validity period of an invitation to start a CPM Session with another user.
CPM-MED-009
The CPM enabler SHOULD provide CPM user/VASP with a mechanism to indicate that content adaptation shall not be performed on the current CPM Message and the CPM enabler SHALL honour such an indication.

	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by contribution 362R01

	A432
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.1 

CONV-004
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment:  User may want to set preferences based on media type. For example, due to the limited network storage size, a CPM user may want to keep text and voice (small size), but not video (large).
Proposed Change: Add a requirement as "The user SHOULD be able to set these preferences based on media type (e.g. store text and voice messages but delete video messages or streams)."
	Status: CLOSED

A new requirement has been added.

See 114R04.

	A433
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-004


	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Support of preferences on the delivery mechanism must be mandatory for the CPM enabler. It is not clear with the current wording

Proposed Change: Change 

‘A CPM User MAY be able to set a preference for the delivery mechanism used by the CPM enabler in case he is not available for receiving the CPM Message…’
to

‘The CPM Enabler SHALL be able to allow the CPM User to set a preference for the delivery mechanism in case he is not available for receiving the CPM Message…’
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been reworded taking the comment into account.

See 114R04

	A434
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-004
	Source: Samsung

Comment: Preference of delivery mechanism should also be possible not only when he is not available, but also when he is available but does not wish to retrieve it immediately (e.g. deliver messages in his network-based storage even if he is available).
Proposed Change: 
1. “in case he is not available for receiving the CPM Message (e.g. not registered in the home network) or he does not wish to receive it immediately.”
2. Remove “(when the user is available again)” in the bullets.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been reworded taking the comment into account.

See 114R04

	A435
	2007.03.02
	E/T
	6.1.1, CONV-004
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: This requirement looks like it can be merged with CPM-CONV-004.

Proposed Change: Merge CPM-CONV-041 with CPM-CONV-004

Proposed Change:
A CPM User MAY be able to set a preference for the delivery mechanism (i.e., Reject the CPM Session) used by the CPM enabler in case he is not available for receiving the CPM Message or CPM Session request (e.g. not registered in the home network):

· Reject the CPM Session

· Remove the CPM Message

· Store the CPM Message in temporary storage for later delivery (when the user is available again)
Store the CPM Message in user’s network-based storage, notifying the user for retrieving the message (when the user is available again).
	Status: CLOSED

Consolidated in 114R01

	A436
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-004
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Change “remove” into “discard” as we don’t know where the message is removed from. It seems the intent is essentially to send the message to “/dev/null”.

Proposed Change: Change “remove” into “discard” (bullet 1)
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed change has been agreed. 

See 114R04

	A437
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-004
	Source: Telecom Italia
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: if the user is not available, I guess he cannot receive a notification via the CPM service.
Proposed Change: 
A CPM User MAY be able to set a preference for the delivery mechanism used by the CPM enabler in case he is not available for receiving the CPM Message (e.g. not registered in the home network):

· Delete the CPM Message without delivering it;

· Store the CPM Message in temporary storage for later delivery (i.e. pushing it as soon as the user is available again);

· Store the CPM Message in user’s network-based storage, notifying the user (by means of a non-CPM Messaging Services such as an SMS) that a new CPM message is arrived and can be retrieved from the network-based storage (when the user is available again),
· Store the CPM Message in user’s network-based storage, delivering a notification as soon as the user is available again that a new CPM message is arrived and can be retrieved by the CPM User from the network-based storage.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been reworded taking the comment into account.

See 114R04

	A438
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-004
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: regarding CPM-CONV-004, who is “he”?

Proposed Change: we suggest to replace “he” by “no device” or “the user”
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed change has been agreed.

See 114R04

	A439
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-004
	Source: RIM

Form: Doc 0077

Comment: CPM-CONV-004 Does remove mean delete.

Proposed Change:  Change remove to delete
	Status: CLOSED

Remove has been replaced by Discard.

See 114R04

	A440
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-004
	Source: RIM

Form:  doc 0077

Comment: CPM-CONV-004 How long do you keep a message in temporary storage - should there be statement to say “kept for an operator determined period (e.g. time, no of delivery attempts). What happens if the receiver never logs in again?

Proposed Change:  qualify storage with some criterion e.g. time, no of delivery attempts.
	Status: CLOSED

Consolidated in 114R04

	A441
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-004
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Requirement needs to be fixed based on comments made earlier
Proposed Change: 

-Remove “(e.g. not registered in the home network)”

- Replace “in user’s network-based storage” by “at a specific location” or in a specific way”

Also consider adding a requirement that states that CPM MUST enforce these preferences…
	Status: CLOSED

Consolidated in 114R04

	A442
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-005


	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: Neither 1-1 CPM Session nor 1-N CPM Group Session are defined. 
If 1-1 CPM session is not CPM Group Session, then there may be problems when a moderated 3 party session becomes a 2 party session (moderation would not be allowed).

Proposed Change: Define Ad-hoc CPM Group (3.2) that it may include 1 CPM Address.
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 95R01

	A443
	2007.02.23
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-005

CONV-037
	Source: Telefonica SA

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: According to the agreed terminology, CPM CONV-005 is contained in CONV-0037. 
Proposed Change: Delete CONV-005
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed change has been agreed.

See contribution 95R01

	A444
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-005

CONV-037
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Proposed Change: Remove CPM-CONV-037 which is a duplication of CPM-CONV-005
	Status: CLOSED

The group agreed to remove CONV-005 instead of CONV-037

See contribution 95R01

	A445
	2007.02.28
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-005

CONV-037
	Source: NEC

Form: INP_ Doc 2007-0058

Comment: CONV-005/CONV-037 are the same

Proposed Change: 

Remove CONV-005, as CONV-037 ahs the better wording.


	Status: CLOSED

The proposed change has been agreed.

See contribution 95R01

	A446
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-005

CONV-037
	Source: Samsung

Comment: Same as CONV-005
Proposed Change: Remove CONV-037
	Status: CLOSED

The group agreed to remove CONV-005 instead of CONV-037

See contribution 95R01

	A447
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-005

CONV-037
	Source: Huawei

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 
The two requirements are similar and can be combined.

Proposed Change: 
Combine the two requirements.
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 95R01

	A448
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-006 
	Source: Huawei

Form: INP doc

Comment: 
Does the last sentence means all the participants must support the same media and has same capability in a conversation? If so, it’s impossible. 
Proposed Change:
Delete the last sentence.
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 258R01

Last sentence kept as modified by other comments.

	A449
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-006
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: moderation of the media is not possible for voice services

Proposed Change: modify the requirements, for example as follow:

The CPM enabler MAY support Moderated CPM Group Sessions. The CPM enabler MAY support moderation for selected media, only if the used enabler supports moderation of media.
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 258R01



	A450
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-006
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: need to define what moderation of CPM Messages is or to remove the requirement.

Proposed Change: Remove the requirement as non essential and undefined.
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 258R01



	A451
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-006
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: Requirement CPM-CONV-006 contains an unneeded extra new-line.

Proposed Change: Remove it.
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 258R01



	A452
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-006
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: The 2nd sentence in requirement CPM-CONV-006 doesn’t add any value and is unclear.

Proposed Change: Remove it.
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 258R01

Last sentence kept as modified by other comments.



	A453
	2007.02.21
	T
	6.1.1 

CONV-007 and -009
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment:: these requirements assume that the common way to start a CPM Session is to compose a CPM Message… Is it true? 

Proposed Change: remove these two requirements
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement have been reworded as follow:

The CPM Enabler SHALL allow a Principal to invite another Principal to start or join a CPM Session by sending a CPM Session invitation, if allowed by service provider policies.

The CPM Enabler SHALL allow a Principal to accept or reject a CPM Session invitation he/she received.
See resolution of document 86R04

	A454
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.1 

CONV-007 and -009
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: requirements CPM-CONV-007 & 009 are not clear regarding what 'the other means' can be.

Proposed Change: we suggest clarifying this and adding examples to the requirements.
	Status: CLOSED

See A453

	A455
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.1

CPM-CONV-007
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Comment: Not clear what “some other means” really means here.

Proposed Change: Please provide examples of “some other means”
	Status: CLOSED

See A453

	A456
	2007.02.28
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-007
	Source: NEC

Form: INP_ Doc 2007-0058

Comment:  a CPM session based on a SIP session does not require a separate CPM Message prior to sending an session invitation.

Proposed Change: 

A CPM User SHALL be able to invite another user to a CPM Session without the need to compose a CPM Message to that other user.

For discussion:

It needs to be considered if originally the intention of this requirement was, that a message shall be sent prior to a session to inform of the user’s desire, meaning similar to the Instant Personal Alert feature in PoC.


	Status: CLOSED

See A453

	A457
	2007.03.01
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-007
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment "... by some other means than having to compose a CPM Message to that other user" may be improved
Proposed Change: "... by sending a session invitation without having to ..."
	Status: CLOSED

See A453

	A458
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1
CONV-007
	Source: KDDI, Motorola Japan

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: What is the "some other means"?  Besides, a CPM Session does not need any CPM Messages to start.

Proposed Change: Delete this requirement
	Status: CLOSED

See A453

	A459
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-007
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: It is unclear what are "some other means".
Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

See A453

	A460
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-007
	Source: RIM

Form: Doc 0077

Comment: CPM-CONV-007 what is definition of “some other means” - should there be a (non exhaustive) list of methods.

 Proposed Change: Add a (non exhaustive) list of methods.


	Status: CLOSED

See A453

	A461
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-007 & 009
	Source: Huawei

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 
What is “some other means”?

Proposed Change: 
Give some examples.
	Status: CLOSED

See A453

	A462
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-007 & 009
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: Requirements CPM-CONV-007 and CPM-CONV-009 logically belong together.

Proposed Change: Put requirements CPM-CONV-007 and CPM-CONV-009 sequentially as they logically belong together
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed.

Note that the numbering of the requirements will be finalized after completion of the review.



	A463
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-007 & 009
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: these requirements indicate that the user can invites others with “other means” than compose a message.
Proposed Change: the requirement should be more specific.

CPM-CONV-007 A CPM User SHALL be able to invite another user to start a CPM Session by some other means than having to compose a CPM Message to that other user (e.g., by using a soft key).
CPM-CONV-009 A CPM User SHALL be able to accept or deny a request to start a CPM Session by some other means than having to compose a CPM Message to that other user (e.g., by using a soft key).
	Status: CLOSED

See A453

	A464
	2007.02.23
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-008, 010, 011, and anywhere else validity period for session invitation is mentioned
	Source: Telefonica SA

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: We don’t believe that there is a market need for this validity period.  Someone asking for a session will wait whatever period they feel is appropriate and then cancel the invitation.  The validity period might still be valid but the originator has gone somewhere else and is no longer available to take the session.

Proposed Change: Delete the concept of validity period from the session invitation.
	Status: CLOSED

See CR in 2007-0247R02

	A465
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-008, 010, 011
	Source: KDDI, Motorola Japan

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: We don't think there is a market need for the validity period.

Proposed Change: Delete these requirements
	Status: CLOSED

See CR in 2007-0247R02

	A466
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.01.01, CPM-CONV-008
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D
Comment: It is not possible to support this requirement. If the Invitation validity period is larger than the ‘Expires” timer in an INVITE, the system should not override the “Expires” timer with a user defined timer.

This “validity period’ may interfere with a lot of system timers defined in SIP.

Proposed Change: A CPM User SHALL be able to associate a validity period with an invitation to a CPM Session he/she wants to send
	Status: CLOSED

See CR in 2007-0247R02

	A467
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-008 and CONV-010
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: Put requirements CPM-CONV-008 and CPM-CONV-010 (and CPM-CONV-011) sequentially as they logically belong together

Proposed Change: see comment
	Status: CLOSED

See CR in 2007-0247R02

	A468
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-008
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: Why this is mandatory ? 
Proposed Change: Change to optional.
	Status: CLOSED

See CR in 2007-0247R02

	A469
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-008
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Define validity period
Proposed Change: 

Address as mentioned
	Status: CLOSED

See CR in 2007-0247R02

	A470
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-009
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Comment: Not clear what “some other means” really means here.

Proposed Change: Please provide examples of “some other means”
	Status: CLOSED

See A453

	A471
	2007.03.01
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-009
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: "... by some other means than having to compose a CPM Message to that other user" may be improved

Proposed Change: "... by sending a session accept or reject message without having to the requesting user"
	Status: CLOSED

See A453

	A472
	2007.02.28
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-009
	Source: NEC

Form: INP_ Doc 2007-0058

Comment:  a CPM session based on a SIP session is in general not accepted or denied by sending a separate CPM message anyway.

Proposed Change: 

Remove CONV-009


	Status: CLOSED

See A453

	A473
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1
CONV-009
	Source: KDDI, Motorola Japan

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: What is the "some other means"?  Besides, a CPM Session does not need any CPM Messages to start.

Proposed Change: Delete this requirement
	Status: CLOSED

See A453

	A474
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-009 
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: What does "A CPM User SHALL be able to accept or deny a request to start a CPM Session by some other means than having to compose a CPM Message to that other user." Add an example of other means.

Proposed Change: Change text to read “A CPM User SHALL be able to accept or deny a request to start a CPM Session by some other means (e.g., pushing a soft button “accept”) than having to compose a CPM Message to that other user."
	Status: CLOSED

See A453

	A475
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-009
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: CONV-009: give examples of other means. Also, where is it stated that a CPM Session is started with a CPM Message by default.

Proposed Change: clarify and re-phrase
	Status: CLOSED

See A453

	A476
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-009
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: It is unclear what are "some other means".
Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

See A453

	A477
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-009
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Be consistent with terminology

Proposed Change: Change to:

“A CPM User SHALL be able to accept or deny  a CPM Session invitation by some other means than having to compose a CPM Message to that other user.”
	Status: CLOSED

See A453

	A478
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-009
	Source: China Mobile
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: We are confused by the description of the requirement: if a CPM User wants to accept or deny a request, does he/she need to compose a CPM Message to the sender other than some simple ways like just click a button?

Proposed Change: Clarify the description of the requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

See A453

	A479
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-009
	Source: RIM

Form: Doc 0077

Comment: CPM-CONV-009 what is definition of “some other means” - should there be a (non exhaustive) list of methods.

 Proposed Change: Add a (non exhaustive) list of methods.


	Status: CLOSED

See A453

	A480
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-010
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: Privacy problem! I may not like to reveal that I denied the invitation

Proposed Change: 

An originating CPM User SHALL MAY be notified of the acceptance, denial or failure to respond within the associated validity period of an invitation to start a CPM Session with another user.
	Status: CLOSED

The group agreed to delete the requirement

	A481
	2007.03.04 
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-010
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Are there no privacy caveats like the user may not want the sender to know he has rejected just that it failed etc…
Proposed Change: 

Address question via clarification of requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

The group agreed to delete the requirement

	A482
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-011
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Not clear! This is probably related to the need to define what is desired / meant by notification. Otherwise the invite was already a notification…
Proposed Change: 

Add a definition of invitation in definition sections that relates to session etc…

Add an explanation of notification versus invitation + clarify requirement
	Status: CLOSED

The group agreed to delete the requirement

	A483
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.1 

CONV-012
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: Requirement also applies to 1-1 sessions. 

Proposed Change: Rephrase accordingly.
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of document OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0097R02

	A484
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-012
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: CPM should allow for more than one session to occur in parallel (e.g. using today’s enablers: one session for PoC and another for SMPLE IM). 

Proposed Change: 

The CPM enabler SHALL allow CPM User to initiate a CPM Group Session Communication with selected media types.


	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of 2007-127R05

	A485
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-012
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: What is the meaning of initiation “with selected media types”?

Proposed Change: Remove those four words.
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of document OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0097R02

	A486
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-012

CONV-013
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-CONV-012 & CPM-CONV-013 describe the same functionality.

Proposed Change: Remove CPM-CONV-012.
	Status: CLOSED

The group agreed to remove CONV-013

See document 2007-205

	A487
	2007.03.01
	E
	6.1.1 

CONV-014
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: "an ongoing CPM Group Sessions"
Proposed Change: "an ongoing CPM Group Session"
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015/014, remove 025

	A488
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-014
	Source: Telecom Italia
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: rules have to be satisfied
Proposed Change: 
The CPM Enabler SHALL allow a CPM User to join or rejoin an ongoing CPM Group Sessions if the set of membership rules for the CPM Group are satisfied.
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015/014, remove 025

	A489
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-014
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: editorial correction of CONV-014

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

The CPM Enabler SHALL allow a CPM User to join or rejoin an ongoing CPM Group Session if the set of membership rules for the CPM Group can be evaluated and is matched.
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015/014, remove 025

	A490
	2007.02.28
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-015
	Source: NEC

Form: INP_ Doc 2007-0058

Comment: discussion on editor’s note: both requirements are valid and not overlapping

Proposed Change: 

CONV-015:

The CPM enabler SHALL provide the moderator with a mechanism to invite/remove/ban participants to/from the ongoing CPM Group Session.




ADD:

CONV-015a:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow the invited CPM users to accept or reject the invitation to a CPM Group Session .

Note: the part “and negotiate the used media types” is covered in CONV-012.
     
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015

	A491
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.01.01, CONV-015bis (new)
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: The RD editor did a good job in merging requirements from 0190R04 and 0048R03 to create 015, but we think that the one coming from 0048R03 has value & shall be promoted as a standalone requirement, in conjunction with 015.

Proposed Change: 

CPM-CONV-015bis (new) The CPM enabler SHALL allow the invited CPM non-banned users to accept or reject the invitation to a CPM Group Session and negotiate the used media types.
  
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015

	A492
	2007.03.01
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-015
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: Editors note 2 states that there is a conflict between to CRs. We do not see such a conflict. 

Proposed Change: We propose to simply strike Editors note 2.
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015

	A493
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-015
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: Editor’s note 2: both 0190 and 0048 are valid, separate requirements, and should not be in conflict

Proposed Change: keep both
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015

	A494
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1 

CONV-015
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: Editor’s note for CPM-CONV-015 is not necessary ( resolution is OK.

Proposed Change: Remove editor’s note
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015

	A495
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1 

CONV-015

016
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The requirements contain an editor’s note. This is to be removed for formal review. 

The nature of the note implies that the decision on how the issue is resolved will require in our opinion a new formal review! These are open issues not reviewed by the membership as proposed.

Proposed Change: Address editor’s notes and remove. 

Upon completion of RDRR and RD and new formal review is to take place!
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015

Explanation: the problem was solved in the meeting. This editor’s note was not added for a problem but just for an implementation of the agreed solution. There is no conflict.

	A496
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-015

(0048R03 proposal)
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: What are the endpoints of the “used media types” being negotiated?

Proposed Change: Remove “and negotiate the used media types.”

Explicit the endpoints.
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015

	A497
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-015

(0048R03 proposal)
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: How is a moderator defined? What rights and permissions does he have?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015

	A498
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.1 CONV 015/16/17
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: CPM-CONV-015/016/017 overlap: 017 is a superset of 016. 015 introduces the moderator role. We believe that all this (can a user invite another one? Can all users do this? Can only a special user like moderator do this? Who can remove another user?) can be answered by recording this in the group’s policies as described in XDM.

Proposed Change: Change 015 to "The CPM enabler SHALL provide a mechanism to invite/remove/ban participants to/from an ongoing CPM group session based on the group’s policies”. Delete 016 and 017. 
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015, remove 016/017

	A499
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-015
CONV-017
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: CONV-015 & CONV-017 are overlapping

Proposed Change: we suggest deleting CONV-017.
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015, remove 016/017

	A500
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-015 & 025
	Source: Huawei

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 
The word “ban” seems not too easy to understand.

Proposed Change: 
Change to “block” in order to be consistency with legacy system such as IM.
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015, remove 025

	A501
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1, CONV-015
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: 015 reads “The CPM enabler SHALL provide the moderator with a mechanism to invite/remove/ban participants to/from the ongoing CPM Group Session “.  The “moderator” role is used in scenarii, but not described (i.e., in section 3.2). So we propose to further clarify this role within the requirement.

Proposed Change: 

CPM-CONV-015 The CPM enabler SHALL provide the moderator (i.e., conference initiator) with a mechanism to invite/remove/ban participants to/from the ongoing CPM Group Session.  
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015, remove 025

	A502
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.1, CONV-015
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: regarding CPM-CONV-015, this requirement is on the moderator which is not a defined actor.

Also this requirement is more specific than those which follow

Proposed Change: 

1) we suggest to add a new definition CPM Group Moderator “an Authorized Principal who has the ability to control a Moderated CPM Group Session”

2) Also we suggest to move it to be placed after CONV-017.

3) Then regarding the editor's suggestion, these two requirements are not overlapping, both should be kept, however CPM Group Communication should be used for consistency with terminology
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015, remove 016/017



	A503
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-016
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: A user can also be invited to 1-1 session, transforming it into a group session. We propose to reword the requirement as follows – taking the editors note into account:

Proposed Change: “The CPM enabler SHALL provide a CPM user with a mechanism to invite new participants to an ongoing 1-1 CPM session or CPM Group session. In the former case, this effectively transforms a 1-1 session into an ad-hoc group session.” 

If this proposal and the one on 015/016/017 by Siemens are accepted, we would combine both proposals into one requirement like this:

“The CPM enabler SHALL provide a mechanism to invite/remove/ban participants to/from an ongoing CPM group session based on the group’s session. In case of inviting a third user to an 1-1 session, this effectively transforms a 1-1 session into an ad-hoc group session.” 
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015, remove 016/017



	A504
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-016
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Proposed Change: Remove CPM-CONV-016 which is covered in CPM-CONV-017
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015, remove 016/017



	A505
	2007.02.28
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-016
	Source: NEC

Form: INP_ Doc 2007-0058

Comment:  CONV-016

Proposed Change: 

Remove CONV-016, as this is completely covered in CONV-017. CONV-017 covers also the “remove” function.
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015, remove 016/017



	A506
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-016
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: Editor’s note 3: change proposal ok

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015, remove 016/017



	A507
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-016
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: there is an editorial note for a rewording proposal of CONV-016 according to the agreed terminology.

Proposed Change: we suggest modifying the wording of this requirement according to the editor's note.
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015, remove 016/017



	A508
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-016
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: CONV-017 and CONV-016 overlap

Proposed Change: remove CONV-16 and keep CONV-017
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015, remove 016/017



	A509
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-016
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: Why to invite participants ?  Participants are already participating the session. 
Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015, remove 016/017



	A510
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-016

(Editor’s note)
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: change “to the ongoing” into “to an ongoing”. However if implemented, CPM-CONV-016 is essentially the same as CPM-CONV-017
Proposed Change: delete CPM-CONV-016
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015, remove 016/017



	A511
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-016

CONV-017
	Source: China Mobile

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: CONV-016 is contained by CONV-017

Proposed Change: Delete CONV-016
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015, remove 016/017



	A512
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-016

CONV-017
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-CONV-016 & CPM-CONV-017 describe the same functionality.

Proposed Change: Remove CPM-CONV-016.
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015, remove 016/017



	A513
	2007.02.23
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-017
	Source: Telefonica SA

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Should be the moderator and not any user who can remove participants.

Proposed Change: change subject of sentence to be “moderator” and not “user”.
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015, remove 016/017



	A514
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-017
	Source: Samsung

Comment: A CPM user should not be allowed to remove a participant, only the group moderator should be allowed to do that
Proposed Change: Change “CPM user” to “moderator”
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015, remove 016/017



	A515
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-017
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: 017 reads “The CPM enabler SHALL provide the CPM user with a mechanism to invite/remove participants to/from the ongoing CPM Group Session“.

1) Clarify that only the session originator which has the appropriate rights than can remove participants
2)  Remove “invite”, as covered in CPM-CONV-016
Proposed Change: 
Change 017 so it reads   “The CPM enabler SHALL provide the CPM user session originator which has appropriate rights with a mechanism to invite/remove participants to/from the ongoing CPM Group Session”
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015, remove 016/017



	A516
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-017
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Removing participants from an ongoing Group Session shall be subject to appropriate rights

Proposed Change: Change “the CPM User” into “an Authorized Principal”
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015, remove 016/017



	A517
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-017
	Source: China Mobile

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: If every CPM user can remove participants from the ongoing CPM Group Session, spiteful user may bring trouble to the Session
Proposed Change: Authorized user can invite/remove participants to/from the ongoing CPM Group Session.
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015, remove 016/017



	A518
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.1 

CONV-018
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: It is not clear whether the CPM Enabler should inform the CPM user about change of participants of group or session. It could be any change concerning the group.
Proposed Change: Remove "group" from "group participants"
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed change has been taken into account in the rewording of CONV-018:

The CPM Enabler SHALL provide an Authorized Principal with information about the Participants of a CPM Session (e.g., new Participant joins, list of current Participants), whether or not the Authorised Principal is a current Participant.

See contribution 148R01

	A519
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-018
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: what is needed is to know whether there are changes in the audience of the Group Session, the membership to a Group is not at play here.
Proposed Change: Change to: “The CPM enabler SHALL provide the CPM user with a mechanism to get information about changes of participants (e.g., new participant joins) to an ongoing CPM Group Session.”
	Status: CLOSED

See A518

	A520
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-018
	Source: Telecom Italia
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: proposal to split the req into two reqs to better clarify
Proposed Change: 
The CPM enabler SHALL provide the CPM user with a mechanism to get information about changes of an ongoing CPM Group Session he/she is taking part of (e.g., new participant joins).

And 

The CPM enabler SHALL provide the CPM user with a mechanism to get information about changes of CPM Pre-defined Group he/she belongs to (e.g., new participant joins).
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 148R01

	A521
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-018
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: CR 25R01 was agreed during SFO pre-meeting but was not integrating in the RD by mistake.

The proposal of this CR was to reword CONV-018 as follows:

The CPM enabler SHALL provide the CPM user (if authorised) with a mechanism to get information about group participants (e.g., new participant joins, list of current participants), whether or not the CPM user is a current participant.

Proposed Change: based on this agreed CR and the new agreed terminology, we suggest rewording as follows:

The CPM enabler SHALL provide the CPM User (if authorised) with a mechanism to get information about the participants of the CPM Session (e.g., new participant joins, list of current participants), whether or not the CPM User is a current participant.
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 148R01

	A522
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-019, 020, 021, 022, 024, 027, 028
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: CPM-CONV-019, 20, 21, 22, 24, 27, 28, This applies to 1-1 sessions as well. 

Proposed Change: Rephrase accordingly.
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

See 191R01

	A523
	2007.02.28
	T
	6.1.1
CONV-019
	Source: NEC

Form: INP_ Doc 2007-0058

Comment: CONV-019: not so clear what the operator’s policies will do here.

Proposed Change: 

The CPM enabler SHALL allow for anonymous participation in a CPM Group Session depending on the CPM Group’s and service provider’s policies.
	Status: CLOSED

The group agreed to use “service provider’s policy”

See contribution 195

	A524
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1
CONV-019

020
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Why just SP policies. Are we assuming that the CPM group then reflects the users preferences? Who set up the group? I would assume that users can setup groups and define that. 

How do policies relate to preferences etc. It seems that a discussions of policies is needed and differs from preferences etc…
Proposed Change: 

Clarify requirement. Add requirement on users being able to create groups and defines such settings. Define and add requirements that CPM enforces these settings / policies / preferences.

Change operator policies to policies (at the minimum to CPM Service provider policies)
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been reworded to read:

CONV-019: The CPM Enabler SHALL allow for participation in a CPM Group Session using a pseudonym depending on the CPM Group and service provider's policy.

CONV-020: The CPM Enabler SHOULD allow a CPM User to negotiate and use a unique pseudonym as his user identity when participating anonymously in a CPM Group Session depending on the CPM Group and service provider's policy. For example, the negotiation process may reject forbidden sensitive words.

	A525
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1
CONV-020,

021, 022, 023, 024 
	Source: KDDI, Motorola Japan

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Use of "pseudonym" should be an implementation matter.

Proposed Change: Delete these requirements
	Status: CLOSED

No action as other CRs and discussion in the group clarified that pseudonym use incl negotiation are provided by CPM, see CR 406R02

	A526
	2007.02.28
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-020
	Source: NEC

Form: INP_ Doc 2007-0058

Comment: CONV-020 not so clear what the operator’s policies will do here

Proposed Change: 

Replace with service provider’s policies
	Status: CLOSED

The group agreed to use “service provider’s policy”

See contribution 195

	A527
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-020
	Source: Huawei

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 
Can pseudonym be used as a user identity? 

Proposed Change: 
Please Clarify the requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

Yes, pseudonym can be used as user identity, see updated CONV-020. No action needed, see CR 406R02



	A528
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-020
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: what is a pseudonym? What is its lifetime (persistent? Disposable after the end of a Group Session?) and scope?

Proposed Change: provide a definition of pseudonym. Alternatively, the concept of pseudonym could be extended to be a more generic alias towards the user’s CPM address, usable as part of “chat room” type of Conversation or as a throw-away address pointing to the User’s main CPM Address (aka its identity). If acceptable, the pseudonym-related requirements shall be updated accordingly.
	Status: CLOSED

A definition of pseudonym has been added.

And clarification in CONV-020 has been provided, see CR 406R02.



	A529
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-020
	Source: Telecom Italia
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: to be anonymus, the user has to request that features when requesting to join an on-going CPM Group Session, so it is needed to modify the req as I think this is the case;.

If the user is invited to join, he/she cannot be anonymus, because the inviting user has to know his identity to invite him/her; if the user belongs to a CPM Pre-defined Group, the owner of the group (i.e. the principal that has created the group), has to know his identity to add him/her to the group.
Proposed Change: 
The CPM enabler SHOULD allow CPM user to use a pseudonym as the user identity when requesting to join anonymously in an on-going CPM Group Session, depending on the CPM Group and operator policies.
	Status: CLOSED

See CR 406R02

	A530
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-020
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: in CONV-020, use of term user identity can be misleading.

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

The CPM enabler SHOULD allow the CPM User to be known to other participants by a pseudonym when participating anonymously in CPM Group Session depending on the CPM Group and operator policies.
	Status: CLOSED

See new definition of Pseudonym, see explanation in CR 406R02.

	A531
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1, CONV-021
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: the requirement states that the user should be able to negotiate the unique pseudonym. If the pseudonym is done “off line” and then stored, then it’s ok but how would be the negotiation work?
Proposed Change: remove the part of the requirement that mandate negotiation.

The CPM enabler SHOULD provide the CPM user with a mechanism to negotiate or reserve a unique pseudonym for a CPM Group Session.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been deleted.

See contribution 249R01

	A532
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1, CONV-021
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: Requirement CPM-CONV-021 contains an unneeded extra new-line.

Proposed Change: Remove it.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A533
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-021

CONV-022

CONV-023

CONV-024
	Source: China Mobile
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: We think the four requirements should depend on the CPM Group and operator policies as well as CONV-019 and CONV-020.

Proposed Change: Add “depending on the CPM Group and operator policies” at the end of the requirements.
	Status: CLOSED

The sentence “For example, the negotiation process may reject forbidden sensitive words.” Has been added at the end of CONV-021.

See contribution 177R01.

	A534
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.1 

CONV-022
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: CPM-CONV-022 induces unnecessary uncertainties for other participants
Proposed Change: Remove.
	Status: CLOSED

The group discussed contribution 291 and decided that the comment could be closed with no action

	A535
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1, CONV-022
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: it is not clear from the requirement if the changed pseudonym should be use for the ongoing sessions or it will be only used for the new created session.
Proposed Change: Clarify the requirement to read “The CPM enabler MAY provide the CPM user a mechanism to change the pseudonym during a CPM Group Session. The new pseudonym SHALL be activated at the end of the ongoing session.”
	Status: CLOSED

The group discussed contribution 291 and decided that the comment could be closed with no action

	A536
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.1, CONV-022
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: editorial correction of CONV-22

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

The CPM enabler MAY provide the CPM User with a mechanism to change his/her pseudonym during a CPM Group Session.
	Status: CLOSED

The group discussed contribution 291 and decided that the comment could be closed with no action

	A537
	2007.03.04
	E
	6.1.1, CONV-022
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: Use-case for CPM-CONV-022 is unclear.

Proposed Change: Consider removing the requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

The group discussed contribution 291 and decided that the comment could be closed with no action

	A538
	2007.02.28
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-023
	Source: NEC

Form: INP_ Doc 2007-0058

Comment:  

What is meant differently to CONV-020?

Proposed Change: 

Remove CONV-023 or join with CONV-20
	Status: CLOSED

CONV-023 has been removed

See contribution 163R01

	A539
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-023
	Source: Huawei

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 
This requirement is covered by the CONV-021 & 022. Because in the two requirements, it indicates that user can use a pseudonym in a session.

Proposed Change: 
Delete this requirement
	Status: CLOSED

CONV-023 has been removed

See contribution 163R01

	A540
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-023
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: It is not clear in requirement CONV-023 whose pseudonym we are talking about

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

The CPM enabler SHOULD provide a mechanism for CPM Users to contact other CPM Users using the pseudonym the other CPM Users has configured during a CPM Group Session.

Or

The CPM enabler SHOULD provide a mechanism for CPM Users to contact others using their own pseudonym during a CPM Group Session.
	Status: CLOSED

A new requirement has been added:

The CPM Enabler SHOULD provide a mechanism for a CPM User to allow CPM Users to contact each other using pseudonyms assigned to them for a CPM Group Session.

See contribution 163R01

	A541
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-023
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: Required functionality of CPM-CONV-023 is unclear.

Proposed Change: Clarify requirement
	Status: CLOSED

CONV-023 has been removed

See contribution 163R01

	A542
	2007.03.01
	E
	6.1.1 

CONV-024
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: "... for CPM user"
Proposed Change: "... for CPM users"
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A543
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-024
	Source: Huawei

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 
This requirement and CONV-021 is correlative, and we suggest combine the two requirements.

Proposed Change: 
Combine the two requirements.
	Status: CLOSED

The group agreed to delete CONV-024

See contribution 149

	A544
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-024
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Is this really necessary? Isn’t already covered by CONV-020?

Proposed Change: Remove CONV-024
	Status: CLOSED

The group agreed to delete CONV-024

See contribution 149

	A545
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-024
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>
Comment: The CPM enabler SHOULD provide a possibility for CPM user to use different pseudonyms in different CPM Group Sessions. Is the intent of this requirement that a CPM user can have multiple pseudonyms?
Proposed Change: The CPM enabler SHOULD support multiple pseudonyms per user/address and the CPM enabler SHOULD allow the user to use different pseudonyms in different CPM sessions.
	Status: CLOSED

The group agreed to delete CONV-024

See contribution 149

	A546
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-025

& 014
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Proposed Change: Remove CPM-CONV-025 which is covered in CPM-CONV-014
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015/014, remove 025

	A547
	2007.02.28
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-025

& 014
	Source: NEC

Form: INP_ Doc 2007-0058

Comment: CONV-014 and CONV-025 cover join/re-join ongoing groups

Clarify if CONV-025 intends to cover moderated groups specifically, and if ban-rules are included in group rules.

Proposed Change: 

Review CONV-014/025 and possible join if understood.
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015/014, remove 025

	A548
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-025

& 014
	Source: Samsung

Comment: CPM-CONV-025:

1. “if not currently banned by the group moderator” is in red color

2. do not see why joining an on-going session is limited to pre-defined groups only.

3. partially overlaps with CPM-CONV-014.

Proposed Change: Remove CPM-CONV-025 and merge it with 014 as follows:

1. “The CPM Enabler SHALL allow a CPM User to join or rejoin an ongoing CPM Group Session if the set of membership rules for the CPM Group can be evaluated and are matched, and if not currently banned by the group moderator.”
2. Change “if not currently banned by the group moderator” to black color
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015/014, remove 025

	A549
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-025

& 014
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: re-locate to co-locate or combine CONV-014 and 025.

Proposed Change: re-order or combine
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015/014, remove 025

	A550
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.1 

CONV-025
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: The permission to join cannot be restricted in CPM Group.
Proposed Change: State that the permission to join may also be restricted by CPM Group membership rules.
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015/014, remove 025

	A551
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.1 

CONV-025
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: We need to disallow that anybody (not currently banned) can joint a pre-defined group session. Either the moderator or another participant has to take him in. As this is already covered by CONV-015 and CONV-017 resp., 

Proposed Change: we propose to strike CPM-CONV-025. 
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015/014, remove 025

	A552
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-025
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>
Comment: The last part of the sentence could be a separate requirement independent of this requirement.
Proposed Change: Remove “if not currently banned by the group moderator” from the requirement. Add new requirement with the following text: “A banned CPM user SHALL not be able to join a CPM Group session”.
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015/014, remove 025

	A553
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-025
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: editorial correction of CONV-025, see previous comment

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow CPM users to join a pre-defined CPM Group Session if not currently banned by the CPM Group Moderator.
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: Delete Editor’s note and apply rewording to conv-015/014, remove 025

	A554
	2007.03.04
	
	6.1.1

CONV-025
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: red fonts
Proposed Change: 

Editor to fix color
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A555
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.1 

CONV-026
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: lack of consistency in the terminology. The term “message” should be replaced by “CPM Messages and/or Continuous Media”.

Proposed Change: Rewrite the requirement: The CPM Enabler MAY support private exchange of CPM Messages and/or Continuous Media  between individual CPM Group members in CPM Group Sessions depending on the CPM Group and operator policies.
	Status: CLOSED

The functionality defined in CONV-026 can be achieved by initiating a separate Conversation

The group agreed to remove CONV-026.

See contribution 125

	A556
	2007.02.28
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-026
	Source: NEC

Form: INP_ Doc 2007-0058

Comment: not so clear what the operator’s policies will do here

Proposed Change: 

Replace with service provider’s policies
	Status: CLOSED

See A555



	A557
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-026
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: no need for the CPM enabler as a whole to support this requirement could be a UI thing to allow a message to be exchanged and give the user the option to select within the active participants of a Conversation / Session.

Proposed Change: Delete CPM-CONV-026
	Status: CLOSED

See A555



	A558
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-026
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Is this is a side-discussion or just a parallel CPM session? I suspect it is easier to specify the latter.

Proposed Change: Replace with:
“A CPM user that is participating in a CPM Group Session, SHALL be able to establish a parallel 1-1 CPM Session or 1-N CPM Session with other CPM Group member(s) participating in that CPM Group Session”
	Status: CLOSED

See A555



	A559
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-026
	Source: China Mobile

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The enabler should also support the private message exchanged between two CPM Group members when they are in the same Group Session.

Proposed Change: change the “group Sessions” into “group session(s)” to highlight
	Status: CLOSED

See A555



	A560
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-026
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: in CONV-026, 'private messages' requires clarification as to whether this functionality is limited to CPM messages or if it also includes continuous media.

Also propose to use “participant” rather than “member”

Proposed Change: we suggest to clarify the requirement regarding private messages and change 'member' into 'participant'.
	Status: CLOSED

See A555



	A561
	2007.02.23
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-019,

CONV-027, CONV-028
	Source: Telefonica SA

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: We don’t agree with hidden or anonymous participation as this allows bullying and spying.  Participation with a pseudonym is fine as long as the pseudonym is agreed with the operator and the participant’s identity can be determined by the operator should complaints from users arise.

Proposed Change: Delete the concepts of anonymous and hidden participation.  Beef up the definition of use of pseudonym if needed.
	Status: CLOSED

See CR in 2007-0248R01

	A562
	2007.02.21
	E/T
	6.1.1

CONV-027, 028
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Comment: Is CPM-CONV-027 and 028 contradicting to each other? 

027 states that a “hidden mode” participant’s presence and ID are not to disclose to others and 028 states that a “hidden mode” participant SHALL disclose presence and ID before communicating in the group session.

Proposed Change: Clarification to both requirements is needed. 
	Status: CLOSED

See CR in 2007-0248R01

A hidden participant is only hidden until they start to communicate.

	A563
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-027
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: 027 reads “The CPM enabler MAY allow a Principal with appropriate privileges to join a CPM Group Session in a "hidden mode"; that is, his/her presence in the communication and identity are not to be disclosed to other participants” 

We see that having a non-legal intercept user attending a CPM session in a hidden mode may be against (e.g., national) legislations and are reluctant in having this requirement in CPM. 

Proposed Change: CPM-CONV-027 The CPM enabler MAY allow a Principal with appropriate privileges to join a CPM Group Session in a "hidden mode"; that is, his/her presence in the communication and identity are not to be disclosed to other participants 


	Status: CLOSED

Added text relating to service provider policies.

See CR in 2007-0248R01



	A564
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-027
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: regarding CONV-027, Would this not allow eavesdropping a conversation and therefore violating user’s privacy? Should this functionality not be limited to legal authorities at best?

Proposed Change: we suggest to clarify this point.
	Status: CLOSED

Added text relating to service provider policies.

See CR in 2007-0248R01



	A565
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-027
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-CONV-027: Requested functionality makes much more sense for 1-1 communication (e.g. in a call-centre).

Proposed Change: Update requirement to also be applicable to 1-1 communication
	Status: CLOSED

See CR in 2007-0248R01

Solved as suggested.

	A566
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-028
	Source: Ericsson
Form: 

Comment: 027 reads “The CPM enabler MAY allow a Principal with appropriate privileges to join a CPM Group Session in a "hidden mode"; that is, his/her presence in the communication and identity are not to be disclosed to other participants. “.

Same comment as for CPM-CONV-027, as a user can’t join as “hidden”, then requirement 028 is inapplicable.

Proposed Change:
A Principal who has joined a CPM Group Session in “hidden mode” SHALL have to disclose his/her presence in the CPM Group Session and some form of identity (including anonymity) to the other participants before being allowed to send CPM Messages and/or Continuous Media within the CPM Group Sessions.
	Status: CLOSED

CONV-028 rewritten to make the principal non-hidden for CONV-028.

See CR in 2007-0248R01



	A567
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-028
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: CONV-028: “…before being allowed to send…”; presence could be disclosed already when joining in hidden mode (or is the purpose of this requirement to enable LI)

Proposed Change: consider changing
	Status: CLOSED

CONV-028 rewritten.

See CR in 2007-0248R01



	A568
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-028
	Source: China Mobile

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Group moderators should have the capability to disclose “hidden” user for management propose.

Proposed Change: Add “whom are not the group moderators” at the end of the sentence.
	Status: CLOSED

In CR CPM-2007-0248R01., “Subject to Service Provider policies” covers this.



	A569
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-028
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: CONV-028 is not clear. If the principal has chosen to be in hidden mode, then it is up to the CPM enabler not to disclose the principal's personal information. Why is it an obligation for the principal and not an obligation for the CPM enabler to respect the choice of the principal to be in hidden mode?

If the participant does not disclose his identity, what does "including anonymity" means?

Proposed Change: we suggest clarifying this requirement
	Status: CLOSED

CONV-028 rewritten to make it clear that participant becomes non-hidden before sending.

See CR in 2007-0248R01



	A570
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.1 

CONV-029
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: typo

Proposed Change: Replace “Sessionwith” by “Session with”
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A571
	2007.03.01
	E
	6.1.1 

CONV-029
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: CPM-CONV-029, "Sessionwith"
Proposed Change: "Session with"
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A572
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-029
	Source: China Mobile

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  a space char lost: “Sessionwith”
Proposed Change: “… Session with …”.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A573
	2007.03.01
	E
	6.1.1 

CONV-029
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: CPM-CONV-029, "with set of membership rules"
Proposed Change: "with applying set of membership rules" (as CPM-CONV-030)
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been reworded.

See contribution 224R02

	A574
	2007.03.02
	E/T
	6.1.1

CPM-CONV-029 & 6.1.3

CPM-GRP-001
	Source: Samsung

Comment: These two requirements overlap with each other. GRP-001 is more detailed, but applies only to pre-defined groups while CONV-029 applies to all groups in general. To be clarified whether this requirement also applies to ad-hoc groups.
Proposed Change: Remove CONV-029 and remove “pre-defined” in GRP-001 (assumed that also applicable to ad-hoc groups).
	Status: CLOSED

No Action

See contribution 224R02

	A575
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-029 
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D
Comment: The membership rules are associated with the group. If a group has membership rules then they will be applied, if the group does not have membership rules then the communication can start without rules being applied..

The CPM enabler SHOULD allow CPM user to initiate a CPM Group Session with set of membership rules for a CPM Group. 

Proposed Change:
The CPM enabler SHOULD allow CPM user a CPM group member to initiate a CPM Group Session. with The set of membership rules for a the CPM Group will apply to the session. 


	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been reworded taking the comment into account.

See contribution 224R02

	A576
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-029
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: What are "set of membership rules" ? 
Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A577
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-029
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: editorial correction of CONV-029

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

The CPM enabler SHOULD allow the CPM User to initiate a CPM Group Session with a set of membership rules for a CPM Group.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been reworded. See contribution 224R02

	A578
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.1 

CONV-030
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: This requirement is not good. If a group has rules defined, it is on purpose and should not be overridden by a user, certainly not by any user.
Proposed Change: Remove 030
	Status: CLOSED

The group agreed to remove the requirement.

See contribution 223

	A579
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1 

CONV-030
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: CPM-CONV-030 reads “The CPM enabler SHOULD allow CPM user to initiate a CPM Group Session without applying set of membership rules for a CPM Group.”   We fail to understand why one would like to define rules but would not use them.
Proposed Change:
Delete the requirement

The CPM enabler SHOULD allow CPM user to initiate a CPM Group Session without applying set of membership rules for a CPM Group.

	Status: CLOSED

See A578

	A580
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1 

CONV-030
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: why to define membership rules if those are not applied? Or is the purpose that this is valid only for the ad-hoc groups?

Proposed Change: clarify
	Status: CLOSED

See A578

	A581
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-030
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: This shall be subject to appropriate rights

Proposed Change: Change “the CPM User” into “an Authorized Principal”
	Status: CLOSED

See A578

	A582
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-030
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: regarding CONV-030, does this mean that a default ruleset applies? If so, should it not be made explicit?

Proposed Change: we suggest to clarify this point.
	Status: CLOSED

See A578

	A583
	2007.02.28
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-031
	Source: NEC

Form: INP_ Doc 2007-0058

Proposed Change: 

Remove editor’s note and accept given merged text.


	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0286R02

	A584
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-031
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: On Editors note 4: 48r03 is mostly covered by 190r04. Only the listing of ongoing sessions where the user is not subscribed to is missing in 190r04. But this seems to make sense only for “public chat rooms” where there is no subscription. 

Proposed Change: We propose to add the concept of public chat rooms (see separate comment for this) and to add a new requirement like this:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow a CPM user to retrieve the list of available public chat rooms.
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0286R02

	A585
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-031
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D
Comment: The requirement seems to distinguish between CPM sessions and CPM group sessions however, any CPM session can also be a group session. 

Proposed Change: update the requirement as follows:  “The CPM enabler SHALL allow a CPM user to retrieve from his/her CPM enabler the list of CPM Sessions he / she is currently participating participates in and of all CPM Group Sessions she/he is subscribed to as well as their related Media .”
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0286R02

	A586
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-031
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment: It is not clear whether the requirement related to current or previous sessions. 

Proposed Change: 
The CPM enabler SHALL allow a CPM user to retrieve from his/her CPM enabler the list of CPM Sessions he / she is participating in and of all CPM Group Sessions she/he is currently subscribed to as well as their related Media .


	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0286R02

	A587
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-031
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: what does it mean to be subscribed to a CPM Group Session? Clarify if this means e.g. CPM User’s membership in different groups.

Proposed Change:  clarify
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0286R02

	A588
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-031
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: Why to retrieve information, which sessions I am participating ?  Why I would be unaware of it ? 
Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

No action. Proposed change is unclear and requirement may be useful in the multi-device case.

	A589
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.1.

CONV-031
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>
Comment: Add a few commas and re order she/he.

Proposed Change: The CPM enabler SHALL allow a CPM user to retrieve from his/her CPM enabler, the list of CPM Sessions he / she participates in and of all CPM Group Sessions, he/she is subscribed to as well as their related Media .

	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0286R02

	A590
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.1.

CONV-031
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: regarding CONV-031, one requirement refers to Group Sessions whereas the other refers to 1-1 sessions.

Proposed Change: we suggest to merge these 2 requirements.
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0286R02

	A591
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1.

CONV-031
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: red fonts
Proposed Change: 

Editor to fix color
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0286R02

	A592
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1.

CONV-031
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  The requirements contain an editor’s note. This is to be removed for formal review. 

The nature of the note implies that the decision on how the issue is resolved will require in our opinion a new formal review! These are open issues not reviewed by the membership as proposed.

Proposed Change: Address editor’s notes and remove. 

Upon completion of RDRR and RD and new formal review is to take place!
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0286R02

	A593
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1.

CONV-031
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-CONV-031: Resolution is okay. Editor’s note is not necessary.

Proposed Change: Remove editor’s note.
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0286R02

	A594
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1.

CONV-032
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-CONV-032: usage of term Discrete Media is strange.

Proposed Change: Replace Discrete Media with CPM Message.

	Status: CLOSED

The proposed change has been agreed.

See contribution 162

	A595
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.1

CPM-CONV-012 to CPM-CONV-031
	Source: Samsung

Comment: These requirements are related to CPM group sessions, so it is better to put them in the “CPM Group Handling” section
Proposed Change: move these requirements to the “CPM Group Handling” section
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A596
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-033
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: 1) the requirement addresses the need to dynamically change of continuous media, but what does exactly mean? Should the user be able to add remove voice, video sessions or should he be able to also add/modify/remove media within one of the existing voice, video session?
2) Allowing any CPM user to add/modify/remove continuous media during any CPM Session may cause charging problems.
Proposed Change:  The CPM enabler SHALL allow an authorized CPM user to dynamically add/modify/remove continuous media during a CPM session  


	Status: CLOSED

 Ericsson does not anymore request deletion of “dynamically”

See contribution 257R01



	A597
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-033
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-CONV-033: Capitalize usage of term Continuous Media.

Proposed Change: Replace Discrete Media with CPM Message.

	Status: CLOSED

The issue has been resolved

	A598
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-033

CONV-035
	Source: China Mobile
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The full stops are missing.

Proposed Change: Add the full stops at the end of the sentences.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A599
	2007.02.28
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-034
	Source: NEC

Form: INP_ Doc 2007-0058

Comment: what means here “request for dynamic CPM Session modification” – the stand-alone requirement without telling what the modification is about cannot be implemented in the specs.

Proposed Change: 

Review requirement completely.
	Status: CLOSED

the comment is addressed by providing more clarification in CONV-0034, CONV-034a and CONv-034b.

See contribution 166R02

	A600
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-034
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: What is the effect of a rejection of dynamic CPM Session modification when the “request”  for removal of a Continuous Media is emitted by the sender of that media?

Proposed Change: Clarification required
	Status: CLOSED

the comment is addressed by providing more clarification in CONV-0034, CONV-034a and CONv-034b.

See contribution 166R02

	A601
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.1.

CONV-034
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>
Comment: What is the use case for when a sender modifies or wants to modify a continuous media session and the recipient of the session does not accept the modification. This use case needs to be spell out clearly. What if the user neither accepts nor rejects (no action) then what happens to the sender modifications. What if one user accepts and one user rejects etc.
Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED

the comment is addressed by providing more clarification in CONV-0034, CONV-034a and CONv-034b.

See contribution 166R02

	A602
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.1 

CONV-035
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: typo

Proposed Change: Replace “CPM sessions” by “CPM Sessions”.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 



	A603
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1 

CONV-035
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D
Comment: why is this requirement mandatory? It may or may not be possible based on system capacity/user equipment capabilities and operator policy. The requirement should be optional or at least conditional.

The CPM enabler SHALL allow CPM user to handle several CPM sessions in parallel
Proposed Change:
The CPM enabler SHALL SHOULD allow CPM user to handle several CPM sessions in parallel 


	Status: CLOSED

Addressed in the CR 0127R05 with modifier proposed in A606 regarding the device capabilities and addition of operator policies.

	A604
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-035
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Change “handle” into “participate to”

Proposed Change: Change “handle” into “participate to”
	Status: CLOSED

No change required as there was no consensus on making the proposed change.

	A605
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-035
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Change “CPM Sessions” into “CPM Conversations” as this requirement is tied to the ability to have parallel conversations, not sessions themselves (oversight when doing the terminology change in SFO).

Proposed Change: Change “CPM Sessions” into “CPM Conversations”
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in the CR 0127 R05

	A606
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-035
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>
Comment: May be this requirement needs some qualification to allow for very low tier CPM devices.
Proposed Change: The CPM enabler SHALL allow CPM user to handle several CPM sessions in parallel according to the device capabilities.
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in the CR 0127 R05

Modified to reflect Service Capabilities as per Frankfurt consensus

	A607
	2007.02.28
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-036
	Source: NEC

Form: INP_ Doc 2007-0058

Comment: text has to be merged into single requirement.

Proposed Change: 

The CPM enabler SHALL allow for CPM Conversations to take place independently of the availability and status of the presence information of the CPM users.





	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been reworded as follow:

The CPM Enabler SHALL allow a CPM User to initiate CPM Conversations independently of the status and availability of the   user’s presence information. 

See contribution 168R01 for further explanation



	A608
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CPM-CONV-036

& 3.2 (definition of “CPM Conversation”)
	Source: Samsung

Comment: This requirement looks weird: how can a conversation take place if a CPM user is not available? Or is the definition of “CPM conversation” different from the general meaning of “conversation” we know?
Proposed Change: To be discussed in the group, but either remove the term “availability” in the requirement, or further clarify what “CPM conversation” means, i.e. whether it is still a CPM conversation when there is a single message sent without reply or when a session request is refused because the recipient is not available.
	Status: CLOSED 

See resolution of A607

	A609
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-036
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: this requirement seems to indicate that a CPM will “take place” even if there are no users active. 
Proposed Change: To make clear that the conversation can be created but it will not be continuously active.
	Status: CLOSED 

See resolution of A607

	A610
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-036
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  The requirements contain an editor’s note. This is to be removed for formal review. 

The nature of the note implies that the decision on how the issue is resolved will require in our opinion a new formal review! These are open issues not reviewed by the membership as proposed.

Proposed Change: Address editor’s notes and remove. 

Upon completion of RDRR and RD and new formal review is to take place!
	Status: CLOSED 

The editor’s note has been removed.

See resolution of A607

	A611
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-036
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  The requirement is unclear! What does it mean? Messages are delivered even if user does not want? Or they will be delivered later when he wants so it’s possible to send messages even if user not there or not available? We believe it means that message can be delivered when availability / presence makes it possible.

Proposed Change: Clarify and rephrase requirement. We suggest to consider the phrasing proposed I the comment.
	Status: CLOSED 

See resolution of A607

	A612
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-036
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-CONV-036: Resolution between the two alternatives is not completely right.

Proposed Change: Remove editor’s note and rephrase requirement to:

“The CPM enabler SHALL allow for CPM Conversations to take place independently of the availability and status of presence information for the CPM users.”.
	Status: CLOSED 

See resolution of A607

	A613
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-037
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: Is this same as CPM-CONV-005 ? 
Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

The group agreed to remove CONV-005 

See contribution 95R01

	A614
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-038
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>
Comment: including CPM sessions in a conversation is not a very clear idea from a use case perspective. Users are often interested in messages and content. In addition, It is possible for user to have empty sessions and then it can potentially be confusing to the user.
Proposed Change: The CPM enabler SHALL provide the means to recognize CPM Messages/content as part of a CPM Conversation.
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A615
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-038


	Source: China Mobile

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Clarify what mechanism is used to recognize a CPM Message or a CPM Session as a part of a CPM Conversation.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A616
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-039


	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>
Comment: The term “CPM Session Histories” is not very clear from message threading concept perspective. It is not clearly understood what session histories will have as data that will be applicable to a message threading concept.
Proposed Change: remove session histories from the requirement
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

The concept of CPM Session History is defined in the RD.

	A617
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-039


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  Is this a enabler or service / client UI requirement
Proposed Change: Clarify and remove if a service / client UI requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

No action required
It is not a UI requirement since the enabler needs to define mechanisms to link those messages together.

	A618
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.1 

CONV-039 and 040
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: These two requirements are too similar and hence confusing. One of the two should be removed   

Proposed Change: Remove CONV-040
	Status: CLOSED

No action required
The group agreed to keep both requirements.

	A619
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.1 

CONV-039 and 040
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>
Comment: It is not clear from 040 requirement that if the device will need to generate a local live threaded view. If it is expected that the client generates a local threaded view then it may be important to specify the relationship of the locally generated threaded view and locally generated thread history to that of the server generated threaded view and thread history. This is important because of the synchronization function to synch all the threads with network storage.
Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED

No action required.

The synchronization between the local storage and the network based storage is handled in STOR section.



	A620
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-040
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Comment: Use “threaded view” for LIVE conversation is confusion with the stored view. 

Proposed Change: Change the requirement as marked:

CPM-enabled devices SHOULD be able to present CPM Messages and CPM Sessions belonging to the same CPM Conversation in a conversational view according to the user’s preferences.


	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes have been agreed.

See contribution 274R01

	A621
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-040
	Source: Samsung

Comment: “Threaded view” is the stored version of a “live” CPM conversation, so the term is confusing.
Proposed Change: change “threaded view” to “conversational view”
	Status: CLOSED

See A620

	A622
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-040
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: The editor's note 6 could serve very well as a NOTE instead.

Proposed Change: Make a NOTE out of the editor note 6.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes have been agreed.

See contribution 274R01

	A623
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-040
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: regarding CONV-040, This requirement is more basic than 39 as storage is optional.

Proposed Change: we suggest to exchange their order to have the one on live communication in the first place.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes have been agreed.

See contribution 274R01

	A624
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-040
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  The requirements contain an editor’s note. This is to be removed for formal review. 

Proposed Change: Address editor’s notes and remove.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes have been agreed.

See contribution 274R01

	A625
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-040
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-CONV-040: Remove editor’s note.

Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED

See A624

	A626
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-041
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: "... receiving a CPM Session" Can a CPM user receive a CPM session? The correct term is a session invitation.

Proposed Change: Change (include improvement) “a CPM session” to “responding to a session invitation”
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by contribution 241R03

The group agreed to state that CONV-041 was sufficient

	A627
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-041
	Source: Samsung

Comment: Do not find this requirement useful: what else can you do apart from rejecting an incoming CPM session when the recipient is not available?

The target enabler is also missing
Proposed Change: Either remove this requirement, or clarify what are the possible other options available to the recipient CPM user.

Add “CPM V1.0” under the column “Enabler Release”
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by contribution 241R03

The group agreed to state that CONV-041 was sufficient

	A628
	2007.03.02
	E/T
	6.1.1

CONV-041
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: Ericsson asked to modify CONV-004, making 041 redundant. providing that comment has been accepted, 041 can be deleted.

Proposed Change: Delete 041 “CPM-CONV-041 reads “A CPM User MAY be able to set a preference for the delivery mechanism used by the CPM enabler in case he is not available (e.g. not registered in the home network) for receiving a CPM Session“
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by contribution 241R03

The group agreed to state that CONV-041 was sufficient

	A629
	2007.03.01
	
	6.1.1

CONV-041
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment: Clarify requirement by changing delivery mechanism to session treatment (e.g. the session may never be delivered).  Also, the requirement should be moved to the session section.
Proposed Change: 

CPM-CONV-041

A CPM User MAY be able to set a preference for session treatment used by the CPM enabler in case he is not available (e.g. not registered in the home network) for receiving a CPM Session:

· Reject the CPM Session.

Editor's note 7: It is for FFS if this had been also intended with this requirement CONV-004.


	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by contribution 241R03

The group agreed to state that CONV-041 was sufficient

	A630
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-041
	Source: China Mobile

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: A CPM user should have more choice than just reject the session when he is not available, such as: forwarding the session to his agent

Proposed Change: Add more preference items
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by contribution 241R03

The group agreed to state that CONV-041 was sufficient

	A631
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-041
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: regarding CONV-041, this requirement is already covered by CONV-004.

Proposed Change: we suggest to remove it.
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by contribution 241R03

The group agreed to state that CONV-041 was sufficient

	A632
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-041
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  The requirements contain an editor’s note. This is to be removed for formal review. 

The nature of the note implies that the decision on how the issue is resolved will require in our opinion a new formal review! These are open issues not reviewed by the membership as proposed.

Proposed Change: Address editor’s notes and remove. 

Upon completion of RDRR and RD and new formal review is to take place!
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by contribution 241R03

The group agreed to state that CONV-041 was sufficient

	A633
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-041
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  Fix according to previous comments about home network versus domain.
Proposed Change: Remove (e.g. not registered in the home network)
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by contribution 241R03

The group agreed to state that CONV-041 was sufficient

	A634
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-041
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  Can’t believe that reject the CM session is the only option.
Proposed Change: Remove the sub-buller / example or add more items (and state not exhaustive if you do not get the full list).
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by contribution 241R03

The group agreed to state that CONV-041 was sufficient

	A635
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-041
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-CONV-041: Remove editor’s note.

Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by contribution 241R03

The group agreed to state that CONV-041 was sufficient

	A636
	2007.02.28
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-042
	Source: NEC

Form: INP_ Doc 2007-0058

Comment: check the need of the part  “or denies the invitation to start the CPM Session.”

Would we not consider a service as problematic that starts a session regardless of the user’s response, especially deny of it?

Proposed Change: 

The CPM enabler SHALL NOT allow the CPM Session to be started for a particular CPM user when that CPM user has not responded to an invitation within the associated validity period
	Status: CLOSED

Due to overlapping with CONV-008, the group agreed to remove CONV-042 (see contribution 131)

	A637
	2007.03.01
	
	6.1.1

CONV-042
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment: This requirement should be moved to the session section.
Proposed Change: 

CPM-CONV-042

The CPM enabler SHALL NOT allow the CPM Session to be started for a particular CPM user when that CPM user has not responded to an invitation within the associated validity period, or denies the invitation to start the CPM Session.
	Status: CLOSED

Due to overlapping with CONV-008, the group agreed to remove CONV-042 (see contribution 131)

	A638
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-042
	Source: China Mobile
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: This requirement is totally about CPM Session, So we think it should be put under the “CPM Sessions”.

Proposed Change: Move the requirement to the “CPM Sessions”, just back of CONV-035. Then the IDs should be changed correspondingly.
	Status: CLOSED

Due to overlapping with CONV-008, the group agreed to remove CONV-042 (see contribution 131)

	A639
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-042
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: CONV-042: it’s unclear why the CPM user couldn’t (in some cases) join the CPM Session later if not able to do that at the time of the invitation?

Proposed Change: remove the requirement
	Status: CLOSED

Due to overlapping with CONV-008, the group agreed to remove CONV-042 (see contribution 131)

	A640
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-042
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: What does this mean ?  Is it denied to join the session later, if You have not accepted the invitation in the beginning of the session ?  If yes, why ? If not, clarify the requirement. 
Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

Due to overlapping with CONV-008, the group agreed to remove CONV-042 (see contribution 131)

	A641
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-042
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: regarding CONV-042, the intention of this requirement is either too obvious or not obvious at all some clarification would help

Proposed Change: we suggest to clarify it.
	Status: CLOSED

Due to overlapping with CONV-008, the group agreed to remove CONV-042 (see contribution 131)

	A642
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-042
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  This seems in conflict with CPM-CONV-036? 
Proposed Change: Clarify with respect to 036 and fix phrasing.
	Status: CLOSED

Due to overlapping with CONV-008, the group agreed to remove CONV-042 (see contribution 131)

	A643
	2007.03.01
	
	6.1.1

CONV-043
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment: This requirement should be moved to the session section.
Proposed Change: 

CPM-CONV-043

The CPM enabler SHOULD be able to provide functionalities so that a CPM user can view CPM Messages in the order they are sent by another CPM user.

	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in CR 0129R02. Comverse clarified they meant move into “stand-alone messaging” section instead of “sessions” section

	A644
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-043
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: “mechanism” is more consistent with the terminology used in other requirements than “functionalities”.

Proposed Change:  Change “functionalities” into “mechanisms”
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in the CR 0129R02.

	A645
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.1

CONV-043
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: regarding CONV-043, why is this requirement only a SHOULD? A timestamp would be sufficient to fulfill the requirement.

Proposed Change: we suggest to replace it by a SHALL.
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in the CR 0129R02.

	A646
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-043
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  Is this a enabler or service / client UI requirement
Proposed Change: Clarify and remove if a service / client UI requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

No change required. It is an enabler requirement to the extent it mandates some form of time stamping.

	A647
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-043
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  If kept based on previous comment it seems that this is hardly the only criteria to consider. View by sender, subject, threads, conversations etc should be considered.
Proposed Change: Clarify and address based on comment.
	Status: CLOSED

No change required. We consider that the options proposed in the comment are UI-related whereas CONV-043 has a technical implication for CPM Messages

	A648
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.1


	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: editorial correction of CONV-030, CONV-032, CONV-033, CONV-034, CONV-035, GRP-012, MLD-006, MLD-008 

Proposed Change: we suggest to add the word "the" between "SHALL allow" and "CPM User".
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A649
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-0xx
	Source: Huawei

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 
When a new participant joins a conversation halfway, he/she probably want to look some histories before his/her joining.

Proposed Change: 
Add a new requirement.

The CPM enabler MAY supply a new CPM participant with whole or partial session histories before he joins halfway according to the CPM user’s preference and/or the group settings.
	Status: CLOSED

A new requirement has been added:

The CPM Enabler SHALL enable an Authorized Principal (e.g. conference centre recording facility) to store the CPM Session History for his participation in a given CPM Session, and on request, subsequently provide this CPM Session History to another Authorized Principal (e.g. an Authorized Principal who joins the CPM Session halfway through).

See contribution 153R01



	A650
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-0yy
	Source: Huawei

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 
Does every message or session history need stored in the network storage?

Conversation histories always are long and large and the network storage is very easy to overflow. 

We think the CPM enabler should allow CPM User to store selectively. 

Proposed Change: 
We suggest add a new requirement.

The CPM enabler SHALL allow CPM User to store CPM Conversation histories selectively, e.g. store CPM Conversation histories according to some criteria.
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A651
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-0xx
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: There seems to be no explicit requirement for CPM Users being able to be part of more than one CPM session simultaneously

Proposed Change: Add a new requirement: 

The CPM enabler SHALL allow a CPM User to be part of more than one CPM session simultaneously. 

 
	Status: CLOSED

Already fulfilled by the current wording of requirement CPM-CONV-035

	A652
	2007.03.01
	
	6.1.1

CONV-0xx
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment: Add the following requirement. 

Proposed Change: 

CPM Client SHALL be able to subscribe for receiving notification on the following events during the life time of a conversation:

· Member joined conversation

· Member left conversation

· Conversation subject changed

· Conversation ended


	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by contribution 326R01

	A653
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-0xx
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: proposal for a missing requirement (supported by OMA IM)

Proposed Change: Add a requirement “The CPM User SHOULD be able to send a CPM Message to multiple recipients by indicating the addresses of recipients to which the CPM enabled entity at the network distributes the CPM Message.” 
	Status: CLOSED

No action

See contribution 141R02

	A654
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-0xx
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: is a requirement missing to dynamically activate a CPM Session history recording during an on-going CPM Session (supported by OMA IM and CPM-STOR-004 already assumes that history can be recorded)
Proposed Change: add a requirement e.g. saying that “The CPM enabler SHALL provide a CPM user with a mechanism to active and deactivate CPM Session History storing either during an on-going CPM Session or outside the CPM Session. The CPM Session History is stored at the CPM User’s own network-based storage.
	Status: CLOSED

A new requirement is added:

The CPM Enabler SHALL provide a CPM User with a mechanism to activate and deactivate storing of a CPM Conversation on demand.  

See contribution 141R02

	A655
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.2

DEF-001 … 007
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: Why expire time is mandatory ? It sounds like nice to have. 
Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by CR 2007-0390R02

	A656
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.2 - CPM-DEF-001/002 – Full section

	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  Expiry is undefined
Proposed Change: Add definition in definition section and clarify requirement + add explanation.
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by CR 2007-0390R02

	A657
	2007.02.23
	T
	6.1.2

DEF-001
	Source: Telefonica SA

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: What happens on expiry?  We think an expired message is simply not delivered at all, rather than being deleted in the recipient’s phone.

Proposed Change: Clarify requirement along the lines of the comment.
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by CR 2007-0390R02

	A658
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.2

DEF-001
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: The "The CPM enabler SHALL allow the originating user to associate an expiry time to a CPM message, according to service provider settings." is to me conflicting. Either the user associate the expiry time or the service provider not both.

Proposed Change: Clarify statement to read “The CPM enabler SHALL allow the originating user to associate an expiry time to a CPM message, up to the according to  max time determined by service provider settings.“.
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by CR 2007-0390R02

	A659
	2007.03.01
	
	6.1.2

DEF-003 
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment: This requirement should changed to reflect the preference of the recipient.  It is assumed that the originator sets the expiry time as a message parameter as informational only.  There is no additional interpretation done by CPM with respect to the originator, or the requirement needs further refinement. 
Proposed Change: 
Suggested phrasing:

The CPM enabler, based on recipient's preferences, SHALL delete the message or retain the deferred message in the network storage if the time the message was deferred reaches the expiry time associated with the message.

	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by CR 2007-0390R02

	A660
	2007.02.23
	T
	6.1.2

DEF-003

DEF-004

DEF-005

DEF-006

DEF-007

DEF-008
	Source: Telefonica SA

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: We don’t believe that there is a market requirement for management of deferred messaging timers on a per message basis.  Users will just download all their messages and manage them on the device.

Proposed Change: Delete these requirements
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by CR 2007-0390R02

	A661
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.2

DEF-004

005


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  what does “according to service provider settings” menas or bring?
Proposed Change: Remove words
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by CR 2007-0390R02

	A662
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.2

DEF-004


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  How do they relate?
Proposed Change: Remove 004,keep 005.
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by CR 2007-0390R02

	A663
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.2

DEF-004


	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-DEF-004 – CPM-DEF-00-8: These requirements describe quite complicated functionality for the end-user and the enabler, for which the use-case is not entirely clear.

Proposed Change: Consider removing these requirements, or at least scheduling these for a later CPM phase.
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by CR 2007-0390R02

	A664
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.2

DEF-005
	Source: China Mobile

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: It is impractical to ask a CPM user to set one reminder setting for each deferred message, the reminder setting should be adopt to a group of messages.  
Proposed Change: Modify the “a deferred message” to “deferred messages”
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by CR 2007-0390R02

	A665
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

DEF-006

DEF-007

DEF-008
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Why would the recipient want to manage the expiry time? 

Proposed Change:
Delete DEF-006, -007 and -008
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by CR 2007-0390R02

	A666
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.2

DEF-006
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Proposed Change: Remove CPM-DEF-006 which is covered in CPM-DEF-005. 

If want to be more specific in CPM-DEF-005, we could add (such as expiry time, method of notification etc.) after the settings.
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by CR 2007-0390R02

	A667
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.2

DEF-006
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: CPM-DEF-006 reads “The CPM enabler SHALL allow the recipient user to request to extend the expiry time associated with a deferred message, according to service provider settings. “
Proposed Change: Clarify as “The CPM enabler SHALL allow the recipient user to request to extend extension of  the expiry time associated with a deferred message, according to service provider settings. “
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by CR 2007-0390R02

	A668
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.2

DEF-006
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>
Comment: The use case for this requirement is not very clear. If the user is able to request extension of the expiry time why don’t the user just get the message. At least download it to the user network storage.
Proposed Change: Either explain the use case for this requirement or remove the eequirement.
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by CR 2007-0390R02

	A669
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.2

DEF-006
	Source: RIM

Form: Doc 0077

Comment: CPM-DEF-006 Does not make sense why the recipient needs to alter the expiry date/ time of a deferred message they have received? If the message is delivered then surely it’s in the inbox and expiry time is no longer valid.
Proposed Change:  rewrite or delete

	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by CR 2007-0390R02

	A670
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.2

DEF-006
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  Can’t help wondering why the recipient would do that. If he knows about the message and can do the update why not get the message or redirect it somewhere where it can get it now… [Possibly with conversion to the channel]
Also if do that why do it for a message. If it is the case that a channel is needed and not available then why not do the extension for all message (deferred now and future – till changed or till the channel is available or use by the user..).

Proposed Change: Explain then update requirement to at least include the option above of  re-directing… Also add other aspects described above.
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by CR 2007-0390R02

	A671
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.2

DEF-007
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Proposed Change: Remove CPM-DEF-007 which is covered in CPM-DEF-005
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by CR 2007-0390R02

	A672
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.2

DEF-006 & 007
	Source: Huawei

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 
The two requirements are correlative, and we suggest combine them.

Proposed Change: 
Combine the two requirements.
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by CR 2007-0390R02

	A673
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.2

DEF-007
	Source: RIM

Form: Doc 0077

Comment: CPM-DEF-007 006 Does not make sense why the recipient needs to alter the expiry date/ time of a deferred message they have received? If the message is delivered then surely it’s in the inbox and expiry time is no longer valid.
Proposed Change: rewrite or delete

	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by CR 2007-0390R02

	A674
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.2

DEF-007
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  Same comment as 72: why not also all current and future messages.
Proposed Change: Also add other aspects described above.
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by CR 2007-0390R02

	A675
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.2

DEF-008
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Comment: Isn’t CPM-DEF-008 covered by both CPM-DEF-003 and CPM-DEF-005? 

Proposed Change: Recommend to remove it.
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by CR 2007-0390R02

	A676
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.2

DEF-008
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: It should be possible, but not mandatory, for the CPM enabler to inform the user if a msg is about to expire. Further rationale: We understand that operator’s today have as a common model to charge for what is stored or set a hard limit on the storage size. As well, sending such reminders creates a lot of traffic on the network and many users would consider it as spam.
Proposed Change: 

CPM-DEF-008 The CPM enabler SHALL MAY inform the recipient user whether it allows the reminder and/or the extension of an expiry time associated to a deferred message.     

  
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by CR 2007-0390R02

	A677
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.2

DEF-008
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: DEF-3 through DEF-8 seem rather complex functionality from a user experience point of view and are not likely to be used very often, SHALL seems overkill. 

Proposed Change: we suggest to replace SHALL by a SHOULD in DEF-008.
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by CR 2007-0390R02

	A678
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.2

DEF-008
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Unclear. Who allows what? Clearly this is something that the user must be able to control!
Proposed Change: Fix requirement accordingly
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by CR 2007-0390R02

	A679
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.3


	Source: Jian Yang
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The table caption “Group Communication Items” is different with the section title “CPM Group Handling”.

Proposed Change: Change the table caption “Table 4: High-Level Functional Requirements – Group Communication Items” to “Table 4: High-Level Functional Requirements –CPM Group Handling Items”.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A680
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-001
	Source: Samsung

Comment: Only the CPM Group moderator should be able to set parameters and membership rules, not any CPM user.
Proposed Change: Change “CPM User” to “CPM Group moderator”
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0280R02

	A681
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.3

GRP-001
	Source: Telecom Italia
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: “starting and ending criteria” apply to a group session, not to a group
Proposed Change: 
The CPM enabler SHOULD allow a CPM User to pre-define parameters (e.g. permission rules) and set of membership rules for a CPM Pre-defined Group
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0280R02

	A682
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1. 3

GRP-001
	Source: Shanshan Wang
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: We think not any CPM user but the user who is authorized can pre-define parameters (e.g. permission rules, starting and ending criteria etc.) and set of membership rules for a CPM Pre-defined Group. 
Proposed Change: Add the word “authorized” in front of “CPM User”
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0280R02

	A683
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1. 3

GRP-001
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: in GRP-001, define membership rules or at least provide some explanation in the requirement via an e.g.

Proposed Change: we suggest to clarify this point and also a small editorial correction as follows:

The CPM enabler SHOULD allow a CPM User to pre-define parameters (e.g. permission rules, starting and ending criteria etc.) and a set of membership rules for a CPM Pre-defined Group
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0280R02

	A684
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-001, 003 and 012
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: It’s unlear if changes in the Pre-Defined Group definition affects an on-going CPM Sessions (modifications are allowed in e.g. GRP-003 and GRP-012). 
Proposed Change:  Extend GRP-001, GRP-003 and GRP-012 with a sentence: “The changes in group definition SHOULD not affect the on-going CPM Group Sessions. “
	Status: CLOSED

No action required. This will be handled during the TS-phase.

	A685
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-001, 004, 005, 007, 008, 010, 011, 012
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: Requirements CPM-GRP-001, CPM-GRP-004, CPM-GRP-005, CPM-GRP-007, CPM-GRP-008, CPM-GRP-010, CPM-GRP-011, and CPM-GRP-012 describe functionality that is not applicable to the CPM enabler (will be satisfied by other, external, enablers) and for which no CPM functionality is present.

Proposed Change: Remove requirements.
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0280R02

	A686
	2007.02.23
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-002
	Source: Telefonica SA

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: This should be according to service provider policy.  We do not want self-allocated pseudonyms.

Proposed Change: add “according to service provider policy” at the end of the requirement
	Status: CLOSED

Requirement Deleted.

See contribution 249R01

	A687
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.3 

GRP-002 

and 

CONV-022
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: CONV-022 is covered by GRP-002.. Moreover, the term “the pseudonym” should be  changed to “his/her pseudonym”  

Proposed Change:  Remove GRP-002 and rewrite CONV-022: “The CPM Enabler SHOULD provide the user with a mechanism to change his/her pseudonym. 
	Status: CLOSED

Change accepted

See contribution 249R01

	A688
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.3 

GRP-002 

and 

CONV-022
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Comment: This requirement is covered by CPM-CONV-022

Proposed Change: Should remove one of them and make the requirement either a “SHOULD” or “MAY”
	Status: CLOSED

Change accepted

See contribution 249R01

	A689
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.3 

GRP-002 

and 

CONV-022
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: CPM-GRP-002 is covered by CPM-CONV-22 and CPM-CONV-24. 

Proposed Change: We propose to delete CPM-GRP-002
	Status: CLOSED

Change accepted

See contribution 249R01

	A690
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.3 

GRP-002 

and 

CONV-022
	Source: Samsung

Comment: Overlaps with CPM-CONV-022
Proposed Change: Delete CPM-GRP-002
	Status: CLOSED

Change accepted

See contribution 249R01

	A691
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.3 

GRP-002 

and 

CONV-022
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP
Comment: What is the difference between GRP-002 and CONV-022? Is the purpose to have two kinds of mechanisms to handle pseudonym: a static setting and a dynamic one? 
Proposed Change: Combine the requirements, e.g. by removing GRP-002.
	Status: CLOSED

Change accepted

See contribution 249R01

	A692
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.3 

GRP-002 

and 

CONV-022
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: CONV-022 seems to overlap with GRP-002

Proposed Change: Remove CONV-021 or GRP-002
	Status: CLOSED

Change accepted

See contribution 249R01

	A693
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.3 

GRP-002 

and 

CONV-022
	Source: Telecom Italia
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 
CPM-CONV-022
The CPM enabler MAY provide the CPM user a mechanism to change the pseudonym during a CPM Group Session.
CPM-GRP-002: The CPM enabler SHOULD provide the CPM user with a mechanism to change the pseudonym

What is the difference? Does CPM-GRP-002 apply only to groups, so a usera can have a pseudonym for a group? Was the meaning “alias” instead of “pseudonym” in CPM-GRP-002?
Proposed Change: 
Clarify
	Status: CLOSED

GRP-002 deleted

See contribution 249R01

	A694
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.3 

GRP-002 

and 

CONV-022
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: GRP-002 is already covered by CONV-022

Proposed Change: we suggest deleting requirement GRP-002
	Status: CLOSED

Change accepted

See contribution 249R01

	A695
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.3 

GRP-002 


	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: Requirement CPM-GRP-002: Move close to requirement CPM-CONV-021.

Proposed Change:.
	Status: CLOSED

GRP-002 deleted

See contribution 249R01

	A696
	2007.02.28
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-002
	Source: NEC

Form: INP_ Doc 2007-0058

Comment:  

Clarification is needed which pseudonym is meant here… user’s pseudonym ? -> why is this in 6.1.3 then… group’s pseudonym ?--> why can any CPM user do that ?

Proposed Change: 

Needs discussion.
	Status: CLOSED

Pseudonym defined

See contribution 249R01

	A697
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-002
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059

Comment: Which pseudonym is meant here, that of the user or that of the CPM group?
Proposed Change: If the first case applies, delete the requirement, since this is covered in 6.1.1 (CPM-CONV-020/021/022/023/024)

If the later case applies, change “the pseudonym” to “the pseudonym of the CPM group”
	Status: CLOSED

GRP-002 deleted

See contribution 249R01

	A698
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-002

and

3.2
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D
Comment: Clarify what the pseudonym is. Also add a definition for pseudonym in the definition section.

The CPM enabler SHOULD provide the CPM user with a mechanism to change the pseudonym.

Proposed Change:
In CPM-GRP-002

The CPM enabler SHOULD provide the CPM user with a mechanism to change the pseudonym associated with him in a group definition.
In 3.2 

Pseudonym: A display name in a human readable form that a user can assign for himself and modify. The pseudonym can be used to participate anonymously in group conversations.

	Status: CLOSED

Text clarified and definition added

See contribution 249R01

	A699
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-002


	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: GRP-002: clarify if the pseudonym can be changed during an on-going CPM Group Session or if this requirement means that only “static” changes possible

Proposed Change: clarify
	Status: CLOSED

Requirement deleted

See contribution 249R01

	A700
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-003
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: CPM-GRP-003 is applied to only ad hoc group. However, the same shall be applied to pre-defined group, otherwise the pre-defined group information would be fixed at the creation.
Proposed Change: Add pre-defined group as "The CPM enabler MAY allow mechanism to create/update the ad-hoc and pre-defined group communications information (e.g. keywords, subject, etc)."
	Status: CLOSED

CPM-GRP-003 will describe the communications information for ad-hoc groups only.

CPM-GRP-001 will be adapted to include the communications information for pre-defined groups.

See contribution 292R01

	A701
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-003
	Source: Samsung

Comment: Do not see why this requirement is applied only to ad-hoc groups. Should be available for pre-defined group as well.

Proposed Change: Remove “ad-hoc” in the requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

No action 

See contribution 292R01

	A702
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-003
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: if the CPM Group Session contains continuous media it would not be possible to change the communication information dynamically, for example it would not be possible to just change the subject of a conference while the conference is ongoing without disturbance (a re-invite should be sent)
Proposed Change: 
The CPM enabler MAY allow mechanism to create/update the ad-hoc group communications information (e.g. keywords, subject, etc).
	Status: CLOSED

Update is removed.

See contribution 292R01

	A703
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-003
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D
Comment: 003 reads “The CPM enabler MAY allow mechanism to create/update the ad-hoc group communications information (e.g. keywords, subject, etc). “
The concept of keyword is not defined, and we can’t see clearly what it relates to. 
Proposed Change:
Either: 

1) a keyword knowledgeable person to define what the concept is about

Or 2) The CPM enabler MAY allow mechanism to create/update the ad-hoc group communications information (e.g. keywords, subject, etc).  


	Status: CLOSED

Keyword is removed.

See contribution 292R01

	A704
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-003
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: GRP-003: clarify: is it possible to store ad-hoc group related information at the network? If yes, add details on which kind of definitions are possible for ad-hoc groups, and how they are used.

Proposed Change: add more details
	Status: CLOSED

There is no ad-hoc group related information in the network. An ad-hoc group differs from a pre-defined group in that it is not defined in advance.

The requirement deals with “communication information” in case of an ad-hoc or predefined group. This is information about a specific communication. This information can be stored temporarily in the CPM Session. Details will be given in the TS.

See contribution 292R01

	A705
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.3

GRP-003
	Source: Telecom Italia
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: I guess the req applies to Pre-defined group.
Proposed Change: 
The CPM enabler MAY allow mechanism to create/modify/delete specific information for a the Pre-defined group (e.g. keywords, subject).
	Status: CLOSED
The requirement has been deleted.

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0415-CR_Deletion_of_GRP_003



	A706
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.3

GRP-003
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: editorial correction of GRP-003 according to the agreed terminology

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

The CPM enabler MAY allow a mechanism to create/update the ad-hoc CPM Group Session information (e.g. keywords, subject, etc).
	Status: CLOSED

“Group communications information” is a more appropriate term than “CPM Group Session information” since it should also apply for communication outside a session.

See contribution 292R01

	A707
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-003
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: Requirement CPM-GRP-003: Move to section on CPM Sessions in 6.1.2.

Proposed Change:.
	Status: CLOSED

Section 6.1.2. “CPM Sessions” was removed from RD.

See contribution 292R01

	A708
	2007.02.28
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-004
	Source: NEC

Form: INP_ Doc 2007-0058

Comment: this requirement means the stored pre-defined group definitions 

Proposed Change: 

The CPM enabler MAY allow mechanism for searching pre-defined CPM Groups based on given criteria, e.g., keywords.


	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been reworded as follow:

The CPM Enabler MAY allow an Authorized Principal to search  for CPM Group Sessions based on given criteria about the CPM Group Session (e.g. time since the last message was sent in the CPM Group Session).

See contribution 170R04

	A709
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-004


	Source: Huawei

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 
User can only search the public group sessions. 

Proposed Change: 
The CPM enabler MAY allow mechanism for searching public CPM Groups Sessions based on given criteria, e.g., keywords.
	Status: CLOSED

See A708

	A710
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-004


	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D
Comment:  Same as Ericsson’s comment as for GRP-003.
Proposed Change:
Either: 

1) a keyword knowledgeable person to define what the concept is about

Or 2) The CPM enabler MAY allow mechanism for searching pre-defined CPM Groups Sessions based on given criteria, e.g., keywords.

	Status: CLOSED

See A708

	A711
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-004


	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: GRP-004: Isn’t it purpose to search for pre-defined Groups instead of Pre-defined CPM Group Sessions?

Proposed Change: correct the search is about pre-defined groups
	Status: CLOSED

See A708

	A712
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-004
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: What is being searched? Associated meta-data or also content of the Conversation?

Proposed Change: Further clarification required.
	Status: CLOSED

See A708

	A713
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.3

GRP-004
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: editorial correction of GRP-004

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

The CPM enabler MAY allow a mechanism for searching pre-defined CPM Groups Sessions based on given criteria, e.g., keywords.
	Status: CLOSED

See A708

	A714
	2007.02.23
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-005
	Source: Telefonica SA

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: We don’t understand the requirement.

Proposed Change: Delete the requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

Delete requirement (see CR CPM-2007-0206)

	A715
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

GRP-005


	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: What are ‘Group Definitions’? Is it the same as ‘parameters…and set of membership rules’ (as stated in GRP-001)? Aren’t CPM Group definitions for a pre-defined CPM Group, by definition already stored in the network (as an XML document)

Proposed Change:
Delete GRP-005
	Status: CLOSED

Delete requirement (see CR CPM-2007-0206)

	A716
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.3

GRP-005
	Source: Telecom Italia
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: to make req more clear

Proposed Change: 
The CPM enabler SHALL allow for storing of pre-defined CPM Group related information in the network storage
	Status: CLOSED

Delete requirement (see CR CPM-2007-0206)

	A717
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-005
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: in GRP-005, what is intended by CPM Group definition? Is it the same as membership rules? Is it more? In all RD, both are used and it is not really clear what is the difference between those two terms.

Proposed Change: we suggest clarifying this requirement and also change 'network storage' into 'network-based storage' for RD consistency.
	Status: CLOSED

Delete requirement (see CR CPM-2007-0206)

	A718
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-005
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   GRP-005—the reqt should state that CPM groups can be defined before a conversation is initiated (perhaps), but should not refer to network storage.  Reqt should permit use of XDMS

Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED

Delete requirement (see CR CPM-2007-0206)

	A719
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.3

GRP-006
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Proposed Change: Change the requirement as marked:

The CPM enabler MAY support informing group members about the intended CPM Group Sessions before the CPM Group Session starts.


	Status: CLOSED

GRP-006 has been removed and a new requirement has been added:

The CPM enabler MAY provide a mechanism to send information about a CPM pre-defined Group to CPM Group Members, e.g. for purposes to advertise a newly created group.

See contribution 293R01

	A720
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-006
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: CPM-GRP-006, What does “well before” mean? It could be any time span. How is this set? I suppose through CPM-GRP-001.

Proposed Change: Remove "well"
	Status: CLOSED

See A719

	A721
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-006
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   GRP-006—what does “well before” mean?  Is that the important part of this requirement

Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED

See A719

	A722
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-006
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: this requirement is possible only for pre-scheduled sessions (CPM-HLF-012)
Proposed Change: change the word “intended” to “pre-scheduled”:

The CPM enabler MAY support informing group members about the intended pre-scheduled CPM Group Sessions well before the CPM Group Session starts.
	Status: CLOSED

See A719

	A723
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-006
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: What this means in practice? How should inform? By Group Advertisement?

Proposed Change: Clarify by adding e.g. with Group Advertisement that can be sent to advertise existence of a group.
	Status: CLOSED

See A719

	A724
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.3

GRP-006
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: not clear -> if this is a reminder service, it shall be more explicit. Proposed for deletion
Proposed Change: Delete CPM-GRP-006
	Status: CLOSED

See A719

	A725
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.3

GRP-006
	Source: Telecom Italia
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: to make req more clear

Proposed Change: 
The CPM enabler MAY support sending a reminder to group members about a scheduled CPM Group Session a pre-defined time before the CPM Group Session starts
	Status: CLOSED

See A719

	A726
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-006
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>
Comment: “well before” in the requirement statement may not be appropriate wording as it may run into implementation details issues.
Proposed Change: The CPM enabler MAY support informing group members about the intended CPM Group Sessions before the CPM Group Session starts. The criteria for informing user SHALL be according user preferences e.g. inform 15, 30, 60 mins etc. in advance of the Group Session.
	Status: CLOSED

See A719

	A727
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-006
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: Requirement CPM-GRP-006: Move to CPM Session part in section 6.1.2.

Proposed Change:.
	Status: CLOSED

See A719

	A728
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.3

GRP-007
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Proposed Change: Change the requirement as marked:

The CPM enabler MAY allow other CPM users than the owner of the CPM Group to access (at least certain parts of) CPM Group information. The CPM enabler MAY allow a creator to create the CPM Group definition on behalf of the owner

Should we give examples of what are the “certain parts of” CPM Group Information?
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed in CR0113 (provides some examples of Group information)

	A729
	2007.02.28
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-007


	Source: NEC

Form: INP_ Doc 2007-0058

Comment: GRP007 contains 2 distinct requirements which are actually 2 functionalities for group handling

Proposed Change: 

Split them in 2 requirements
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed in CR0113

	A730
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.3 

GRP-007
	Source: Samsung

Comment: “MAY allow a creator to create the CPM Group definition on behalf of the owner” is not clear. How can there be an owner for a CPM Group that has not been created yet?

Proposed Change: “MAY allow a creator to create the CPM Group definition on behalf of the intended owner”
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed in CR0113

	A731
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-007
	Source: Huawei

Form: INP doc

Comment: 
Do we need the concept of ‘creator’? What does this requirement mean?

The CPM enabler MAY allow a creator to create the group definition on behalf of the owner.
Proposed Change:
Clarify the relationship between creator and owner.
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed in CR0113

	A732
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-007
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: CPM-GRP-007 includes two optional requirements: may allow to access and MAY allow creating.

Proposed Change: Split for two (independent) requirements. 
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed in CR0113

	A733
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-007
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: CPM-GRP-007. What it means that creator will create group definition on behalf of owner? Is this just that other can create groups behalf of you? 

Proposed Change: Clarify by rephrasing text. I.e.  The CPM Enabler MAY allow other Principals to create group on behalf of Primary Principal.
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed in CR0113

	A734
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.3

GRP-007
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Why singling out CPM Group definition as something that can be delegated to another Principal versus other functions. Those aspects shall rather be reflected as subject to appropriate permissions in a more generic manner. The requirements here are  1. partial access to a Group information 2. creation and transfer of ownership

Proposed Change: Create a table listing for the various domains / components within the CPM enabler (e.g. Network-based storage, Communication handling, Group communication, Address Book, VASP interface, …) the various resources that can be accessed (e.g Folder / Thread / Message / Session History / Media in the network-based storage, functionalities exposed by the VASP interface, …) and the various rights that can be granted by the owner of the resource to another Principal (upload, list, search, download, move, delete, preview for a piece of media, send, receive, transfer, reply for a Message, …). This table would hence be a reference point to summarize requirements that pertain to transfer of rights between Principals.
	Status: CLOSED
No action required

	A735
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.3

GRP-007
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: What is a creator? What are his rights besides creating a group for another user?

Proposed Change: Change to “The CPM enabler MAY allow a Principal to create the CPM Group definition on behalf of the owner of a CPM Group.”
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed in CR0113

	A736
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

GRP-007


	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Similar to GRP-005 re: ‘Group Definitions’? Also suggest rewording too.

Proposed Change:
The CPM enabler SHALL allow any authorised principal to manage (e.g. create, modify etc) parameters and membership rules of a CPM pre-defined Group.
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed in CR0113 (assumption that access meant view)

	A737
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1. 3

GRP-007
	Source: Shanshan Wang
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The meaning of “access” should be clarified. Does it have the meaning of “get” or “modify”?
Proposed Change: Clarify the meaning of “access”.
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed in CR0113 (assumption that access meant view)

	A738
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1. 3

GRP-007
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: GRP-007 

Proposed Change: we suggest the following:

· Split in two requirements. 

· Define CPM Group Information. 
Define creator.
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed in CR0113 (assumption that access meant view)

	A739
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.3

GRP-008
	Source: Samsung

Comment: Is there a difference between a “moderator” and a “host” for a group session? If not, the two terms are redundant.

Proposed Change: Remove “and host” in the requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: delete grp-008, reword grp-009 and add med -008a

	A740
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-008
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>
Comment: The CPM enabler MAY allow definition of different roles for group members, e.g., a moderator and host of the CPM Group Session. These roles and the authority that goes with these roles is not clear. Please clarify the roles and the authority that goes with these roles.
Proposed Change: either define a finite number of roles and their authority or remove the requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-0097R02

Action: delete grp-008, reword grp-009 and add med -008a

	A741
	2007.02.28
	E
	6.1.3

GRP-009


	Source: NEC

Form: INP_ Doc 2007-0058

Comment: GRP009 this is a session-related issue.

Proposed Change: 

Move to CONV section


	Status: CLOSED

Not moved, so that requirement remains with others

See contribution 222R03

	A742
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-009


	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: CPM-GRP-009, Floor control is describe here as this is related to session rather than pre-defined group. 1-1 CPM Session could also use floor control.

Proposed Change: Move this requirement under 6.1.1.
	Status: CLOSED

Not moved, so that requirement remains with others

See contribution 222R03

	A743
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.3

GRP-009
	Source: Samsung

Comment: 

1. The wording of this requirement is not very clear.

2. Do we want to allow the floor control by entities other than the moderator? Leaving “e.g.” is too open-ended (could allow any user to do that).
Proposed Change: Change the requirement as follows:

“The CPM enabler MAY allow the CPM Group moderator to control the floor for specific real-time media.”
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 222R03

	A744
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-009
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: 1) at this stage the conference service, as defined in 3GPP and other bodies, do not support floor control. Moreover why is this requirement on the Group handling and not on the CPM conversation or CPM session?

2)  The requirement mention floor control. There are no specific requirements on floor control in this specification.
Proposed Change:
The CPM enabler MAY allow real-time media specific floor control as described in OMA-RD-PoC-V2_0. (e.g. for the moderator) only if the specific enabler allows floor control.
	Status: CLOSED

Not done as requested, but satisfactorily 

See contribution 222R03

	A745
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.3

GRP-009
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: real-time media essentially means “Continuous Media”

Proposed Change: Change “media” into “Continuous Media”
	Status: CLOSED

done 

See contribution 222R03

	A746
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.3

GRP-009
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: GRP-009 

Proposed Change: we suggest to use the term CPM Group Moderator instead of moderator.
	Status: CLOSED

done 

See contribution 222R03

	A747
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-009
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Unclear. How does it relate to groups? What does it mean? Why real time? Do you mean continuous?  Floor control may apply also to discrete communications as defined by these guys…

Why media specific? For CPM as multiple channels are supported it seems that it’s generic in general and may be for some channels

Also one should make sure that floor control is not assumed solely to be conveyed as part of the media transport. Session control mechanism also work for that.
Proposed Change: Explain, define real time or better do not limit to real time or continuous. Move to another section (e.g. HLF).

Rephrase to state that CPM provide a mechanism to enable floor control across some or all channels.
	Status: CLOSED 

See contribution 222R03

	A748
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-009
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: Intention of CPM-GRP-009 is unclear. Relation to other Group Session requirements is unclear

Proposed Change: Move to CPM Session part of section 6.1.2 and clarify requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

Not moved, so that requirement remains with others

See contribution 222R03

	A749
	2007.02.23
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-010

GRP-011

GRP-012
	Source: Telefonica SA

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: We don’t see these as essential requirements

Proposed Change: Change “SHALL” to “MAY” in all these requirements.
	Status: CLOSED

Change accepted.

See contribution 250R01

	A750
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-010
	Source: Samsung

Comment: The CPM user should also be allowed to see membership rules of groups he is not part of, e.g. know the conditions to become a member of a group.
Proposed Change: Remove “they are part of” as follows:
The CPM enabler SHALL provide the CPM user with a mechanism to get information about the membership rules associated with groups.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes have been agreed.

See contribution 139R03.

The requirement has been reworded as follow:

The CPM Enabler SHALL upon request provide an Authorized Principal with the membership rules associated with CPM Groups.


	A751
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-010
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: What are "the membership rules" ?  
Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

This issue is addressed by contribution 137R01

	A752
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-010
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP
Comment: GRP-010: clarify that information of membership rules are only given if allowed by the owner

Proposed Change: Extend GRP-010 with e.g.:  “…provided that the owner of the group definition allows that.”
	Status: CLOSED

CPM User has been changed to Authorized Principal.

See contribution 139R03



	A753
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-011
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: Why the notification is mandatory ? It sounds like nice to have. 
Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been changed to : 

The CPM enabler SHALL provide the CPM user with a mechanism to ask for notifications of changes to membership rules associated with the groups he/she is part of, according to CPM user’s preferences and/or operator policies, and provided that the CPM user has access rights for that data.

See contribution 133R01

	A754
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.3 

GRP-012
	Source: Cingular Wireless
Proposed Change: Change the requirement as marked:

The CPM enabler SHOULD allow CPM Group owner to add, or modify, or delete set of membership rules for a CPM Pre-defined Group.
	Status: CLOSED

The group agreed to use the term “Authorized Principal”

See contribution 221R01

	A755
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.3 

GRP-012
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: CPM-GRP-012, Changing membership rules should be restricted to the owner of a group. 

Proposed Change: We propose to replace “allow CPM user” by “allow the owning CPM user”
	Status: CLOSED

See A754

	A756
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.3 

GRP-012
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: To allow any CP User to add, or modify, or delete set of membership rules for a CPM Pre-defined Group seems to be dangerous. 
Proposed Change: change CPM user to authorized CPM user
	Status: CLOSED

See A754

	A757
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1. 3

GRP-012
	Source: Shanshan Wang
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: We think not any CPM user but the user who is authorized can add, or modify, or delete set of membership rules for a CPM Pre-defined Group. 
Proposed Change: Add the word “authorized” in front of “CPM User”
	Status: CLOSED

See A754

	A758
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.3

GRP-012 
GRP-001
	Source: Samsung

Comment: Partially overlaps with GRP-001, but needs to add modify and delete functions.
Proposed Change: Remove GRP-012 and modify GRP-001 as follows:

“The CPM enabler SHOULD allow a CPM User to add/modify/delete parameters (e.g. permission rules, starting and ending criteria etc.) and set of membership rules for a CPM Pre-defined Group.”
	Status: CLOSED

The group felt that GRP-012 and GRP-001 were not overlapping.

No action

	A759
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.3

GRP-012
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: Is this allowed for anybody ? 
Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

No. only for authorized principal.

See A754

	A760
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.3

GRP-012
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>
Comment: Clarify requirement so only authorized CPM user can make modifications to membership rules for a pre-defined group.
Proposed Change: The CPM enabler SHOULD allow an authorized Principal to add, or modify, or delete set of membership rules for a CPM Pre-defined Group.
	Status: CLOSED

See A754

	A761
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.3

GRP-012
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: GRP-012

Proposed Change: we suggest this editorial correction:

The CPM enabler SHOULD allow CPM user to add, or modify, or delete a set of membership rules for a CPM Pre-defined Group.
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 221R01

	A762
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.4
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: All about presence is optional in 6.1.4 but when the presence information is mentioned in 6.1.9

it is all mandatory.

Proposed Change: Align the optionally of presence requirements in 6.1.4 and 6.1.9 respectively.
	Status: CLOSED

Changes made to requirements of sections 6.1.4 & 6.1.9 satisfy the comment.

	A763
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.3.
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: Use Principals / Primary Principal instead of CPM Users so requirements are then more align with XDM requirements are easier to understand for PAG WG when they are transferred to there.

Proposed Change: Replace CPM User with Principal / Primary Principal like proposed in solution for CPM-GRP-007 above.
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by contribution 294R01

	A764
	2007.02.23
	T
	6.1.4

PRS-001


	Source: Telefonica SA

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: We think that the CPM enabler must provide presence support.

Proposed Change: Change “MAY” to “SHALL”.  Add another requirement which says “The CPM user SHALL be able to send a message to a recipient whether or not the recipient is present and whether or not the CPM user can view the recipient’s Presence.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been reworded as follow:

If presence information is available, the CPM Enabler SHALL be able to use that information  to enhance the CPM user experience 

See contribution 268R01

	A765
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.4

PRS-001


	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: CPM-PRS-001 reads “The CPM enabler MAY provide presence support for the CPM user. “ which for OMA CPM attendees is clear but might be nebulous to other parties.
Proposed Change: Clarify 001 to read “CPM does not mandate the availability of presence information but when available, the CPM enabler MAY provide presence support for the CPM user. “ 
	Status: CLOSED

See A764

	A766
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.4

PRS-001


	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Is this requirement really necessary? We already have requirements that state that a CPM user can disseminate presence attributes and that CPM shall re-use the capabilities of OMA Presence.

Proposed Change: Delete PRS-01
	Status: CLOSED

See A764

	A767
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.4

PRS-001


	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   PRS-001 – what is “presence support”, just describe what it is.

Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED

See A764

	A768
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.4

PRS-001


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Unclear. What doe sit mean to “provide presence support for the CPM user”. Does it mean delegate to presence enabler or contributing to presence or using presence? For what?
Proposed Change: Clarify or remove
	Status: CLOSED

See A764

	A769
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.4

PRS-001


	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-PRS-001 is unclear.

Proposed Change: Clarify requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

See A764

	A770
	2007.03.01
	
	6.1.4

PRS-002


	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment: The CPM action taken based on presence is unclear in two cases.  One is clarified, and the other is deleted as it is already supported by the presence enabler.
Proposed Change: 

CPM-PRS-002

The CPM enabler MAY use the presence functionality for CPM enabler’s server functions, e.g.:

· CPM Message delivery or CPM Session initiation

· Invocation of service interworking methods

· Determine CPM service capabilities of the target device.
3. 

	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been deleted. See contribution 2007-0327R03

	A771
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.4

PRS-002
	Source: Telecom Italia
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: to make req more clear

Proposed Change: 
The CPM enabler MAY use the presence functionality for CPM enabler’s server functions, e.g.:

· CPM Message delivery or CPM Session initiation

· Invocation of service interworking methods

· To obtain availability of CPM service capabilities.

· Publish presence status on behalf of the CPM user
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been deleted. See contribution 2007-0327R03

	A772
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.4

PRS-002
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Except the last bullet the other bullets are unclear.
Is this a enabler or service / client UI requirement
Proposed Change: Explain requirements and update phrasing. 

Also, clarify and remove if a service / client UI requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been deleted. See contribution 2007-0327R03

	A773
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.4

PRS-003
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Proposed Change: Change the requirement as marked:

The CPM enabler MAY  support a set of CPM-specific presence parameters to be published on behalf of different service capabilities. e.g. . voice-Do-not-disturb, video-busy.
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in CR 0169R01

	A774
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.4

PRS-003
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: is “service capabilities” the right term or shall we use “Communication Preference”? Clarification required.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

No action required, the intent seems to be related to service capabilities to the extent the examples seem to be related to availability of a communication form rather than related to Communication Preference.

	A775
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.4

PRS-003
	Source: Telecom Italia
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: to make req more clear

Proposed Change: 
The CPM enabler MAY have a set of CPM-specific presence parameters to be published that derive from specific service capabilities (e.g. video-busy).
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in CR 0169R01

	A776
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.4

PRS-003
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: editorial correction of PRS-003

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

The CPM enabler MAY use a set of CPM-specific presence parameters to be published on behalf of different service capabilities, e.g. voice-Do-not-disturb, video-busy.
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in CR 0169R01 but wording from A775 was used.

	A777
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.4

PRS-003
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   Is PRS-003 a requirement on something that CPM will provide to the Presence enabler?

Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED

No action required. The intent of a requirement is to convey to the Presence enabler when a given Service Capability is unavailable or already engaged in a communication.

	A778
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.4

PRS-003
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Unclear. What is are the service capabilities? Please define or clarify requirements.
Proposed Change: Rephrase to explain and possibly add definitions in definition section.
	Status: CLOSED

No action required. The definition for Service Capabilities is already in the Definitions section.

	A779
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.4

PRS-004
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: In PRS-001 Presence support is optional but in PRS-004 it is stated that CPM SHALL reuse appropriate OMS PRS parts 

Proposed Change: Change PRS-004 to state "If presence support is provided then OMA PRS SHALL be used"
	Status: CLOSED

No change required as CR 2007-0208R01 proposes to delete the requirement altogether.

	A780
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.4

PRS-004
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: Does the word "reuse" mean that CPM will develop a Presence Service as part of CPM.

Proposed Change: Change "reuse" to "use"
	Status: CLOSED

No change required as CR 2007-0208R01 proposes to delete the requirement altogether.

	A781
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.4

PRS-004
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: CPM-PRS-004. Should there be similar requirement for chapter 6.1.3 and for XDM enabler?

Proposed Change: Add requirement: The CPM Enabler SHALL reuse appropriate features from XDM standards [OMA XDM]
	Status: CLOSED

No change required as CR 2007-0208R01 proposes to delete the requirement altogether. Same would apply for XDM.

	A782
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.4

PRS-004
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: This is a basic tenet of OMA specs developemnt

Proposed Change: Delete CPM-PRS-004
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in CR OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0208R01

	A783
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.4

PRS-004
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  The requirements contain an editor’s note. This is to be removed for formal review. 

The nature of the note implies that the decision on how the issue is resolved will require in our opinion a new formal review! These are open issues not reviewed by the membership as proposed.

Proposed Change: Address editor’s notes and remove. 

Upon completion of RDRR and RD and new formal review is to take place!
	Status: CLOSED

No change required as CR 2007-0208R01 proposes to delete the requirement altogether.

	A784
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.4

PRS-004
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-PRS-004: Editor’s note can be removed.

Proposed Change: Clarify requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

No change required as CR 2007-0208R01 proposes to delete the requirement altogether.

	A785
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.4

PRS-005
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: proposed replacement wording

Proposed Change: Change into “The CPM user MAY provide a mechanism for the CPM User to expose different values of presence attributes to different group of users or to a single user in his/her contact lists.”
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been deleted.

See contribution 361R01

	A786
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.4

PRS-005
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: editorial correction of PRS-005 for RD consistency regarding the terminology used. Also this requirement seems more appropriate to be in the Converged Address Book section.

Proposed Change: we suggest moving the requirement to the CAB section and also rewording as follows:

The CPM User MAY expose different values of presence attributes to different groups of users or single users in his/her Address Book.
	Status: CLOSED
Many changes have been made.

See contribution 333R05

	A787
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.4

PRS-005
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   PRS-005 – contact lists are outside of scope.  Don’t describe in terms of CPM user but rather what needs to be specified  by enabler

Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been deleted.

See contribution 361R01

	A788
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.4

PRS-005
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  The requirements is on presence not CPM as far as we can tell

Proposed Change: Clarify or remove requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been deleted.

See contribution 361R01

	A789
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.4

PRS-005
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-PRS-005: The requirement is not for the CPM enabler, nor is any CPM functionality associated with it.

Proposed Change: Remove requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been deleted.

See contribution 361R01

	A790
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.4

And whole RD
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  In general we believe that the use and value of presence for CPM and associated requirements are misunderstood and should be further detailed and specified. 

On the other hand we also believe that the model is mostly to use presence via a normal presence enabler client.

The main gap is in modeling presence aggregation across channels that may not provide presence support )(definitively not OMA presence aware). OMA presence enabler does not model yet well such aggregation.
Proposed Change: Further study is needed. Requirements on aggregation are needed. Clarification f other requirements are also needed.
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

AD and TS issues

	A791
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.5 general
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: in this chapter it’s not clear if a requirement is applicable for the whole conversation, thus all type of sessions, or only for the CPM Message. Some of the requirements indicate clearly the CPM Message, but all the other don’t. Does that mean that are applicable for the CPM Conversation?
Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: CLOSED

CPM-MED requirements have been changed as needed.

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0350R01

	A792
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.5

general
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: Are all possible media mandatory for all clients ? Maybe UE doesn't support all possible media. 
Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by document 353R02

	A793
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.5 whole
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Discrete media is not defined. CPM message is defined.
Proposed Change: Add definition of discrete media in definition section.
	Status: CLOSED

A definition for Discrete Media has been added as proposed

	A794
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.5

MED-001
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: CPM-MED-001, Adding to what? 

Proposed Change: We propose to rephrase like this: “The CPM enabler SHALL provide support to add any kind of discrete media to a CPM message and any kind of continuous media to a CPM session.”
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 198R04

	A795
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.5

MED-001


	Source: Huawei

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 
The sentence is not completed.

Proposed Change: 

Add “during the CPM Conversation” at the end of the sentence.
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 198R04

	A796
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.5

MED-001
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment:  CPM-MED-001 reads “The CPM enabler SHALL provide support to add any kind of discrete and continuous media. “, which is quite an open ended statement considering that new media formats may be “created” at any point of time and that CPM handsets of the 1st phase would likely not know about these newly created formats. We suggest rewording as shown below.

Proposed Change: 
The CPM enabler SHALL provide support to audio-video text, file transfer, clips, life stream audio & video, still images, video add any kind of discrete and continuous media.
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 198R04

	A797
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.5

MED-001
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Proposed rewording to make more explicit media handling.

Proposed Change: Change to “The CPM enabler SHALL provide support to add any kind of discrete media to a CPM Message and any kind of  Continuous Media to a CPM Session.”
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 198R04

	A798
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.5

MED-001
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: MED-001

Proposed Change: we suggest to add “to a CPM message or to a CPM session”
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 198R04

	A799
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.5

MED-001
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Is this a statement of extensibility of the media type? Why not phrase it this way. That means being able to use any media type including introducing new ones and being bale to define / negotiate them.

Proposed Change: Phrase it this way
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 198R04

	A800
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.5

MED-001
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-MED-001: Requirement is unclear: where is the discrete media added to?

Proposed Change: Clarify requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 198R04

	A801
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.5

MED-002 and 003
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: the term “for” does not seem to be needed. 

Proposed Change: we proposed to delete the term “for” from these two requirements
	Status: CLOSED

MED-002 and MED-003 have been removed. (overlapping with CONV-001 and CONV-002)

See contribution 167R01

	A802
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.5

MED-002
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: The use of "direct" is confusing.

Proposed Change: direct ( immediate 
	Status: CLOSED

See A801

	A803
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.5

MED-002
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: What is "direct delivery"? It must be immediate delivery.
	Status: CLOSED

See A801

	A804
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.5

MED-002
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: CPM-MED-002, This seems to be covered by CPM-CONV-001. 

Proposed Change: We propose to strike CPM-MED-002.
	Status: CLOSED

See A801

	A805
	2007.03.01
	
	6.1.5

MED-002
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment: Clarify destination of “direct delivery”
Proposed Change: 

CPM-MED-002

The CPM enabler SHALL allow for direct delivery of discrete media to the target recipient user.

	Status: CLOSED

See A801

	A806
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.5

MED-002
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Covered by CPM-CONV-001

Proposed Change: Delete CPM-MED-002
	Status: CLOSED

See A801

	A807
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.5

MED-002
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-MED-002: Requirement is a duplicate of CPM-CONV-001

Proposed Change: Remove requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

See A801

	A808
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.5

MED-002
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   MED-002 – what is “direct delivery”?

Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED

See A801

	A809
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.5

MED-002
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: What is direct delivery
Proposed Change: Define direct delivery in definition sections and rephrase to clarify requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

See A801

	A810
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.5

MED-002
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Why is it limited to discrete media and not continuous?
Proposed Change: Remove restriction to discrete media.
	Status: CLOSED

See A801

	A811
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.5

MED-002

MED-003
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: MED-002 & MED-003

Proposed Change: we suggest to change 'discrete message' into 'CPM Message'
	Status: CLOSED

See A801

	A812
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.5

MED-003
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: This seems to be covered by CPM-CONV-002. 

Proposed Change: We propose to strike CPM-MED-003.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed change has been agreed: MED-003 is removed.

See contribution 192.

	A813
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.5

MED-003
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: what is exchanged are CPM Messages and Continuous Media as part of CPM Sessions

Proposed Change: Delete CPM-MED-003
	Status: CLOSED

See A812

	A814
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.5

MED-003
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>
Comment: The CPM enabler SHALL allow for user-initiated retrieval of temporary (please define temporary) stored discrete media. 
Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

No action required
See A812

	A815
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.5

MED-003
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Why is it limited to discrete media and not continuous? A stream may also be stored (e.g. voice or video mail/message…)
Proposed Change: Remove restriction to discrete media.
	Status: CLOSED

No action required
See A812

	A816
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.5

MED-003
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Why the qualification “temporary”
Proposed Change: Remove temporary.
	Status: CLOSED

No action required
See A812

	A817
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.5

MED-003
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-MED-003: We don’t understand what is meant with this requirement.

Proposed Change: Clarify requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

No action required
See A812

	A818
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.5

MED-004
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: The use of "sound" is confusing.

Proposed Change: sound ( audio
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in the CR 0117R01

	A819
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.5

MED-004
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: MED-004: what does it mean to “transfer media which is immediately played”; does the requirement try to say that the originator should be able to set some rendering preferences? Or, does it mean that the file transfer is supported?

Proposed Change: divide into two requirements: one of them related to rendering (if originally intended) and the other to state that it should be able to support file transfer (both sender initiated and recipient requested)
	Status: CLOSED

The originator may indicate a preference on a per discrete media basis within a CPM Message for immediate and automatic play on the recipient side, if allowed and supported by him/her.

See CR 0117R01

	A820
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.5

MED-004
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Proposed rewording

Proposed Change: Change to: “The CPM enabler SHALL provide the means to indicate that a piece of media (e.g. sound or video clip) he sends as part of a CPM Message is to be played immediately at the recipient end, if supported and enabled by the recipient user.”
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in the CR 0117R01

	A821
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.5

MED-004
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>
Comment: The CPM enabler SHALL provide the means to transfer a media (e.g. sound or video clip) which is immediately (this term is not clear from user behaviour perspective) played at the recipient end, if supported and enabled by the recipient user.
Does immediate in this context mean “automatic” e.g. like SMIL player. Please explain via use case.
Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in the CR 0117R01, added “and automatically”

	A822
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.5

MED-004
	Source: Shanshan Wang
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The meaning of “a media” should be clarified. Does it mean “discrete media” or “continuous media”？

Proposed Change: Clarify the meaning of “a media”.
	Status: CLOSED

The intent was “discrete media”.

It has been clarified in CR 0117R01

	A823
	2007.03.03
	
	6.1.5

MED-004
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: MED-004, make clear that 'media' refers to discrete media.

Proposed Change: we suggest to replace “a media” by “discrete media”.
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in the CR 0117R01

	A824
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.5

MED-004
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: A discrete media can immediately be played also. It seems that the requirement is only about continuous media because of the examples
Proposed Change: Add example of playing a discrete message
	Status: CLOSED

See A822

	A825
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.5

MED-005, 006, 007
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Requirements MED-005, MED-006 and MED-007 are more specific to CPM message handling than media

Proposed Change: we suggest moving those requirements to the Conversation – Stand-alone messaging section.
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed in contribution 2007-396

	A826
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.5

MED-005
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment:  This is a service that might not be offered by all service providers, and therefore it should be optional. Also, it is not needed for reasons of interoperability.

Proposed Change:

The CPM enabler SHALL MAY be able to modify a CPM Message (e.g: content adaptation and/or content removal) considering the recipient's preference and/or device capabilities.
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

See contribution 220R01

	A827
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.5

MED-005
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Should this be in general based on any preference or other policies (see previous comment on policies from user / service provider).
Proposed Change: Add generic policies to requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been changed to:

The CPM Enabler SHALL be able to modify a CPM Message  (e.g: content adaptation and/or content removal) considering the recipient's preference, Service Capabilities, and/or service provider’s policies.

See contribution 220R01

	A828
	2007.02.28
	T
	6.1.5

MED-006 and 012
	Source: NEC

Form: INP_ Doc 2007-0058

Comment: conflict with MED-006 and MED-012.

While MED-006 requests by SHALL that preferences settings are there to receive notifications for content adaptation, MED-012 hold the function as a MAY only.

Proposed Change: 

Review requirements and make them dependent: if MED-012, then MED-006 shall also be given.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirements have been deleted.

See contribution 216R02

	A829
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.5

MED-006

and-012
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: With regard to the notification about content adaptation we think that the functionality in requirement CPM-MED-012 is sufficient.

Proposed Change: Remove CPM-MED-006
	Status: CLOSED

The requirements have been deleted.

See contribution 216R02

	A830
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.5

MED-006

and-012
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: MED-006 and MED-12 could be co-located or combined

Proposed Change: re-order
	Status: CLOSED

The requirements have been deleted.

See contribution 216R02

	A831
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.5

MED-006

and-012
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: There may be conflicts between the preferences a User may set to be notified (MED-006) and the CPM enabler honouring those preferences (MED-012)

Proposed Change: Delete CPM-MED-012.

Change CPM-MED-006 to reflect that operator’s policy may not enforce the notification.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirements have been deleted.

See contribution 216R02

	A832
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.5

MED-006
	Source: Huawei

Form: INP doc

Comment: 
We don’t think there is a need for this requirement. It causes much complexity.

Proposed Change:
Remove this requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been deleted.

See contribution 216R02

	A833
	2007.03.02
	E/T
	6.1.5

MED-006
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: CPM-MED-006 reads “The CPM enabler SHALL provide the sending CPM user with a mechanism to set preferences for receiving notifications when the content of the CPM Message he/she sent is adapted and/or removed. “ 

Proposed Change: Clarify to read “The CPM enabler SHALL provide the sending CPM user with a mechanism to set preferences for receiving notifications when the content of the CPM Message he/she sent is content adapted and/or (partially or totally) removed prior to delivery to the recipient “.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been deleted.

See contribution 216R02

	A834
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.5

MED-006
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Align terminology with CPM-MED-005

Proposed Change: Replace “adapted and / or removed” by “modified”
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been deleted.

See contribution 216R02

	A835
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.5

MED-006
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: the content modification will be dependent on the recipient device and the notification back to the sender may conflict in cases of multiple devices on the recipient end. For example, there may be cases such as one device that would cause removal, while another would cause adaptation and yet another one would get the message untampered.

Proposed Change: The CPM enabler SHALL provide a consistent report back to the sender based on appropriate policies in case of conflicts.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been deleted.

See contribution 216R02

	A836
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.5

MED-006
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: MED-006 ( Content cannot be adapted and removed at the same time.

Proposed Change: we suggest to remove 'and/'.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been deleted.

See contribution 216R02

	A837
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.5

MED-006
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Notification seems to differ from notion of notification described in e.g. CPM-CONV-003.

Is this a notification or meta data added to the message / session?

What is expected properties of this information. How CPM using it? How is it used / preserved by channel when interworking takes place?
Proposed Change: Clarify and rephrase requirement. Ensure that no ambiguity between the concepts exists when the other type of notification is described in answer to comment to other notion.

Add requirements to answer questions above.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been deleted.

See contribution 216R02

	A838
	2007.03.01
	
	6.1.5

MED-007, 009, 012
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment: With respect to MED-007, MED-009, MED-012, should there be additional requirements for a session?

	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A839
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.5

MED-007
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Proposed Change: Change the requirement as marked:

The CPM enabler SHALL be able to re-direct an incoming CPM Message based on the user defined preference/settings. Some of the proposed forwarding criteria could be: 
- if content adaptation is needed - if user is not reachable within a period of time

	Status: CLOSED

Closed by contribution 328R02

	A840
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.5

MED-007
	Source: Samsung
Comment: Among the proposed forwarding criteria, the “If content is removed from a CPM Message (content adaptation)” is confusing:

1. To our understanding of the above criterion, re-direction would typically occur when content must be adapted or removed if sent to the original target device and the recipient wishes to avoid such modifications to the message. The criterion above seems however to suggest that redirection occurs after the adaptation or removal is made, which does not make sense.
2. The term “Content adaptation” is associated to “removed” while the two terms have different meanings in previous requirements.
Proposed Change: Change the criterion as follows:

“If content would need to be adapted and/or removed from a CPM Message if delivered to the original recipient device”
	Status: CLOSED

Closed by contribution 328R02

	A841
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.5

MED-007
	Source: Huawei

Form: INP doc

Comment: 
Is there any need to re-direct the message when the content is removed from the message?

Proposed Change: 

Remove the first bullet.
	Status: CLOSED

Closed by contribution 328R02

	A842
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.5

MED-007
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: CPM-MED-007 reads “The CPM enabler SHALL be able to re-direct an incoming CPM Message based on the user defined preference/settings. Some of the proposed forwarding criteria could be “
Proposed Change: Clarify to read “The CPM enabler SHALL be able to re-direct an incoming CPM Message based on the user defined preference/settings. Some of the proposed forwarding criteria could be “.
	Status: CLOSED

Closed by contribution 328R02

	A843
	2007.03.01
	
	6.1.5

MED-007
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment: Clarify destination of re-direction
Proposed Change: 
CPM-MED-007

The CPM enabler SHALL be able to re-direct an incoming CPM Message to any other CPM address based on the user defined preference/settings. Some of the proposed forwarding criteria could be: 

- If content is removed from a CPM Message (content adaptation)

- if user is not reachable within a period of time

- etc.


	Status: CLOSED

Closed by contribution 328R02

	A844
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.5

MED-007
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: MED-007: clarify the first bullet: is the original or content adapted CPM message re-directed?

Proposed Change: clarify 
	Status: CLOSED

Closed by contribution 328R02

	A845
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.5

MED-007
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: “etc” makes the requirement impossible to satisfy unambiguously…

Also do not limit to user to set the policies up.
Proposed Change: Remove etc. Rephrase to say that the CPM will apply any policy that defines how the message must be handled (how transformed, how tested, how processed) and give the rest as examples.

Add requirements that any authorized principal.  can specify these policies
	Status: CLOSED

Closed by contribution 328R02

	A846
	2007.02.21
	T
	6.1.5

MED-008
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: the concept is very complicated. What is the use case? Do we really need such requirement?
Proposed Change: Delete MED-008 
	Status: CLOSED
The requirement has been modified.

See contribution 2007-0380R01

	A847
	2007.03.01
	
	6.1.5

MED-008
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment: The wording of the requirement makes it difficult to understand its intent.  Also, given the complexity from a UI and usability point of view, we believe it’s not a mass market feature, and the requisite on the CPM system should be downgraded to “may”.
Proposed Change: 
CPM-MED-008
The CPM enabler MAY allow an inviting CPM user to indicate the primary media types such that any secondary media (less important ones) would depend on the presence of the primary media (the crucial ones for the CPM Session) so that the invited CPM user can accept an offered media type only if the primary media types on which the secondary media type depends are accepted too.

	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been modified.

See contribution 2007-0380R01

	A848
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.5

MED-008
	Source: Huawei

Form: INP doc

Comment: 
CPM-MED-008 only limits the invitation receiver to CPM user. In some scenario, such as chat room, the CPM enabler should also receive the invitation as the invitation receiver, so the “invited CPM user” should be changed to “invitation receiver”
Proposed Change: 

The CPM enabler SHALL allow an inviting CPM user to indicate dependencies between the offered media types such that secondary media (less important ones) would depend on the presence of primary media (the crucial ones for the CPM Session) so that the invitation receiver (CPM enabler or CPM user) can accept an offered media type only if the other media types on which the media type depends are accepted too.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been modified.

See contribution 2007-0380R01

	A849
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.5

MED-008
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: Term « Secondary media«  defined as part of CPM-MED-008
Proposed Change: 1) In 3.2: Define ”secondary media” as less important media with respect to the primary media. 2) Clarify 6.1.05, CPM-MED-008 by rewording as “ The CPM enabler SHALL allow an inviting CPM user to indicate dependencies between the offered media types such that secondary media (less important ones) would depend on the presence of primary media (the crucial ones for the CPM Session) so that the invited CPM user can accept an offered media type only if the other media types on which the media type depends are accepted too. “        
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been modified.

See contribution 2007-0380R01

	A850
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.5

MED-008
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: Term « Primary media«  defined as part of CPM-MED-008
Proposed Change: 1) In 3.2: Define ”Primary media” as more important media with respect to the secondary media.  2) Clarify 6.1.05, CPM-MED-008 by rewording as “ The CPM enabler SHALL allow an inviting CPM user to indicate dependencies between the offered media types such that secondary media (less important ones) would depend on the presence of primary media (the crucial ones for the CPM Session) so that the invited CPM user can accept an offered media type only if the other media types on which the media type depends are accepted too. “
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been modified.

See contribution 2007-0380R01

	A851
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.5

MED-008
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: 008 reads “The CPM enabler SHALL allow an inviting CPM user to indicate dependencies between the offered media types such that secondary media (less important ones) would depend on the presence of primary media (the crucial ones for the CPM Session) so that the invited CPM user can accept an offered media type only if the other media types on which the media type depends are accepted too.”
We don’t understand the requirement, if there are several required media, why they are not both part of the negotiation? Moreover why should the enabler send an invitation when the CPM enabler knows if the user has also accepted the other media?

.
Proposed Change: 

CPM-MED-008 The CPM enabler SHALL allow an inviting CPM user to indicate dependencies between the offered media types such that secondary media (less important ones) would depend on the presence of primary media (the crucial ones for the CPM Session) so that the invited CPM user can accept an offered media type only if the other media types on which the media type depends are accepted too
CPM-MED-008a  “ The CPM enabler SHALL allow an inviting CPM user to 

propose to the CPM invited user both the primary & secondary medias.”

CPM-MED-008b  “ The CPM invited user SHALL have the possibility to negotiate with the CPM inviting user the media(s) to use during the CPM session.”
CPM-MED-008c  “ The CPM session SHALL occur if the outcome of the negotiation is successful (e.g., acceptance of a/some of the primary media(s)).”
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been modified.

See contribution 2007-0380R01

	A852
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.5

MED-008
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: This requirement shall be reworded to streamline its meaning.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been modified.

See contribution 2007-0380R01

	A853
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.5

MED-008
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: This shall be extended to Principals

Proposed Change: Change “CPM Users” into “Principals”
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been modified.

See contribution 2007-0380R01

	A854
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.5

MED-008
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: MED-008 ( In most cases users will start with one media (e.g. text) and add other media progressively (e.g. voice) depending on counterpart's capabilities. This functionality is very advanced, does it need to be a SHALL?

Proposed Change: we suggest to change SHALL into SHOULD.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been modified.

See contribution 2007-0380R01

	A855
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.5

MED-008
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: This is a design choice, not an appropriate requirement.
Proposed Change: Remove and rephrase to state that CPM must support negotiation of media types when multiples are possible

Add a similar negotiation requirement on channels to use.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been modified.

See contribution 2007-0380R01

	A856
	2007.02.28
	T
	6.1.5

MED-009
	Source: NEC

Form: INP_ Doc 2007-0058

Comment: consider rewording of MED-009

Proposed Change: 

A CPM user/VASP SHOULD be able to request that content adaptation shall not be performed on a CPM Message or CPM Session or CPM Session.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been reworded as follow:

A Principal SHOULD be able to request, when sending a CPM Message or Continuous Media, that content adaptation shall not be performed.

A notification MAY be sent to the sender of the CPM Message or Continuous Media based on user’s preferences and service provider policies.

See contribution 172R01

Note that a new requirement has been added as well:

The CPM Enabler MAY support content adaptation notifications to the sender of the CPM Messages based on service provider’s policies and user’s preferences.



	A857
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.5

MED-009
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: MED-009: clarify which user’s indication is in question (sender’s or recipient’s?)

Proposed Change: clarify
	Status: CLOSED

See A856

	A858
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.5

MED-009
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: MED-009 

Proposed Change: we suggest to split it into 2 requirements.
	Status: CLOSED

See A856

	A859
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.5

MED-009
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   MED-009 – how does this requirement mesh with CBCS or STI enablers?

Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 172R01



	A860
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.5

MED-009
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: What about similar policies for certain session / message/media under certain conditions.
Proposed Change: Add a requirement that adapts proposal in 92 to add also that the policies may indicate what can not be done.

For current requirement 009, extend or duplicate to cover proposal of 92 for current message. 

For current 009 and proposal jin sentence just above: Is this done via meta data, API, outband? Add detail in same or other requirements
	Status: CLOSED

See rewording of MED-009 

(A856)

	A861
	2007.02.21
	T
	6.1.5

MED-010a
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Proposed Change: Add a new requirement to compensate CPM-MED-010 which covers only continuous media.

CPM-MED-010a

The CPM enabler SHALL allow CPM user to accept/reject a request for receiving discrete media.
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 299R04

	A862
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.5

MED-010
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>
Comment: The CPM enabler SHALL allow CPM user to accept/reject a request for receiving continuous media. What is the behavior/impact of a rejection by the recipient, on the originator?
Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

The group agreed to remove MED-010

See 0309-CR_MED-010_A862_to_A864

	A863
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.5

MED-010
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: MED-010 ( linked to CONV-009 which is on accepting invitations in general. Isn’t this requirement more specific about having invitations for each continuous media type that is added to a conversation? 

Proposed Change: we suggest to clarify this point.
	Status: CLOSED

The group agreed to remove MED-010

See 0309-CR_MED-010_A862_to_A864

	A864
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.5

MED-010
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Why limited to continuous media?
Proposed Change: Remove the restriction and extend to any session /message / invitation.
	Status: CLOSED

The group agreed to remove MED-010

See 0309-CR_MED-010_A862_to_A864

	A865
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.5 

MED-011
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: Is the intent to provide the ability to exchange several Continuous Media in the same CPM Session (e.g. voice and video exchanged in parallel between 2 CPM users)? 
Proposed Change: If yes, propose to rewrite it as: 

“The CPM Enabler SHALL provide support to exchange several Continuous Media in parallel in the same CPM Session”
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been reworded as follow:

The CPM enabler SHALL support the simultaneous exchange of multiple Continuous Media and/or CPM Messages in the same CPM Session.

See contribution 273R01


	A866
	2007.02.28
	T
	6.1.5

MED-011
	Source: NEC

Form: INP_ Doc 2007-0058

Comment: question: to exchange continuous media in parallel but to what?

Proposed Change: 

The CPM enabler SHALL provide support to exchange continuous media in multiple parallel CPM sessions. 
	Status: CLOSED

See A865

	A867
	2007.03.01
	
	6.1.5

MED-011
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment: Clarify “parallel”
Proposed Change: 
CPM-MED-011

The CPM enabler SHALL provide support to exchange continuous media in parallel streams between CPM users. 


	Status: CLOSED

See A865

	A868
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.5

MED-011
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: is the requirement trying to indicate that all users that belong to the CPM session should be able to send stream video at the same time?  I presume that the requirement is only applicable for unidirectional continuous media and not the bidirectional one.
Proposed Change: modify the requirement as follow:

The CPM enabler SHALL provide support to exchange unidirectional continuous media in parallel between CPM users.
	Status: CLOSED

See A865

	A869
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.5

MED-011
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: MED-011: clarify if the “between CPM users” means that those users are in communication with each other or not 

Proposed Change: clarify
	Status: CLOSED

See A865

	A870
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.5

MED-011
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: What the requirement means ?  Please clarify. 
Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been clarified.

See contribution 273R01

	A871
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.5

MED-011
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>
Comment: The CPM enabler SHALL provide support to exchange continuous media in parallel (pararrel is not very clear in this context) between CPM users.

Need further explanation from a use case perspective.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been clarified.

See contribution 273R01

	A872
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.5

MED-011
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: MED-011 ( The wording “in parallel between CPM users” is unclear.

Proposed Change: we suggest to clarify this point.
	Status: CLOSED

See A865

	A873
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.5

MED-011
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Why limited to continuous media?
Proposed Change: Remove the restriction and extend to any session /message / invitation.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement is no more limited to continuous media.

See contribution 273R01

	A874
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.5

MED-012
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Proposed Change: Remove this requirement which is covered in CPM-MED-006
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been deleted.

See contribution 216R02

	A875
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.5

MED-012
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: CPM-MED-012 reads «The CPM enabler MAY notify the sender of a CPM Message based on the user settings/preference and/or operators preference/setting in case of content adaptation « , it is unclear which user is referred to in the 2nd part of the requirement, we interpret as the recipient. 1) we suggest to clarify. 2) It is not clear to us that that requirement will be fulfillable for non-home CPM recipients & non CPM users, which is likely why we have “MAY” in the requirement. Right?. 
Proposed Change: «The CPM enabler MAY notify the sender of a CPM Message based on the recipient’s user settings/preference and/or recipient’s operator’s preference/setting in case of content adaptation « 
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been deleted.

See contribution 216R02

	A876
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.5

MED-012
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: MED-12: clarify which user’s preferences are checked (sender’s or recipient’s?)

Proposed Change: clarify 
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been deleted.

See contribution 216R02

	A877
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.5

MED-012
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: requirement MED-012 is unclear. Does it mean the sender shall be notify when his CPM message has been adapted to the recipient's device?

Proposed Change: we suggest clarifying this requirement and also rewording some part as follows:

The CPM enabler MAY notify the sender of a CPM Message based on the user preferences and/or operator settings in case of content adaptation.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been deleted.

See contribution 216R02

	A878
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.5

MED-012
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Notification seems to differ from notion of notification described in e.g. CPM-CONV-003 and CPM-MED-006.

Is this a notification or meta data added to the message / session?

What is expected properties of this information. How CPM using it? How is it used / preserved by channel when interworking takes place?
Proposed Change: Clarify and rephrase requirement. Ensure that no ambiguity between the concepts exists when the other type of notification is described in answer to comment to other notion.

Add requirements to answer questions above.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been deleted.

See contribution 216R02

	A879
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.5

Editor‘s note
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  There is an editor’s note. This is to be removed for formal review.  We agree with it though.

The nature of the note implies that the decision on how the issue is resolved will require in our opinion a new formal review! These are open issues not reviewed by the membership as proposed.

Proposed Change: Address editor’s notes and remove. 

Upon completion of RDRR and RD and new formal review is to take place!
	Status: CLOSED

The Editor Note is removed.

The issue related to multiple devices will be addressed at the AD/TS phase.

	A880
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.6
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: Isn’t any Principal mentioned here an authorized one? If yes we can delete always the authorized in front of Principal if not it is confusing that we have two types of Principals (authorized and unauthorized?)

Proposed Change: If Principals are allways authorized then we should substitude “authorized Principal” by “Principal” only.
	Status: CLOSED

Authorized Principal was defined in the meantime by the ARCH WG as part of the OMA dictionary.

See contribution 295R01

	A881
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.6
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: Primary Principal should be used

Proposed Change Use Primary Principal instead of authorized Principal. Or Define Authorized Principal.
	Status: CLOSED

Authorized Principal was defined in the meantime by the ARCH WG as part of the OMA dictionary.

See contribution 295R01

	A882
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   all the requirements should be done in terms of end user appearance, not specifying where the data is stored or how (ie “network- based…)

Proposed Change: most can be fixed by merely removing the phrase “in the user’s network-based storage”
	Status: CLOSED

Not accepted.  REQ-CPM agreed that network-based storage is necessary from the user perspective to be able to retrieve data irrespective of the status of the device receiving the data (e.g. lost/stolen/dropped in the river in Bangkok).

	A883
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-001
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D
Comment:  
1) All requirements on CAB should be in 6.1.9.
2) 001 reads «The CPM enabler SHALL provide user-specific network-based storage for a CPM user’s address books to be available to the user via all those IP networks where connectivity is permitted by the CPM service provider and the CPM enabled-network where the storage is located in«. We propose to change wording in hope to clarify. 
Proposed Change:
1) Move this requirement to 6.1.9.
2) Clarify to read

“The CPM enabler SHALL provide user-specific network-based storage for a CPM user’s address books to be available to the user via all those IP networks where connectivity is permitted by the CPM service provider and the CPM enabled-network where the storage is located in. The user can access this network storage using any connectivity type permitted by the CPM service provider and the CPM enabled-network where the storage is located.”
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 237R03

	A884
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-001
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: CPM-STOR-001: Why only IP networks?

Proposed Change: Change IP networks to networks.
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 237R03

	A885
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-001
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Why is “Address Books” a plural here?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 237R03

User can have multiple address books as part of multiple CPM addresses. 

	A886
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-001
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   STOR-001 should refer to the enabler providing an address book, not how it is implemented (ie references to network storage)

Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED

The comment has been taken into account when producing the new requirement in the CAB section:

The CPM Enabler SHALL provide a network based address book for the CPM User. 

	A887
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-001
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The requirements contain an editor’s note. This is to be removed for formal review. 

The nature of the note implies that the decision on how the issue is resolved will require in our opinion a new formal review! These are open issues not reviewed by the membership as proposed.

Proposed Change: Address editor’s notes and remove. 

Upon completion of RDRR and RD and new formal review is to take place!
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 237R03

	A888
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-001
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Do not restrict to network storage
Also correct operator => service provider
Proposed Change: Re-phrase as:

The CPM enabler SHALL provide user-specific storage for a CPM user’s address books to be available to the user via all those IP networks where connectivity is permitted by the CPM service provider and where the storage is located in.
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 237R03

	A889
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-001
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-STOR-001: Editor’s note can be removed.
Proposed Change:.
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 237R03

	A890
	2007.02.21
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-002
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Comment: Should allow access by any authorized devices.

Proposed Change: Change the requirement as marked:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow CPM user to delete a stored CPM Message locally on one of his registered devices and keep the stored CPM Message in the network-based storage for later retrieval.

	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been reworded as follow:

The CPM Enabler SHALL allow CPM User to delete a stored CPM Message locally on one of his registered devices and keep the stored CPM Message in the network-based storage for later retrieval.



	A891
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.6, STOR-002
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: CPM-STOR-002 reads ” The CPM enabler SHALL allow CPM user to delete a stored CPM Message locally on one of his registered devices and keep the stored CPM Message in the network-based storage for later retrieval using the same device.“ , which could be interpreted that once deleted a message is inaccessible by other devices than the one that deleted. 
Proposed Change: Clarify to read “The CPM enabler SHALL allow CPM user to delete a stored CPM Message locally on one of his registered devices and keep the stored CPM Message in the network-based storage for later retrieval using the same or any other of the user’s device(s).”
	Status: CLOSED

See A890

	A892
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-002
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: CPM-STOR-002 enables the user to delete CPM messages on the user's device. Considering the synchronization between the device and the network storage in CPM-STOR-008, other items are stored on the device, but not deleted unless they are deleted on the network storage.
Proposed Change: Add CPM Sessions into Session Histories, CPM Conversations into CPM Threads and Media to be deleted as "... to delete a stored CPM Messages or CPM Session Histories, a CPM Threads, a Media, a list of stored CPM Messages and/or CPM Session Histories and/or Media on ... "
	Status: CLOSED

Covered by contribution 296R01

	A893
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-002
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: when this is performed, synchronization has to be switched off. Otherwise the item in the network storage would be also deleted.
Proposed Change: The CPM enabler SHALL allow CPM user to delete a stored CPM Message locally on one of his registered devices and keep the stored CPM Message in the network-based storage for later retrieval using the same device. Synchronization for this item has to be switched off.
	Status: CLOSED

Covered by contribution 296R01

	A894
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-002
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: Is this needed to be specified ?  Is this an IOP issue ? 
Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

Covered by contribution 296R01

	A895
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-002
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Do not restrict to network storage.
Proposed Change: Re-phrase as:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow CPM user to delete a stored CPM Message locally on one of his registered devices and keep the stored CPM Message in storage for later retrieval using the same device.
	Status: CLOSED

Covered by contribution 296R01

	A896
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-002
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Why restricted to same device
Proposed Change: Remove words
	Status: CLOSED

Covered by contribution 296R01

	A897
	2007.03.01
	
	6.1.6

STOR-003


	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment: What does “network access type mean”?
Proposed Change: 
CPM-STOR-003

The CPM service provider SHALL be able to determine the network access types which can be used by the user for retrieving a stored CPM Message from the user’s network-based storage.

	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been deleted.

See contribution  2007-0329R01

	A898
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-003

 
	Source: Huawei

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  

What is “network access types”? Does it mean that a device has a lot of network access types?

Proposed Change: 

Clarify the requirement or delete this requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been deleted.

See contribution  2007-0329R01

	A899
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-003


	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment:  CPM-STOR-003 reads “The CPM service provider SHALL be able to determine the network access types which can be used by the user for retrieving a stored CPM Message from the user’s network-based storage. “

This could be interpreted many ways:

1) pro-active interpretation: the service provider determines, from the network access used/available, services

2) passive interpretation: the service provider mandates some access types to be used

3) or other ways we did not think of.

Proposed Change: Depending of the requirement intent, change the wording to:

1)  “The CPM enabler service provider SHALL be able to provide to the service provider with the information to determine the media types & network access types allowed/preferred to be  which can be used by the user for per her/his handset capabilities or at a given time retrieving a stored CPM Message from the user’s network-based storage. . Examples of relevant information: roaming, broadband/narrow band access, active 2G/3G registration, active I-WLAN)“. 

2) The CPM service provider SHALL be able to allow specific determine the network access types which can be used by the user for retrieving a stored CPM Message from the user’s network-based storage.
3)… or how is should be    
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been deleted.

See contribution  2007-0329R01

	A900
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-003


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Do not restrict to network storage
Proposed Change: Re-phrase as:

The CPM service provider SHALL be able to determine the network access types which can be used by the user for retrieving a stored CPM Message from the user’s storage.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been deleted.

See contribution  2007-0329R01

	A901
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-003


	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-STOR-003: The use-case for this requirement is unclear and it is not specified what the service provider is to do with this information.
Proposed Change: Remove requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been deleted.

See contribution  2007-0329R01

	A902
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-004
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: We could not find any use case where any continuous media is stored. We then conclude that STOR-004 should apply specifically to discrete media.

. 
Proposed Change: Modify the requirement by specify that only discrete media is stored:

The CPM enabler SHALL be able to store 

· CPM Messages

· CPM Sessions into Session Histories
· CPM Conversations into CPM Threads 

· Discrete Media
in the user's network-based storage in the CPM Service Provider domain according to the user's preferences and/or operator's settings.


	Status: CLOSED

No Action.

No consensus to restrict to ‘discrete’ media. The user should be able to store any media, i.e. with or without a measurable and obvious duration.

	A903
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-004
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: CPM Sessions and CPM Conversations are stored as Session Histories and CPM Threads respectively

Proposed Change: 

“The CPM enabler SHALL be able to store 

· CPM Messages

· CPM Sessions as Session Histories

· CPM Conversations as CPM Threads 

· Media

in the user's network-based storage in the CPM Service Provider domain according to the user's preferences and/or operator's settings”
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in CR CPM-2007-0215R02

	A904
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-004
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: editorial correction of STOR-004 for RD consistency regarding agreed terminology

Also this requirement seems to be the highest level in the pack.

Proposed Change: we suggest to put this requirement in the first place on this section and to reword as follows:

The CPM enabler SHALL be able to store 

· CPM Messages

· CPM Sessions into CPM Session Histories

· CPM Conversations into CPM Threads 

· Media

in the user's network-based storage in the CPM Service Provider domain according to the user's preferences and/or operator's settings.
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in CR CPM-2007-0215R02

	A905
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-004


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Do not restrict to network storage
Also correct operator => service provider
Proposed Change: Re-phrase as:

The CPM enabler SHALL be able to store 

•
CPM Messages

•
CPM Sessions into Session Histories

•
CPM Conversations into CPM Threads 

•
Media

in the user's storage in the CPM Service Provider domain according to the user's preferences and/or service provider's settings..
	Status: CLOSED

Partially implemented, (agree to change ‘operator’s settings’ to ‘service provider’s policy’, however this requirement is specifically aimed at network based storage.

	A906
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-004


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Why limited to service provider’s domain
Proposed Change: Remove the restriction.
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in CR CPM-2007-0215R02 

	A907
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-005
	Source: Telecom Italia
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: to make req more clear

Proposed Change: 
The CPM enabler SHALL allow an authorised Principal to process (e.g. download, upload, forward) a piece of media (e.g. sound or video clip) independently of the stored CPM Message or the CPM Session History it was attached to
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been reworded as follow:

The CPM Enabler SHALL allow an authorised Principal to process (e.g. download, upload, forward) Media independently of the stored CPM Message or the CPM Session History they were attached to.

See contribution 174R01

	A908
	2007.02.21
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-006
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Do not restrict to network storage
Proposed Change: Re-phrase as:

The CPM enabler SHALL support access to all stored CPM Messages, CPM Session Histories, media, etc. stored in the user's storage from any of the user's CPM capable devices.
	Status: CLOSED

The notion of Network based storage has been accepted.

	A909
	2007.02.21
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-006
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Comment: The requirement says the user’s network based storage could only be access by the user’s CPM capable devices; should it also be allowed to access from any network connected device with authorization such as an unregistered PC? 
Proposed Change: Change the requirement as marked:

The CPM enabler SHALL support access to all stored CPM Messages, CPM Session Histories, media, etc. stored in the user's network-based storage from any  authorized devices.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been reworded to: 

The CPM Enabler SHALL support access to all stored CPM Messages, CPM Session Histories, Media, etc. stored in the user's network-based storage from any of the user's capable devices.

See contribution 374R01

	A910
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-007 and 008
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: STOR-007 and 008 are very similar.
Proposed Change: we propose to delete STOR-007
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by contribution 2007-0269R01

	A911
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-007 and 008
	Source: Samsung

Comment: STOR-007 and STOR-008 overlap with each other.
Proposed Change: Remove STOR-007 (STOR-008 is more detailed).
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by contribution 2007-0269R01

	A912
	2007.02.21
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-007
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Comment: Shall also support manual synchronization.

Proposed Change: Change the requirement as marked:

The user's devices local storage SHALL be able to be automatically or manually synchronized with the user's network-based storage based on the user's preferences (e.g. filtering criteria) and/or operator's settings.
	Status: CLOSED

STOR-007 has been deleted. 

See contribution 2007-0269R01

	A913
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-007
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: CPM-STOR-007, There is so far no manual way for synchronization.
Proposed Change: Change “automatically” to “automatically or manually”
	Status: CLOSED

STOR-007 has been deleted. 

See contribution 2007-0269R01

	A914
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-007
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The term ‘synchronize/synchronization’ is/are not defined and may pre-suppose technology choices. I prefer to neutralise this term throughout the RD and defer to the specs the technical choices.

Proposed Change: 

“The user's devices local storage SHALL be kept up to date with the user's network-based storage based on the user's preferences (e.g. filtering criteria) and/or operator's settings.”
	Status: CLOSED

STOR-007 has been deleted. 

See contribution 2007-0269R01

	A915
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-007
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Do not restrict to network storage
Also correct operator => service provider
Proposed Change: Re-phrase as:

The user's devices local storage SHALL be able to be automatically synchronized with the any other CPM user's storage designated and based on the user's preferences (e.g. filtering criteria) and/or service provider's settings.
	Status: CLOSED

STOR-007 has been deleted. 

See contribution 2007-0269R01

	A916
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-008
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: CPM-STOR-008 reads “The CPM Enabler  SHALL  support  to the  synchronization (e.g. periodically and/or partially) of :  the stored CPM Messages or CPM Session Histories;  the CPM Threads ; the Media; the  list of stored CPM Messages and/or CPM Session Histories and/or Media ;  between the local storage of the CPM user’s device(s)  and CPM User’s network-based storage according to the user’s preferences  and/or the operator’s settings.
 “, which does not condition the resynchronization based on user or operator’s criteria.
Proposed Change: Clarify to read “The CPM Enabler  SHALL  support  to the  synchronization (e.g. periodically and/or partially), according to the user’s preferences  and/or the operator’s settings  of :  the stored CPM Messages or CPM Session Histories;  the CPM Threads ; the Media; the  list of stored CPM Messages and/or CPM Session Histories and/or Media ; between the local storage of the CPM user’s device(s)  and CPM User’s network-based storage according to the user’s preferences  and/or the operator’s settings.”   
	Status: CLOSED

STOR-0078 has been reworded. 

See contribution 2007-0269R01

	A917
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-008
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Similar comment to STOR-007 and -008

Proposed Change: 

“The CPM Enabler  SHALL  coordinate data related to (e.g. periodically and/or partially)  : 

· the stored CPM Messages or CPM Session Histories 

· the CPM Threads 

· the Media

· the  list of stored CPM Messages and/or CPM Session Histories and/or Media 

such that this data is kept up to date between the local storage of the CPM user’s device(s)  and CPM User’s network-based storage according to the user’s preferences  and/or the operator’s settings.”
	Status: CLOSED

STOR-0078 has been reworded. 

See contribution 2007-0269R01

	A918
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-008
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: editorial correction of STOR-008, 

Also '(e.g. periodically and/or partially)' does not help to understand the requirement.

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

The CPM Enabler  SHALL provide support  to the  synchronization of : 

· the stored CPM Messages or CPM Session Histories 
· the CPM Threads 
· the Media

· the  list of stored CPM Messages and/or CPM Session Histories and/or Media 

between the local storage of the CPM user’s device(s)  and CPM User’s network-based storage according to the user’s preferences  and/or the operator’s settings.
	Status: CLOSED

STOR-0078 has been reworded. 

See contribution 2007-0269R01

	A919
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-008
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Do not restrict to network storage
Also correct operator => service provider
Proposed Change: Re-phrase as:

The CPM Enabler  SHALL  support  to the  synchronization (e.g. periodically and/or partially) of : 

· the stored CPM Messages or CPM Session Histories 
· the CPM Threads 
· the Media

· the  list of stored CPM Messages and/or CPM Session Histories and/or Media 

between the local storage of the CPM user’s device(s)  and any other CPM user's storage designated and based on the user's preferences  and/or the service provider’s settings.
	Status: CLOSED

STOR-0078 has been reworded. 

See contribution 2007-0269R01

	A920
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-009
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: 

“The CPM enabler SHALL allow the CPM user to forward stored CPM Messages (…) stored in the (…).”

>> two occurrences of the word “stored”
Proposed Change: we suggest deleting the first one.
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 203R02

	A921
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-009
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Do not restrict to network storage
Proposed Change: Re-phrase as:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow the CPM user to forward stored CPM Messages and CPM Session Histories stored in his designated CPM storage in the CPM Service Provider domain without previously downloading them to the device.
	Status: CLOSED

No action required. 
Requirement is specific to network-storage.

	A922
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-009
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Why limited to service provider’s domain
Proposed Change: Remove the restriction.
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 203R02

	A923
	2007.03.04
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-009
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-STOR-009: Reword requirement as follows:

“The CPM enabler SHALL allow the CPM user to forward CPM Messages and CPM Session Histories stored in his network-based storage in the CPM Service Provider domain without having to download them to the device.”.

Proposed Change: Remove requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 203R02

	A924
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-009

STOR-010
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Rewording to prevent repetition of “stored”

Proposed Change: Change “stored in his network-based storage” into “residing in his network-based storage”
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 203R02

	A925
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.6-STOR-010
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: needs to be reworded. 

Proposed Change: The CPM enabler SHALL allow the CPM user to download all or part of a CPM Message that is stored in his network-based storage either directly from a link or from a list of stored CPM Messages.
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 203R02

	A926
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-010
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Proposed Change: Change the requirement as marked:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow the CPM user to download all or part of a stored CPM Message that is stored in his network-based storage either directly from a link or from a list of stored CPM Messages.
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 203R02

	A927
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-010
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: Similarly to the change on CPM-CONV-003 that we proposed, STOR-010 refers to links that we understand is metadata. We propose to clarify.
Proposed Change: Clarify  as "The CPM enabler SHALL allow the CPM user to download all or part of a stored CPM Messages that is stored in his network-based storage either directly from metadata describing the stored CPM Message and possible attachments  a link or from a list of  stored CPM Messages."
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 203R02

	A928
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-010
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Do not restrict to network storage
Proposed Change: Re-phrase as:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow the CPM user to download all or part of a stored CPM Messages that is stored in his designated CPM storage either directly from a link or from a list of  stored CPM Messages.
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 203R02

	A929
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-010
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-STOR-010: The word stored is used twice in the requirement, making the requirement not read properly.
Proposed Change: Remove the 1st occurrence of the word stored.
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 203R02

	A930
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-010
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-STOR-010: The last part of the requirement (“either directly from …”) does not add value.

Proposed Change: Remove that part of the requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 203R02

	A931
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-010
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-STOR-010: Specify that the media is downloaded to the CPM User’s device.

Proposed Change: Add the phrase “to his/her device” to the requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 203R02

	A932
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-011
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: Similarly to the change on CPM-CONV-003 that we proposed, STOR-011 refers to links that we understand is metadata. We propose to clarify.
Proposed Change: Clarify as "The CPM enabler SHALL allow the CPM user to download media that is stored in his network-based storage either directly from metadata describing the media a link or from a list of media."
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 203R02

	A933
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-011
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Do not restrict to network storage
Proposed Change: Re-phrase as:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow the CPM user to download media that is stored in his designated CPM storage either directly from a link or from a list of media.
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 203R02

	A934
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-011
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: clarify what does it mean to “download from a link or from a list of media”? Does this mean e.g. that the UE can retrieve a message by fetching it using a HTTP request URI or alternatively by including a list of message identities/ references in the retrieve request?

Proposed Change: clarify
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 203R02

	A935
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-011
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-STOR-011: The last part of the requirement (“either directly from …”) does not add value.

Proposed Change: Remove that part of the requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 203R02

	A936
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-011
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-STOR-011: Specify that the media is downloaded to the CPM User’s device.

Proposed Change: Add the phrase “to his/her device” to the requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 203R02

	A937
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-012


	Source: Huawei

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 
What is “preview of media” and how to set “preview of media”?

Proposed Change: 

Give a definition of “preview of media” and add a new requirement as follows.

The CPM enabler SHALL be able to set/modify the preview of media stored in his network-based storage in the CPM Service Provider domain or in his device.
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0322-CR_preview_A937 to_A941

	A938
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-012
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>

Comment: The CPM enabler SHALL allow the CPM user to download a preview (the term preview is not very clear from user behavior or implementation perspective) of media stored in his network-based storage in the CPM Service Provider domain.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0322-CR_preview_A937 to_A941

	A939
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-012
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: STOR-012

Proposed Change: we suggest to add '(e.g. a thumbnail)' after a 'preview'.
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0322-CR_preview_A937 to_A941

	A940
	2007.03.04
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-012
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Do not restrict to network storage
Proposed Change: Re-phrase as:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow the CPM user to download a preview of media stored in his designated CPM in the CPM Service Provider domain.
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0322-CR_preview_A937 to_A941

	A941
	2007.03.04
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-012
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Why limited to service provider’s domain
Proposed Change: Remove the restriction.
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0322-CR_preview_A937 to_A941

	A942
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-013
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Proposed Change: Change the requirement as marked:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow the CPM user to store CPM Messages and CPM Sessions to his network-based storage in the CPM Service Provider domain 

· automatically (e.g. when CPM Messages are received and sent), or

· manually

based on user’s preferences (e.g. filtering criteria) and/or operator’s settings.
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0289R01

	A943
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-013
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: “upload” is a strange term here, the CPM enabler shall allow a User to specify he wants to store, not sure whether we want the User to upload the conversation he’s having. Clarification / rewording required
Proposed Change: make it a passive form and “allow CPM Messages and CPM Session Histories to be stored in the user’s network-based storage either automatically (e.g. when CPM Messages are received and sent) or upon manual request by the user, subject to user’s preferences (e.g. filtering criteria) and/or operator’s settings.”
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0289R01

	A944
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-013
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>

Comment: Does this requirement imply  that session histories are stored on the handset and that is why the user should get the capability to upload session histories to network storage. 

Will session history storage be a default behavior for the CPM server.

If session histories are to be stored on the handset, please provide details of what kind of data will be part of the session history that is stored on the handset.
Proposed Change: remove session histories from the requirement
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0289R01

	A945
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-013
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Do not restrict to network storage. 

Also correct operator => service provider
Proposed Change: Re-phrase as:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow the CPM user to upload CPM Messages and CPM Session Histories to his designated CPM storage in the CPM Service Provider domain 

· automatically (e.g. when CPM Messages are received and sent), or

· manually

on the basis of user’s preferences (e.g. filtering criteria) and/or service provider’s settings.
	Status: CLOSED

No action required. The requirement is specific for network-storage.

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0289R01

	A946
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-013
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Why limited to service provider’s domain
Proposed Change: Remove the restriction
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0289R01

	A947
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-013

STOR-014
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-STOR-013 & CPM-STOR-014: It seems to be appropriate to use the term Authorized Principal in these requirements as well.

Proposed Change: Rephrase the requirement as indicated.
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0289R01

	A948
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-014
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-STOR-014: This is a duplicate of requirement CPM-STOR-031.

Proposed Change: Remove requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0289R01

	A949
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.6 

STOR-014

And 008
	Source: Samsung

Comment: STOR-014 overlaps with STOR-008

Proposed Change: Remove STOR-014 (STOR-008 is more detailed)
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0289R01

	A950
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-014 to 019
	Source: Samsung

Comment: These requirements are missing the “copying stored data” and “renaming a folder” functionalities, also useful in managing stored data and folders.

Proposed Change: Add new requirements or modify current requirements for copying stored data and renaming folders in the network-based storage.
	Status: CLOSED

No action.

The concept of renaming a folder was already introduced with OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0132R01. 

The concept of copying stored data was already introduced with OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0165R02.

	A951
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-014
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Do not restrict to network storage. 

Proposed Change: Re-phrase as:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow the CPM user to upload media to his designated CPM storage in the CPM Service Provider domain.
	Status: CLOSED

No action. Requirement is removed.

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0289R01

	A952
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-014
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Why limited to service provider’s domain
Proposed Change: Remove the restriction.
	Status: CLOSED

No action. Requirement is removed.

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0289R01

	A953
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-015
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: This requirement is addresses creation of folders. There are no requirements to delete, rename, move, copy a folder.
Proposed Change: Change requirement accordingly as "to create new folders, delete/rename/move/copy the folders,"
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been reworded as follow:

The CPM Enabler SHALL allow the management (e.g. creation, renaming, deletion, moving, copying) of files and folders in a CPM User’s network-based storage by an Authorized Principal.

See contribution 132R01

	A954
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-015
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: what about deletion of folders?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

See A953

	A955
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-015
	Source: Jian Yang
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: We think an authorized Principal could not only create new folders, but could also modify and delete existing folders.
Proposed Change: Add “/modify/delete” after “create”, and delete the word “new”.
	Status: CLOSED

See A953

	A956
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-015
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Do not restrict to network storage. 

Proposed Change: Re-phrase as:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow an authorised Principal to create new folders in the designated CPM storage of the CPM Service Provider domain.
	Status: CLOSED

See A953

	A957
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-015
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Why limited to service provider’s domain
Proposed Change: Remove the restriction.
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by 132R01

See A953

	A958
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-016 to 018
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: shouldn’t we merge CPM-STOR-016 & CPM-STOR-017 and 18 CPM-STOR-018 to list associated basic rights: move, delete, list?
Proposed Change: merge the requirements
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in CR OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0165R02-CR_NBS_Conversation_History_Management_A958_A963.doc

	A959
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-016

 
	Source: Huawei

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  

The requirement only concerns the transfer in the different folders. But in some condition, User wants to copy something from one folder to another folder.

Proposed Change: 

Extend “move” to “move/copy”, i.e. add “copy” function in this requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in CR OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0165R02-CR_NBS_Conversation_History_Management_A958_A963.doc

	A960
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-016
	Source: Jian Yang 

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The requirement lists three kinds of objects that an authorized Principal could move from one folder to another, but we think the fourth kind should be added, that is the folder itself.
Proposed Change: Add “folders” after the three kinds of objects parallel as the fourth object.
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in CR OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0165R02-CR_NBS_Conversation_History_Management_A958_A963.doc

	A961
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-016
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   STOR-016 – this is first mention of folders.  Are they part of enabler?  Need some reqts about folders?

Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED

No action required, folders are indeed introduced in CPM-STOR-015

	A962
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-016
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Do not restrict to network storage. 

Proposed Change: Re-phrase as:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow an authorised Principal to move 
· stored CPM Messages and CPM Session Histories, and/or

· CPM Threads 

· media

from one folder to another in the designated CPM user's storage of the CPM Service Provider domain.
	Status: CLOSED

No action required, it is assumed that the designated CPM User’s storage is what is called the network-based storage associated to that User.

	A963
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-016
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Why limited to service provider’s domain
Proposed Change: Remove the restriction.
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in CR OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0165R02-CR_NBS_Conversation_History_Management_A958_A963.doc

	A964
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-017
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Do not restrict to network storage. 

Proposed Change: Re-phrase as:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow an authorised Principal to delete
· stored CPM Messages and CPM Session Histories, and/or 

· CPM Threads 

· media

from the designated CPM user's storage of the CPM Service Provider domain.
	Status: CLOSED

The group agreed to remove STOR-017.

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0165R02-CR_NBS_Conversation_History_Management_A958_A963.doc

	A965
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-017
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Why limited to service provider’s domain
Proposed Change: Remove the restriction.
	Status: CLOSED

The group agreed to remove STOR-017.

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0165R02-CR_NBS_Conversation_History_Management_A958_A963.doc

	A966
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-018
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: the occurrence of the word “stored” in front of “CPM Messages” is not needed.
Proposed Change: We suggest deleting the first occurrence of the word “stored”.
	Status: CLOSED

The group agreed to remove STOR-018.

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0165R02-CR_NBS_Conversation_History_Management_A958_A963.doc

	A967
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-018
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Do not restrict to network storage. 

Proposed Change: Re-phrase as:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow an authorised Principal to access a list of 
· stored CPM Messages or CPM Session Histories, and/or

· CPM Threads 

· media

stored in the designated CPM user's storage that match with some specific criteria (e.g. recipient, originator, date, stored in a specific folder…
	Status: CLOSED

The group agreed to remove STOR-018.

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0165R02-CR_NBS_Conversation_History_Management_A958_A963.doc

	A968
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.6 

STOR-019 and 36
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment::

019: The CPM enabler SHALL allow the CPM user to download a CPM Thread as a whole or partially., i.e. one or some CPM messages or Session Histories 

036: The CPM enabler SHALL be able to manage as a whole (i.e. forward, delete, upload to the network-based storage) those CPM Messages and Session Histories stored as part of a CPM Thread.
In order to ease the reading of the section, these two requirements should be combined.

Proposed Change: We suggest combining 19 and 36 into:

The CPM Enabler SHALL be able to manage (i.e. forward, delete, upload, download) a CPM Thread as a whole or partially (i.e. one or some CPM Messages or Session Histories) 
	Status: CLOSED

The two requirement have been combined

See contribution 347R01

	A969
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.6 

STOR-019
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Proposed Change: Change the requirement as marked:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow an authorized Principal to download a CPM Thread as a whole or partially., i.e. one or some CPM messages or Session Histories.
	Status: CLOSED

Requirement STOR-019 has been combined with STOR-036

“CPM User” has been replaced by “Authorized Principal”

See contribution 347R01

	A970
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-019

 
	Source: Huawei

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  

Editorial error

Proposed Change: 

The CPM enabler SHALL allow the CPM user to download a CPM Thread as a whole or partially, i.e. one or some stored CPM messages or Session Histories.
	Status: CLOSED

Requirement STOR-019 has been combined with STOR-036

No action

See contribution 347R01

	A971
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-019


	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: STOR-019 is overlapping with the definition provided in section 3.2 and also in this requirement a thread seems to be either a set of stored CPM messages or a set of Session Histories.

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow the CPM user to download a CPM Thread as a whole or partially.

Or

The CPM enabler SHALL allow the CPM user to download a CPM Thread as a whole or partially, i.e. one or some stored CPM messages and/or Session Histories.
	Status: CLOSED

Requirement STOR-019 has been combined with STOR-036

The group agreed to keep “i.e. one or some CPM Messages or Session Histories.” 

See contribution 347R01

	A972
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-20
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: the first sentence needs some refinement.

Proposed Change: We suggest the following:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow the CPM user to select data (e.g., media) from his network-based storage (without downloading them to his device) and/or from his device’s storage and add them to a CPM Message.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been reworded in contribution 150R01

	A973
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.6 

STOR-020
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Proposed Change: Change the requirement as marked:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow an authorized Principal select data (e.g., media) from his network-based storage (without downloading them to his device) and/or from his device’s storage and add them to a message.

…
	Status: CLOSED

No Action

See contribution 150R01

	A974
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-020
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: “data” is unclear. shall we explicit the storable items that we can pinpoint (link) to?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been reworded in contribution 150R01.

The requirement is now more explicit.

	A975
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-020
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Do not restrict to network storage. 

Operator > service provider

Proposed Change: Re-phrase as:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow the CPM user select data (e.g., media) from his designated CPM storage (without downloading them to his device) and/or from his device’s storage and add them to a message. When the CPM user subsequently requests for the message to be sent, the CPM enabler SHALL be able incorporate into the message, any selected data from the designated CPM user’s storage (without downloading them to the sender’s CPM user’s device), according to user's preferences and/or service provider's settings.
	Status: CLOSED

The group agreed to use the term Network-based storage in the RD.

The requirement has been reworded.

See contribution 150R01

	A976
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-021
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: STOR-021 reads “The CPM enabler SHALL allow the CPM user to set his preferences to store media from incoming CPM Messages in his network-based storage and receive only CPM Messages including the link to access this media on his network-based storage.“.  is in fact a double requirement; 1) the end user setting storage preferences, and 2) the end user receiving link references. 

We propose to split this requirement into two separate requirements and clarify the second part. 

.Proposed Change: Split CPM-STOR-021 into two requirements and modify as follows: 

CPM-STOR-021a: “The CPM enabler SHALL allow the CPM user to set his preferences to store media from incoming CPM Messages in his network-based storage.”

CPM-STOR-021b: and receive only CPM Messages including the link to access this media on his network-based storage. “The CPM enabler shall allow the CPM user to select and retrieve from his network-based storage: 

1. Message meta data

2. Message content

3. Attached content.” 
	Status: CLOSED

STOR-021 has been reworded.

See contribution 219R02

	A977
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-021
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>

Comment: I think this requirement will complicate the user experience in a general messaging client like a CPM client. I know email (IMAP) behaves this way but then people are used to this only for email not for MMS. Since sender of the message may be talking about the media in his text and user will receive the text first and without the media the text portion may not make much sense. Media could be inline and may not be coming in as attachment, these behaviors will unnecessary complicate the user experience and the client UI that goes with it. 
Proposed Change: Remove the requirement or phase it out.
	Status: CLOSED

STOR-021 has been reworded.

See contribution 219R02

	A978
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-021
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Do not restrict to network storage. 

Proposed Change: Re-phrase as:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow the CPM user to set his preferences to store media from incoming CPM Messages in his designated CPM storage and receive only CPM Messages including the link to access this media on his designated CPM storage.
	Status: CLOSED

STOR-021 has been reworded.

See contribution 219R02

	A979
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-021
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-STOR-021: It is not clear that the modification of the CPM Message is to occur in the network.

Proposed Change: Reword requirement as follows:

“The CPM enabler SHALL allow the CPM user to set his preferences to store media from incoming CPM Messages in his network-based storage prior to delivering the CPM Messages to his/her device, and to receive only CPM Messages including the link to access this media on his network-based storage.”.
	Status: CLOSED

STOR-021 has been reworded.

See contribution 219R02

	A980
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-022
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Proposed alternative to 024 based on 048 terminology

Proposed Change: Change to “The CPM enabler SHOULD support a search function to allow an authorised CPM user to search in an efficient manner in the network-based storage for Media, stored CPM Messages, CPM Session Histories or CPM Threads residing in storage space on which he has permission for access.”
	Status: CLOSED

Already in the RD. No action taken.

	A981
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.6.

STOR-022
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>

Comment: Once we mention authorized principal then this part of the requirement “residing in storage space to which he has permission for access” becomes redundant.
Proposed Change: Remove “residing in storage space to which he has permission for access” from the requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in CR 2007-0182

	A982
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6.

STOR-022
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The requirements contain an editor’s note. This is to be removed for formal review. 

The nature of the note implies that the decision on how the issue is resolved will require in our opinion a new formal review! These are open issues not reviewed by the membership as proposed.

Proposed Change: Address editor’s notes and remove. 

Upon completion of RDRR and RD and new formal review is to take place!
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in CR 2007-0182

	A983
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6.

STOR-022
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-STOR-022: Editor’s note can be removed.

Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in CR 2007-0182

	A984
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-023 … 030 & 032
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: Why these are mandatory ?  It sounds like nice to have. 
Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 242R03

	A985
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-023, 024
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Comment: Should combine CPM-STOR-023 and CPM-STOR-024 together since they are the same. 

Proposed Change: And the new requirement should be:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow an authorised Principal to give permission to other Principal(s) to access media in his/her network-based storage, either at the time of upload or at a later time.
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 242R03

	A986
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-023, 024
	Source: Samsung

Comment: Should combine CPM-STOR-023 and CPM-STOR-024 together since they are the same. 

Proposed Change: And the new requirement should be:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow an authorised Principal to give permission to other Principal(s) to access media in his/her network-based storage, either at the time of upload or at a later time.
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 242R03

	A987
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-023, 024
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: shouldn’t we merge CPM-STOR-023 & CPM-STOR-024 and list the rights that can be transferred from an Authorized Principal to another Principal?

Proposed Change: merge 023 & 024
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 242R03

	A988
	2007.03.01
	
	6.1.6

STOR-023
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment: With respect to STOR-023 and STOR-024, the requirements should apply to media, messages, threads, folders. Only a single requirement is necessary, and STOR-024 is recommended for deletion.

Proposed Change:
CPM-STOR-023

The CPM enabler SHALL allow an authorised Principal to give permission to other Principal(s) to access the user's network-based storage, either at the time of upload or at a later time, to specific stored items (media, threads, messages, or folders).
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 242R03

	A989
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-023
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: It is our assessment that this feature is less crucial, so we propose to downgrade the mandatory level. 

Proposed Change: 

The CPM enabler SHALL MAY allow an authorised Principal to give permission to other Principal(s) to access some media in user's network-based storage, either at the time of upload or at a later time.


	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 242R03

	A990
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-023


	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>

Comment: (remove “at the same time” or move it to later phase. This will complicate UI experience without adding too much benefit)
Proposed Change: The CPM enabler SHALL allow an authorised Principal to give permission to other Principal(s) to access some media in user's network-based storage.
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 242R03

	A991
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-023


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Do not restrict to network storage. 

Proposed Change: Re-phrase as:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow an authorised Principal to give permission to other Principal(s) to access some media in user's designated CPM storage, either at the time of upload or at a later time.
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 242R03

	A992
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-024
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: It is our assessment that this feature is less crucial, so we propose to downgrade the mandatory level. 

 Proposed Change: 

The CPM enabler SHALL MAY allow an authorised Principal to give to other Principal(s) access and/or writing permission to a folder (i.e. CPM Messages and Media stored in it) in the user's network-based storage
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 242R03

	A993
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-024
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Do not restrict to network storage. 

Proposed Change: Re-phrase as:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow an authorised Principal to give to other Principal(s) access and/or writing permission to a folder (i.e. CPM Messages and Media stored in it) in the user's designated CPM storage.
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 242R03

	A994
	2007.03.04
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-024
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-STOR-024: Typo in requirement (superfluous “in it)”).

Proposed Change: Remove the “in it)”.
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 242R03

	A995
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-025
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: proposed for deletion, what is the differe,ce with CPM-STOR-024 & CPM-STOR-023?

Proposed Change: Delete CPM-STOR-025
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 242R03

	A996
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-025
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Do not restrict to network storage. 

Proposed Change: Re-phrase as:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow an authorised Principal to manage (e.g. give/modify/revoke) the permissions associated to the media and folders in the user's designated CPM storage.
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of contribution 242R03

	A997
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-026
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Do not restrict to network storage. 

Proposed Change: Re-phrase as:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow an authorised Principal to set a deadline after which a sharing permission to the media and folders in his/her designated CPM storage will be revoked automatically.
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-323R01

	A998
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-027
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Proposed Change: Change the requirement as marked:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow an authorised Principal to specify which permission attributes (e.g. read/write access, access deadline, list of Principals who have access permission) associated to the media and/or folders in the network-based storage can be shared to other Principals.
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-242R03

	A999
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-027
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Do not restrict to network storage. 

Proposed Change: Re-phrase as:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow an authorised Principal to specify which permission attributes (e.g. read/write access, access deadline, list of Principals who have access permission) associated to the media and/or folders in the designated CPM storage can be shown to other Principals.
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-323R01

	A1000
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-028
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Proposed Change: Change the requirement as marked:

The CPM enabler SHALL be able to notify a Principal that he/she has been given/modified/revoked permission to access media or to access and/or write in a folder in another user’s network-based storage, and explain the way to do it if the permission has been given
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-323R01

	A1001
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-028
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Do not restrict to network storage. 

Proposed Change: Re-phrase as:

The CPM enabler SHALL be able to notify to a Principal that he/she has been given/modified/revoked permission to access some media or to access and/or write in a folder in another user’s designated CPM storage, and explain the way to do it if the permission has been given.
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-323R01

	A1002
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-029
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-STOR-029: It is unclear what a shared folder is.

Proposed Change: Define the term shared folder, or clarify the requirement in another manner.
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-323R01

	A1003
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-030
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Proposed Change: Should be removed which is covered in CPM-STOR-024
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-323R01

	A1004
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-030
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Do not restrict to network storage. 

Proposed Change: Re-phrase as:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow an authorised Principal to access the media and folders (i.e. CPM Messages and Media stored in them) in another user's designated CPM storage for which the Principal has access permission
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-323R01

	A1005
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-031
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Proposed Change: Change the requirement as marked:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow an authorised Principal to upload media to folders in a CPM user's network-based storage for which the Principal has write permission.
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-323R01

	A1006
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-031
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Do not restrict to network storage. 

Proposed Change: Re-phrase as:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow an authorised Principal to upload media to folders in a CPM user's designated storage for which the Principal has writing permission.
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-323R01

	A1007
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-032
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: It is our assessment that this feature is less crucial, so we propose to downgrade the mandatory level.

Proposed Change: 032 The CPM enabler SHALL MAY allow authorised Principals to give permission over media and folders (i.e. CPM Messages and Media stored in them) in the network-based storage to a limited set of Principals (whitelist); to everybody; or to everybody except a set of Principals (blacklist)

	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-323R01

	A1008
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-032
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: could be merged with the result of 023 & 024 in that transfer of rights can apply to another Principal, to a limited set of Principals, to all the Principals of the domain or exclude a list of Principals?

Proposed Change: merge with 023 & 024
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-323R01

	A1009
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-032
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-STOR-032: This requirement overlaps with requirements CPM-STOR-023 & CPM-STOR-027

Proposed Change: Merge requirements into a single requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

Solution: CR doc 2007-323R01

	A1010
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-033
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Proposed Change: Change the requirement as marked:

The CPM enabler SHALL ensure that DRM rules are enforced when a user gives permission to access media in his/her network-based storage
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 376R01

	A1011
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-033
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: CPM STOR-033, DRM Requirements are mentioned here without any reference to any spec. If we have to fulfill something with requirements like DRM we need a precise reference which is normative.

Proposed Change: Include a normative reference in the requirements document. Else delete this requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 376R01

	A1012
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-033
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Do not restrict to network storage. 

Proposed Change: Re-phrase as:

The CPM enabler SHALL ensure that DRM rules are respected when a user gives permission to access media in his/her designated CPM storage.
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 376R01

The notion of Network based storage has been accepted by the group.

	A1013
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.6 STOR-034
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: STOR-034 is related to Converged Address Book.

“The CPM enabler SHALL allow the CPM user to add/change/delete display name in his/her address book.”
Proposed Change: Move it to CAB section 
	Status: CLOSED

see resolution of document 229R02

	A1014
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-034
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: All requirements on CAB should be in 6.1.9.
Proposed Change: Move this requirement to 6.1.9.
	Status: CLOSED

see resolution of document 229R02

	A1015
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-034
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: move STOR-034  and STOR-001 (requirements for an address book) to 6.1.9

Proposed Change: move
	Status: CLOSED

see resolution of document 229R02

	A1016
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-034
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-STOR-034: Requirement is more appropriate in Address-book section.

Proposed Change: Move requirement that CAB section.
	Status: CLOSED

see resolution of document 229R02

	A1017
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-035
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: CPM-STOR-035 reads “The CPM enabler SHALL be able to send the storage overflow notification to user if the user’s network-based storage is closed to overflow or overflowed. “, as many users may have access to the same storage area, it is not clear if the notification shall be sent to a single or all.

Proposed Change: When a user’s network-based storage is overflowed or close to being overflowed the CPM enabler SHALL be able to send the storage overflow notification to that user if the user’s network-based storage is closed to overflow or overflowed.
	Status: CLOSED

Covered by contribution 2007-320R04

	A1018
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-035
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: editorial correction of STOR-035

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording  as follows

The CPM enabler SHALL be able to send the storage overflow notification to the CPM User if his/her network-based storage is closed to overflow or overflowed.
	Status: CLOSED

Covered by contribution 2007-320R04

	A1019
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-035
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Do not restrict to network storage. 

Proposed Change: Re-phrase as:

The CPM enabler SHALL be able to send the storage overflow notification to user if the user’s designated CPM storage is closed to overflow or overflowed.
	Status: CLOSED

Covered by contribution 2007-320R04

	A1020
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.6
STOR-036
	Source: Samsung

Comment: Requirement not very clear, proposes rewording.
Proposed Change: Change as follows:

“The CPM enabler SHALL be able to manage (i.e. forward, delete, upload to the network-based storage) CPM Messages and Session Histories independently from the CPM Thread they are part of.”
	Status: CLOSED

Covered by contribution 236R02

	A1021
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.6 STOR-036
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: It seems it is at the wrong place as it requires the ability to change the display name which is part of the Address Book functionality.

Proposed Change: Move CPM-STOR-36 to CAB requirements. May be necessary to adopt it as CAB wants to do such changes mainly on a contact basis.
	Status: CLOSED

as it seems the comment addresses Stor-034 and not Stor-036 as written.

See contribution 236R02

	A1022
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-036
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Do not restrict to network storage. 

Proposed Change: Re-phrase as:

The CPM enabler SHALL be able to manage as a whole (i.e. forward, delete, upload to the designated CPM storage) those CPM Messages and Session Histories stored as part of a CPM Thread.
	Status: CLOSED

Covered by contribution 236R02

	A1023
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-036
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-STOR-036: Requirement is unclear.

Proposed Change: Clarify requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

Covered by contribution 236R02

	A1024
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

whole


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: If to be used for example with enterprises, there is a need to either ensure that no storage takes place in specific domains and / or to control how storage takes place and expires in other domains. 

Proposed Change: Add a requirement that states that authorized principals MUST be able to designate CPM storage location


	Status: CLOSED

No action required.

Operator setting has been changed to “service provider’s policy”

	A1025
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

whole


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: If to be used for example with enterprises, there is a need to either ensure that no storage takes place in specific domains and / or to control how storage takes place and expires in other domains. 

Proposed Change: Add a requirement that states that authorized principals MUST be able to forbid storage in specific domain / locations and ensure that this is the case.


	Status: CLOSED

See A1024

	A1026
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6

whole


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: If to be used for example with enterprises, there is a need to either ensure that no storage takes place in specific domains and / or to control how storage takes place and expires in other domains. 

Proposed Change: Add a requirement that states that authorized principals MUST be able to set policies on retention of data stored in a designated CPM storage. 


	Status: CLOSED

See A1024

	A1027
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.7

MLD-001

MLD-002
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: CPM-MLD-001 is a subset of CPM-MLD-002 (assuming we add the notion of subset of devices to 002).

Proposed Change: Change CPM-MLD-002 to “The CPM enabler SHALL be able to send either the entire CPM Message or a notification to all or a subset of the devices on which the CPM user is registered based on message characteristics, device capabilities, user's preferences and/or operator's settings. “ and delete CPM-MLD-001
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0279R02

	A1028
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-001

MLD-002
	Source: Shanshan Wang
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The requirements of CPM-MLD-001 and CPM-MLD-002 are overlapped.

Proposed Change: modify and combine the CPM-MLD-001 and CPM-MLD-002 to one requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0279R02

	A1029
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-001


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Define notification and how it relates to the rest. It seems that this is first part of a bigger requirements which is that CPM enabler must support / include a notification based scheme where the enabler allows a component to be made aware of en event so that it immediately can act on it (see for example MEM enabler). If that is the case such requirements are to be added and it is important to state if:

· This is a MUST or not

· Define notifications in definition sections

· Define if there are restrictions on the notion of notifications

· Explain how expected to relate to sessions, messages etc…

· How does it relate to the notion of invitation etc..
Proposed Change: 

Address by updating requirement based on comment
	Status: CLOSED

No action. This is explained in requirements CPM-CONV-004x, as added by OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0114R04.

	A1030
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-001


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: We defined CPM service provider not operator

Settings of policies?
Proposed Change: 

Change operator to service provider

Change settings to policies
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0195

	A1031
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-001

MLD-002


	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-MLD-001 & CPM-MLD-002: It is unclear how the CPM enabler should decide to send a notification or to send the full message.

Proposed Change: Clarify requirements.
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0114R04.

	A1032
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-002


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: We defined CPM service provider not operator

Settings of policies?
Proposed Change: 

Change operator to service provider

Change settings to policies
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0195

	A1033
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-002


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Define notification and how it relates to the rest. It seems that this is first part of a bigger requirements which is that CPM enabler must support / include a notification based scheme where the enabler allows a component to be made aware of en event so that it immediately can act on it (see for example MEM enabler). If that is the case such requirements are to be added and it is important to state if:

· This is a MUST or not

· Define notifications in definition sections

· Define if there are restrictions on the notion of notifications

· Explain how expected to relate to sessions, messages etc…

· How does it relate to the notion of invitation etc..
Proposed Change: 

Address by updating requirement based on comment
	Status: CLOSED

No action. This is explained in requirements CPM-CONV-004x, as added by OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0114R04.

	A1034
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-003
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Delivery and Read Reports do not only apply to the multi-device environment

Proposed Change: Split it in three requirements. The first two should be allocated in section 6.1 (High Level Functional requirements):

‘The CPM user sending a CPM Message SHALL be able to request a delivery and/or read report.’

‘The CPM enabler SHALL convey a delivery and/or read report to the CPM Message originator, if requested by her/him and authorized by the CPM Message recipient’

Requirement MLD-003 should be rephrased to only reflect the multi-device aspect.

‘The CPM enabler SHALL send the delivery and/or read reports to all or a subset of the devices on which the CPM Message originator is registered dependent upon the user's preferences and/or operator's settings.’
	Status: CLOSED

The comment has been addressed in contribution 190R03

	A1035
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.7

MLD-003


	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: the concept of a read report only appears in this requirement but is not specif to multi-devices case. 

Proposed Change: move CPM-MLD-003 it to the Conversation section and factor in the transmission of delivery and /or read reports to the (merged) CPM-MLD-002
	Status: CLOSED

The comment has been addressed in contribution 190R03

	A1036
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-003


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: We defined CPM service provider not operator

Settings of policies?
Proposed Change: 

Change operator to service provider

Change settings to policies
	Status: CLOSED

It has been changed to “service provider policies”

See contribution 190R03

	A1037
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-004


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: We defined CPM service provider not operator

Settings of policies?
Proposed Change: 

Change operator to service provider

Change settings to policies
	Status: CLOSED

It has been changed to “service provider’s policy”.



	A1038
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-004


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Define / explain user registration
Proposed Change: 

Re-phrase to detail or add definition in definition section + explanation.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been reworded. See contribution 278R01

	A1039
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-004


	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-MLD-004: Invitations should be sent to the devices, not just notified.

Proposed Change: Clarify requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been reworded. See contribution 278R01

	A1040
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-005
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: 005 reads “The CPM enabler SHALL allow the CPM user to accept and start the CPM Session on one of the devices that received the CPM Session invitation. After the CPM user accepted the incoming CPM Session invitation, the CPM enabler MAY delete the notifications on all the other devices on which the CPM user received the incoming CPM Session invitation. “. 

Stopping sending the notifications is not a user triggered nor directly visible action. We think that the RD should concentrate on user triggered/visible actions, and not on Technical Specification/implementation, and do propose to delete this. 

Proposed Change: 

The CPM enabler SHALL allow the CPM user to accept and start the CPM Session on one of the devices that received the CPM Session invitation. After the CPM user accepted the incoming CPM Session invitation, the CPM enabler MAY delete the notifications on all the other devices on which the CPM user received the incoming CPM Session invitation.
	Status: CLOSED

The group agreed to rewrite the requirement and to split it into two requirements (1 for acceptance, 1 for rejection)

See contribution 110R04

	A1041
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-005
	Source: China Mobile
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: This requirement only explains what MAY happen when the CPM user accepts the invitation on one of the devices. But if the CPM user denies the invitation, what MAY happen? We think it should be described.
Proposed Change: Add this sentence at the end of this requirement: “If the CPM user denies the invitation on one of the devices, the CPM enabler MAY delete or keep the notifications on all the other devices on which the CPM user received the incoming CPM Session invitation depending on the CPM User settings and/or operator policies.”.
	Status: CLOSED

The group agreed to rewrite the requirement and to split it into two requirements (1 for acceptance, 1 for rejection)

The fact that it is based on CPM User settings and Service Provider policies has been added.

See contribution 110R04

	A1042
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-005
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: in MLD-005, the notifications may be deleted on other devices based on user's preferences and/or operator settings.

Proposed Change: we suggest adding the following:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow the CPM user to accept and start the CPM Session on one of the devices that received the CPM Session invitation. After the CPM user accepted the incoming CPM Session invitation, the CPM enabler MAY delete the notifications on all the other devices on which the CPM user received the incoming CPM Session invitation (based upon user's preferences and/or the operator's settings).
We also suggest to split it into 2 requirements.
	Status: CLOSED

The group agreed to rewrite the requirement and to split it into two requirements (1 for acceptance, 1 for rejection)

The fact that it is based on CPM User settings and Service Provider policies has been added.

See contribution 110R04

	A1043
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-005


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Define notification and how it relates to the rest. It seems that this is first part of a bigger requirements which is that CPM enabler must support / include a notification based scheme where the enabler allows a component to be made aware of en event so that it immediately can act on it (see for example MEM enabler). If that is the case such requirements are to be added and it is important to state if:

· This is a MUST or not

· Define notifications in definition sections

· Define if there are restrictions on the notion of notifications

· Explain how expected to relate to sessions, messages etc…

· How does it relate to the notion of invitation etc..
Proposed Change: 

Address by updating requirement based on comment
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been updated and split into two requirements (1 for acceptance, 1 for rejection)

See contribution 110R04

	A1044
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.7

MLD-007
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: “Session History” may not be the right term

Proposed Change: Change the “CPM Session History” into “Conversation History”
	Status: CLOSED

No action required.

	A1045
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-007


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Define / explain user registration
Proposed Change: 

Re-phrase to detail or add definition in definition section + explanation.
	Status: CLOSED

No action required, the said requirement doesn't talk about user registration anywhere

	A1046
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-008
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: CPM-MLD-008 is a bit in contradiction with CPM-MLD-005. All registered terminals for a user will receive the invitation to a CPM session, when the user accepts from one terminal the notification sent to the other terminals is removed. Thus this requirement, CPM-MLD-008, will not work if the invitation is removed from the other user’s devices. It requires another way of joining the session which is not described here and it’s not a normal procedure.
Proposed Change: 
The CPM enabler SHALL allow the CPM user to accept and start the CPM Session on one of the devices that received the CPM Session invitation. After the CPM user accepted the incoming CPM Session invitation, the CPM enabler MAY delete the notifications on all the other devices on which the CPM user received the incoming CPM Session invitation.
	Status: CLOSED

No action required.

The comment is satisfied with the changes that led to the wording of CPM-MLD-005a and CPM-MLD-005b

See contribution 110R04

	A1047
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.7

MLD-008
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Do we mean only CPM Session or CPM Conversation in general? Clarification required.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed in OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0252-CR_Multiple_Devices_Single_Session_A1047.doc

	A1048
	2007.02.28
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-009
	Source: NEC

Form: INP_ Doc 2007-0058

Comment: simplify the wording

Proposed Change: 

 The CPM enabler SHALL allow a CPM user to choose which devices he/she will use for the added/modified Continuous Media.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been reworded as follow:

The CPM Enabler SHALL allow a CPM User to choose which of his/ her devices shall be used for the added/modified Continuous Media within the current CPM Session.
See contribution 173R01

	A1049
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.7

MLD-009
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: shall we stress that this applies to the reception of a Continuous Media? Clarification required.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

See A1048

	A1050
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-009


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Why the restriction to continuous media
Proposed Change: 

Remove the restriction.
	Status: CLOSED

No action.

the requirement is related to the multiple device case when modifying the continuous media in a CPM Session.

	A1051
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.7

MLD-010
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Comment: Do we mean to access other device’s capability or local storage? Capability makes better sense in here.

Proposed Change: Change the requirement as marked:

The CPM enabler SHALL provide CPM user with a mechanism to access/retrieve, from one of his/her devices, a list of his/her registered devices and the supported media on them
	Status: CLOSED

The user is able to access the Service Capabilities of his devices.

He is also able to access the list of current CPM Sessions together with associated media.

See contribution 109R04. 

	A1052
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-010
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: What is meant here with available media?

The media supported by the device or the media stored on the device. The first case is assumed.
Proposed Change: Change “available” to “supported”
	Status: CLOSED

See A1051

	A1053
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-010
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: We understand that the intent is rather to identify which devices support which media, than which device currently stores which media.

Proposed Change: 

Clarify to read ““The CPM enabler SHALL provide CPM user with a mechanism to access/retrieve, from one of his/her devices, a list of his/her registered  devices and the available possible Media capabilities on them. “.  
	Status: CLOSED

See A1051



	A1054
	2007.02.21
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-010
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: the user SHALL be able to access the list of his registered devices…. 

But how will the list be displayed? 

How the CPM Enabler can provide a list that can be understood by the end-user?

We hope that the intent is not to provide a list of IP addresses hehe

Therefore, we propose to add a requirement to give the user the ability to define a name for each of his devices. These names can then be used by the CPM Enabler to provide the list of registered devices when requested by the user.

Proposed Change: we propose to add a new requirement to fix the situation: 

“The CPM Enabler SHALL provide the user with a mechanism to define an identifier (i.e. a human readable name) for each of his/her devices.”
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in contribution 112R01

	A1055
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.7

MLD-010
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: shall we also retrieve the list of CPM addresses associated to each of the devices? Also, “available media” shall mean “available Continuous Media”
Proposed Change: Clarify and implement the proposed change around media
	Status: CLOSED

First point has been implemented in 109R04

Second point: the user is able to access the list of current CPM Sessions together with associated media (discrete or continuous).

See contribution 109R04



	A1056
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.7

MLD-010
	Source: Telecom Italia
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: I think the meaning of “media” was “service capabilities” instead

Proposed Change: 
The CPM enabler SHALL provide CPM user with a mechanism to access/retrieve, from one of his/her devices, a list of his/her registered devices and the available service capabilities on them
	Status: CLOSED

See A1051

	A1057
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.7

MLD-010


	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>

Comment: Available media on the device in the last part of the sentence is wage/not very clear.
Proposed Change: The CPM enabler SHALL provide CPM user with a mechanism to access/retrieve, from one of his/her devices, a list of his/her registered devices and. the media capability of that device.
	Status: CLOSED

See A1051

	A1058
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-010


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Use of registration seems to differ from CPM-MLD-004

Proposed Change: 

Reconcile across this requirement (CPM-MLD-004) and disposition of corresponding comment and the usage here..
	Status: CLOSED

The notion of registration has been removed from the requirement.

See 109R04

	A1059
	2007.02.21
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-011
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: 

“The CPM enabler SHALL provide CPM user with a mechanism to access/retrieve, from one of his/her devices, a list of his/her counterpart’(s’) registered device(s) and the available Media on them.”

Do we really want to provide such functionality?

Would a user want to expose the devices he is using? 

Is this information useful? We doubt it.

Proposed Change: we suggest removing it.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed change has been agreed.

See contribution 134

	A1060
	2007.02.23
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-011
	Source: Telefonica SA

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: There is a privacy problem with being able to view what devices other people have and what the capabilities are. In addition there is some overlap with requirement CAB-002.

Proposed Change: Delete this requirement or modify so it clearly just refers to capabilites of contacts in the address book.
	Status: CLOSED

See A1059

	A1061
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.7

MLD-011
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Comment: It is a privacy issue to access other people’s local storage. Capability makes better sense here.
Proposed Change: Change the requirement as marked:
The CPM enabler SHALL provide CPM user with a mechanism to access/retrieve, from one of his/her devices, a list of his/her counterpart’(s’) registered device(s) and the supported media on them.
	Status: CLOSED

See A1059

	A1062
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-011
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: a privacy problem being able to view what devices other people have.

The requirement should capture that the CPM user is able to view the CPM addresses of his/her counterparts and the supported media by the respective address.
Proposed Change: 

Add "... based on the consent of his/her counterpart".
	Status: CLOSED

See A1059

	A1063
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-011
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: CPM-MLD-011, "the available Media on them" could  mean the "media types supported by the CPM device for usage for a CPM sessions" or the "media types which the device uses in a particular CPM session". Probably the former.
Proposed Change:  Change "available Media" to "media supported by the CPM device"
	Status: CLOSED

See A1059

	A1064
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-011
	Source: Samsung

Comment: The ability to the list of someone else’s registered devices and the available media on them raises privacy issues and should be allowed only if authorized by the user who owns these devices.
Proposed Change: “The CPM enabler SHALL provide CPM user with a mechanism to access/retrieve, from one of his/her devices, a list of his/her counterpart’(s’) registered device(s) and the available Media on them, if authorized by his/her counterpart(s).”
	Status: CLOSED

See A1059

	A1065
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.7

MLD-011


	Source: Huawei

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 
What is “counterpart”?

Proposed Change: 

Give a definition or explanation for “counterpart”
	Status: CLOSED

See A1059

	A1066
	2007.03.02
	T/E
	6.1.7

MLD-011


	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: MLD-011: what does the counterpart mean in practice, another CPM User? 

Proposed Change:  clarify
	Status: CLOSED

See A1059

	A1067
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.7

MED-011
	Source: Shanshan Wang
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The meaning of the word “counterpart’(s)” should be clarified.

Proposed Change: Clarify the meaning of “counterpart’(s)”.
	Status: CLOSED

See A1059

	A1068
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.7

MLD-011
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: the CPM enabler shall NOT expose the various devices the counterpart is using. Same comment than above about media.
Proposed Change: Change “available Media” into “available Continuous Media” and delete “a list of his/her counterpart’(s’) registered device(s)”
	Status: CLOSED

See A1059

	A1069
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.7

MLD-011
	Source: Telecom Italia
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: : I think the meaning of “media” was “service capabilities” instead

Proposed Change: 
The CPM enabler SHALL provide CPM user with a mechanism to access/retrieve, from one of his/her devices, a list of his/her counterpart’(s’) registered device(s) and the available service capabilities on them
	Status: CLOSED

See A1059

	A1070
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.7

MLD-011
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>

Comment: The CPM enabler SHALL provide CPM user with a mechanism to access/retrieve (this should also be clarified such as access and or retrieve), from one of his/her devices, a list of his/her counterpart’(s’) (this term is not very clear from use case perspective) registered device(s) and the available Media on them.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

See A1059

	A1071
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-011


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Use of registration seems to differ from CPM-MLD-004

Proposed Change: 

Reconcile across this requirement (CPM-MLD-004) and disposition of corresponding comment and the usage here..
	Status: CLOSED

See A1059

	A1072
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-012


	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Similar comment to STOR-007 and STOR-008
Proposed Change: 

“The CPM enabler SHALL keep up to date all CPM Threads, a subset of the CPM Threads, or a subset of stored CPM Messages / CPM Session Histories in all of the end-user’s devices, irrespective of on which device these messages are created (e.g. drafts) and/or received, depending on operator policies and/or end-user preferences and filtering-rules.”
	Status: CLOSED

Solved by CR CPM-2007-0218

	A1073
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.7

MLD-012


	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>

Comment: The CPM enabler SHALL be able to synchronize all CPM Threads, a subset (the term “subset” from a use case perspective is not clear. Clarify the intended use case) of the CPM Threads, or a subset of stored CPM Messages / CPM Session Histories to all of the end-user’s devices, irrespective of on which device these messages are created (e.g. drafts) and/or received, depending on operator policies and/or end-user preferences and filtering-rules.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

Solved by CR CPM-2007-0218

	A1074
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-012


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: We defined CPM service provider not operator

Proposed Change: 

Change operator to service provider
	Status: CLOSED

Solved by CR CPM-2007-0218

	A1075
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.7

MLD-013
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Not clear what the concept ‘folder hierarchy’ refers to

Proposed Change: Please clarify the requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

Solved by CR CPM-2007-0218

	A1076
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.7

MLD-013
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The folder hierarchy is expected to relate to the network-based storage

Proposed Change: Make it explicit by saying “the folder hierarchy of the network-based storage”
	Status: CLOSED

Solved by CR CPM-2007-0218

	A1077
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-013


	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Similar comment to STOR-007 and STOR-008, MLD-012

Proposed Change: 

“The CPM enabler SHALL keep up to date the full folder hierarchy or a subset of the folder hierarchy (and the changes thereto) in all of the end-user’s devices, irrespective of on which device the folder hierarchy changes occur, depending on operator policies and/or end-user preferences and filtering-rules.”
	Status: CLOSED

Solved by CR CPM-2007-0218

	A1078
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-013


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: We defined CPM service provider not operator

Proposed Change: 

Change operator to service provider
	Status: CLOSED

Solved by CR CPM-2007-0218

	A1079
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.7

MLD-014
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: it is assumed that the device register itself against the CPM enabler, not the enabler registering the devices.

Proposed Change: Change “simultaneously” into “concurrently”
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been reworded as follow:

The CPM Enabler SHALL allow a CPM User to have a single CPM Address concurrently associated with multiple CPM-enabled devices according to operator settings.

See contribution 121R01

	A1080
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.7

MLD-014


	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>

Comment: The CPM enabler SHALL allow a CPM user to simultaneously register a single CPM address on multiple CPM-enabled devices according to operator settings. (what will be the consequences of this for receiving VoIP calls. Where is the VoIP call delivered? Does the user have to declare different preferences for VoIP calls then message delivery?)

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

No action

	A1081
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-014


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Use of registration seems to differ from previous requirements in this section
Proposed Change: 

Reconcile across the requirements with registration and disposition of corresponding comment and the usage here…
	Status: CLOSED

See A1079

	A1082
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.7

MLD-015
and MLD-002
	Source: Samsung

Comment: MLD-015 is covered by MLD- 002, except that a message can be delivered to a subset of the registered devices and not to all devices.
Proposed Change: Remove MLD-015 and reword MLD-002 as follows

“The CPM enabler SHALL be able to send either the entire CPM Message or a notification to all or a subset of the devices on which the CPM user is registered based on message characteristics, device capabilities, user's preferences and/or operator's settings.”
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0279R02.

	A1083
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-015

	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: MLD-015: clarify if this is about delivery of deferred messages or just an incoming CPM Message? What’s the difference to MLD-001 and 002?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0279R02

	A1084
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.7

MLD-015
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Applicable to Continuous Media

Proposed Change: Change to “The recipient CPM user SHOULD be able to indicate the preference for which devices the CPM Message or Continuous Media should be delivered to, and the CPM enabler SHALL take indicated preferences into account.”
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0279R02

	A1085
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.7

MLD-015
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>

Comment: The recipient CPM user SHOULD be able to indicate the preference for which devices the message should be delivered to, and the CPM enabler SHALL take indicated preferences into account. (shall this preference be extended to VoIP calls as wells or we generally covering VoIP when we refer to a CPM message. Because an average user may not be able to understand this and thus could potentially have wrong settings such that all his VoIP calls can go to his laptop which may not be with the user all of the time)
Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0279R02

	A1086
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-015


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Why not other policies here
Proposed Change: 

Extend requirements to any policies that may decide this.
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0279R02

	A1086
bis
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-015


	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment: Regarding MLD-015, it’s clearer to indicate that the users preferences are taken into account during delivery

Proposed Change:  The recipient CPM user SHOULD be able to indicate the preference for which devices the message should be delivered to, and the CPM enabler SHALL take indicated preferences into account during delivery.

	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0279R02

	A1087
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-016


	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Similar comment to STOR-007 and STOR-008, MLD-012, MLD-013

Proposed Change: 

“The CPM enabler SHALL keep up to date all  stored CPM Message-state changes (e.g. “read-indications”, “reply-indications”, etc) in all of the end-user’s devices, irrespective of on which device these  stored CPM Message-state changes occur, depending on operator policies and/or end-user preferences and filtering-rules.”
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been reworded as follow:

The CPM Enabler SHALL keep all CPM Message-states (e.g. “read-indications”, “reply-indications”) up-to-date on all of the end-user’s devices, irrespective of on which device changes to these CPM Message-states occur, depending on service provider policies and/or end-user preferences and filtering-rules.
See contribution 171

	A1088
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-016


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: We defined CPM service provider not operator

Proposed Change: 

Change operator to service provider
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed change has been agreed.

See contribution 171.

	A1089
	2007.03.04
	E
	6.1.7

MLD-016


	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-MLD-016: Requirement logically belongs to requirements CPM-MLD-012 & CPM-MLD-13.

Proposed Change: Move requirement up to these requirements.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed change has been agreed.

See contribution 171.

	A1090
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.7

Whole
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Can devices be used simultaneously or sequentially (e.g. multi-device or multi-modal (voice and GUI) interactions)?

OMA has MMMD enabler…

The discussion covers tehse cases therefore one should identify it explicitly.

Proposed Change: 

Add a requirement that state that CPM MUST e able to support sequential or simultaneous use of different modality or devices
	Status: CLOSED

Already covered in the RD

	A1091
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.8

MAD-001


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Use of registration seems to differ from previous requirements in the previous sections 9device versus address)
Proposed Change: 

Reconcile across the requirements with registration and disposition of corresponding comment and the usage here…

Add appropriate definitions in definitions section to cover all these cases.
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A1092
	2007.02.23
	E
	6.1.8

MAD-002
	Source: Telefonica SA

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Enabler release column not consistent with other requirements

Proposed Change: Change “CPM 1.0” to “CPM V1.0”
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A1093
	2007.03.01
	E
	6.1.8

MAD-002
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: CPM-MAD-002, last column, "CPM 1.0"
Proposed Change: "CPM V1.0"
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A1094
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.8

MAD-003 and 008
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: CPM-MAD-003 and CPM-MAD-008 are logically tied together but have other requirements between them.
Proposed Change: Move CPM-MAD-003 and CPM-MAD-008 so they are sequential.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A1095
	2007.02.21
	T
	6.1.8

MAD-004
	Source: Cingular Wireless
Proposed Change: Change the requirement as marked:

The CPM enabler SHALL support configuration and preference settings on a per-address and/or per-device basis.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been deleted due to overlapping with HLF-003

See contribution 373R01

	A1096
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.8

MAD-004


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Clarify which address (user, regarding sender or target or all of above)?
Proposed Change: 

Re-phrase to clarify intent of requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been deleted due to overlapping with HLF-003

See contribution 373R01

	A1097
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.8

MAD-006 & 007
	Source: Samsung

Comment: Do not see how these requirements are related to multiple user addresses. Should be moved to a more general section.
Proposed Change: Move them to 6.1.1 (“Conversation”)
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A1098
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.8 

MAD-007
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>

Comment: The CPM enabler SHALL allow a CPM user to have a common network-based storage (e.g. Address Book, storage of media) for all or a subset of his/her CPM addresses. (Will this not offer complications for synchronization of data, threads, sessions, etc.? This means that the device will offer than single inbox and storage locations for messages, threads, etc. )

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

No action



	A1099
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.8

MAD-007


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Do not restrict to network storage. 

Proposed Change: Re-phrase as:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow a CPM user to have a common storage (e.g. Address Book, storage of media) for all or a subset of his/her CPM addresses.
	Status: CLOSED

No action

The group agreed to use the term “Network-based storage” in the RD.



	A1100
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.9
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Requirement missing

Proposed Change: Add the following requirement: ‘The CPM enabler SHALL be able to aggregate the Preferred Communication Modes of the different CPM user's devices into the Communication preference’
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by 417R03

	A1101
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.9
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: The term “converged address book” generated a lot of questions from the non-OMA CPM attendees that reviewed the RD. The concept of a “network address book” is more intuitive.

Proposed Change: We will not go to the point where we will propose renaming “converged address book” to “network address book”, but think that as a minimum the term/concept should be clarified. A definition or else could do.

.    
	Status: CLOSED

The definition of Address Book has been changed.

See contribution 230R01

	A1102
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.9
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: All about presence is optional in 6.1.4 but when the presence information is mentioned in 6.1.9

it is all mandatory.

Proposed Change: Align the optionality of presence requirements in 6.1.4 and 6.1.9 respectively.
	Status: CLOSED

See A762

	A1103
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.9
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: clarify how groups (= user lists?) are related to CAB in practice; clarify which entity is responsible for presence subscriptions

Proposed Change:  add details
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A1104
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.9
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: Does CAB requirements require that e.g. communication capabilities or other user preferences are updated in real-time e.g. from Presence Server or are these static information. If this is real-time then should we also consider performance issues (new requirements to decrease traffic per operator policies etc) 

Proposed Change: Clarify whether real-time (dynamic) data is required
	Status: CLOSED
A new requirement has been added.

The CAB MAY include as a part of the contact information, the information required for presence subscription.

See contribution 333R05

	A1105
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.9
	Source: China Mobile
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The table caption is not consistent with other table captions, missing “High-Level Functional Requirements - ”.

Proposed Change: Change the table caption “Table 10: Converged Address Book Requirements” to “Table 10: High-Level Functional Requirements - Converged Address Book Items”.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A1106
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   Is “address book” an element of CPM enabler or part of a CPM system?  If not the former, then not appropriate for RD. 

Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED

Additional requirements have been provided.
See contribution 333R05

	A1107
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.9
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   If Address Book is part of the enabler, many more requirements are needed.

Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED

Additional requirements have been added.

See contribution 333R05
Regarding the Address Book being part of the enabler, the group agreed not to move the CAB requirements for the time being. 


A new CAB enabler WID will be started once the proponents are ready for this.



	A1108
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.9
CAB-001
	Source: Samsung

Comment: In “which MAY enable him to invoke any kind of CPM communication”: usage of a normative requirement here is not clear, since enabling any kind of CPM communication is understood as the default behavior. So

1. Either the CPM enabler MAY be able to enable (i.e. limit to) only certain kinds of communication depending on the info provided by the address book,

2. OR the requirement is in fact not normative and is provided just for information.
Proposed Change: Change “MAY” to “may” (assuming interpretation 2 above)
	Status: CLOSED 

The proposed change has been agreed

See contribution 183



	A1109
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.9
CAB-001
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: CAB-001 ( This occurrence of the verb may is not normative

Proposed Change: we suggest to write 'MAY' in small letters.
	Status: CLOSED 

The proposed change has been agreed

See contribution 183



	A1110
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.9

CAB-002

CAB-003
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: CPM-CAB-002 & CPM-CAB-003 are confusing. The difference of usage of the two shall be explicited. 
Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by 417R03

	A1111
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.9

CAB-002


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Define service capabilities 

Proposed Change: Re-phrase or add a definition in definition section +an explanation.
	Status: CLOSED

There is a definition for Service Capabilities

No action

	A1112
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.9

CAB-002


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Viewed by who?

Proposed Change: Re-phrase to clarify
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed in 2007-0344R01-CR_CAB_002_CAB_003_Information_View_Rewording_A1112_A1115

	A1113
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.9

CAB-003
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: Define preferences individually is too much granularity for the end user. I would prefer one of several preferences profiles to select. Contact’s preferences: Is this a profile? If not the following applies.

Proposed Change: Add, "The CPM enabler SHALL be able to provide the CPM user with the Communication Preference associated to each of his contact based on the contact's preferences profile selection...."

Also add a requirement as "The CPM enabler SHALL be able to provide the CPM user with the Communication Preference profiles. (E.g. Friends, Family, Enemies, Business…)"
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by 417R03

	A1114
	2007.03.01
	
	6.1.9

CAB-003
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment: 
Proposed Change:
CPM-CAB-003

The CPM enabler SHALL be able to provide the CPM user with the Communication Preference associated to each of his contact based on the contact's preferences, and supported presence values. This information MAY be viewed on subscription or on a per request basis (e.g. when initiating a conversation) and SHALL be made available to all the CPM user's devices' Address Books.


	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by 417R03

	A1115
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.9

CAB-003


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Viewed by who?

Proposed Change: Re-phrase to clarify
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed in 2007-0344R01-CR_CAB_002_CAB_003_Information_View_Rewording_A1112_A1115

	A1116
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.9

CAB-004


	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-CAB-004: Requirement should only be applicable to dynamically published information.

Proposed Change: Clarify requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 93R04

	A1117
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.9

CAB-005
	Source: Samsung

Comment: As shown in MAD-007, multiple addresses can be associated to the same address book
Proposed Change: Change “CPM address” to “CPM address(es)” as follows:

“synchronize all Address Books (…) into all CPM enabled devices with the associated registered CPM address(es)”
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 270R04

	A1118
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.9

CAB-005
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: CAB-005: what does it mean to synchronize the “address book structure” or “presence subscriptions”?

Proposed Change:  clarify/ rephrase
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 270R04

	A1119
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.9

CAB-005
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Similar comment to STOR-007 and STOR-008, MLD-012, MLD-013, MLD-016

Proposed Change: 

“The CPM enabler SHALL keep up to date all Address Books, (e.g. addition, deletion, modification of contacts or groups of contacts, address book structure, presence subscriptions, Communication Preference, service capabilities) in all CPM enabled devices with the associated registered CPM address, irrespective of on which CPM enabled device the CPM user used to make the changes, according to the user’s preferences and/or operator’s settings.”
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 270R04

	A1120
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.9

CAB-005


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: We defined CPM service provider not operator

Settings of policies?
Proposed Change: 

Change operator to service provider

Change settings to policies
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 270R04

	A1121
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.9

CAB-007
	Source: Samsung

Comment: If each device is registered with a different address and if each address has its own address book and settings, the devices will not have the same group membership or address book structure. So the requirement should focus more on the CPM address rather than the device.
Proposed Change: “All the user's CPM enabled devices, associated to the same CPM address or to multiple CPM addresses with a common set of preference settings and network-based storage, SHALL have a consistent and common view of group memberships and Address Book structure.”
	Status: CLOSED
CAB-007 has been deleted and replaced by two requirements.

See contribution 333R05

	A1122
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.9

CAB-007
	Source: Motorola
From: <Inp doc>

Comment: All the user's CPM enabled devices SHALL have a consistent and common view of group memberships and Address Book structure. (what is consistent and common view? How can it be guaranteed if the user has multiple CPM devices from multiple vendors e.g. a phone, a laptop, a PDA etc. )
Proposed Change: Delete this requirement
	Status: CLOSED

CAB-007 has been deleted and replaced by two requirements.

See contribution 333R05

	A1123
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.9

CAB-xxx

whole


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Across all the requirements in this section: are we sure these are  enabler or service requirement
Proposed Change: 
Review, Clarify and remove if a service requirements.
	Status: CLOSED

Refer to CAB discussion
The group agreed not to move the CAB requirements for the time being. 


A new CAB enabler WID will be started once the proponents are ready for this.



	A1124
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.10

VAS-001
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Proposed Change: Change the requirement as marked:

The CPM enabler SHALL support a single protocol that will allow any CPM Conversation between the VASPs and the CPM enabler regardless
	Status: CLOSED

The group agree to rewrite the requirement as follow:

The CPM Enabler SHALL allow any CPM Conversation between third party applications and other Principals regardless of: (…)

See contribution 108R01



	A1125
	2007.02.28
	T
	6.1.10
VAS-001
	Source: NEC

Form: INP_ Doc 2007-0058

Comment: remove technical assumption

Proposed Change: 

The CPM enabler SHALL allow CPM Conversations between the third party applications and the CPM enabler regardless of:

· the content of the CPM Message (text or multimedia)

· the desired user experience (e.g. immediate or deferred delivery)
· the number of recipients

· the messaging technologies supported by end user’s device

whether the intended recipient is a CPM user or not
	Status: CLOSED

See A1124 

	A1126
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.10

VAS-001
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: 
Proposed Change:
Comment: CPM-VAS-001: remove the  technical assumption on the protocol to use for VAS

Proposed Change: 

The CPM enabler SHALL provide a single protocol that will allow any CPM Conversations between the VASPs third party applications and the CPM enabler regardless of:

· the content of the CPM Message (text or multimedia)

· the desired user experience (e.g. immediate or deferred delivery)
· the number of recipients
· the messaging technologies supported by end user’s device
whether the intended recipient is a CPM user or not 
	Status: CLOSED

See A1124

	A1127
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.10

VAS-001
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:  VAS-001 – not appropriate for RD to mandate a single protocol (whatever that might mean).  AD decision

Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED

The notion of “single protocol” has been removed.

See A1124

	A1128
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.10

VAS-001
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Why protocol, why not interfaces? It should be interface per the OSE (I0)
Proposed Change: 

Change protocol to interface
	Status: CLOSED

The notion of “protocol” has been removed.

See A1124

	A1129
	2007.03.02
	E/T
	6.1.10

VAS-001, 004, 009 
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment:  The requirements use the term « CMP Conversation » while per the new terminology we should rather use « CPM Session. Example from VAS-001 “The CPM enabler SHALL provide a single protocol that will allow any CPM Conversation between the VASPs and the CPM enabler regardless… “. 
Proposed Change:  Change all instances of “CPM conversation” for “CPM session”. 
	Status: CLOSED

The requirements have been reworded.

See contribution 2007-310R01

	A1130
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.10

VAS-002
	Source: Cingular Wireless
Proposed Change: Change the requirement as marked:

The CPM enabler SHOULD support the functionalities of the different existing protocols for message exchange between VASPs and current messaging platforms (e.g. MM7).
	Status: CLOSED

The group agreed to change the requirement as follow:

The CPM Enabler SHALL provide an interface to third party applications that supports at least the functionalities provided by existing interfaces (e.g. MM7 between third party applications and MMS Relay/Server, SMPP between third party applications and SMS-SC).

See contribution 107R04

	A1131
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.10

VAS-002
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: CPM-VAS-002 reads “The CPM enabler SHOULD preserve the functionalities of the different existing protocols for message exchange between VASPs and current messaging platforms (e.g. MM7).“,  we understand that the intent is to preserve the MMS R/S MM7 functions.
Proposed Change: Clarify CPM-VAS-002 to read “The CPM enabler SHOULD preserve the functionalities of the different existing MMS MM7 protocols for message exchange between VASPs and current messaging platforms (e.g. MM7) “. 
	Status: CLOSED

See A1130

	A1132
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.10

VAS-002
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   VAS-002 – why not a SHALL.  This enabler can’t force changes to the other messaging enablers/specs

Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED

SHALL is used in the new requirement.

See A1130

	A1133
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.10

VAS-002
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: OK with requirement BUT in fact the real requirement is that the functions exposed through third party (per OSE as well as figure 2 must allow exactly the same functionality for a third party application or user as if it was another application or user. Restrictions are imposed by service provider policies, not CPM.
Proposed Change: 

Add a requirement that states that CPM MUST offers the same features to any user or application independently of the domain. Restrictions are put by the service provider policies not by the CPM enabler specifications.
	Status: CLOSED

See A1130

The comment has been taken into account when rewriting the requirement.

	A1134
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.10

all
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: We do not understand the reason for the requirement her considering our comments on VAS-002.
Proposed Change: 

Keep proposal in previous comment. remove all other requirement in section 6.1.0.
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 310R01

	A1135
	2007.02.21
	T
	6.1.10

VAS-004
	Source: Cingular Wireless

Commnet: We should allow operator to control if 3rd party access is allowed.

Proposed Change: Change the requirement as marked:

The CPM enabler SHALL provide an open interface that would allow  CPM Conversation functionality to be accessible by third-party applications depending on operator’s policy
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been reworded to reflect the dependence on the operator’s policy.


See contribution 372R01



	A1136
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.10- VAS-004
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: No reason to particularize to VAS
Proposed Change: 

Keep generic move as HLF for any application
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

See contribution 372R01



	A1137
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.10

VAS-005
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: VAS-005 is a bit ambiguous regarding the 'indication'

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

The CPM enabler SHALL support an indication of source application identity within CPM Messages, and CPM Session invitations.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been reworded with respect to contribution 283R04 and 307R01

	A1138
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.10- VAS-005
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: No reason to particularize to VAS

Proposed Change: 

Keep generic move as HLF for any application
	Status: CLOSED

See A1137

	A1139
	2007.03.01
	
	6.1.10

VAS-006
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment: This requirement is difficult to understand, and 
Proposed Change:

VAS-006

The CPM enabler SHALL support the user’s ability to indicate which of her CPM enabled device should receive CPM Messages and/or CPM Session invitations for proper processing based on the originating value-added service application.

	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been reworded.

See contribution 282R05

	A1140
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.10

VAS-006
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: in VAS-006 is unclear, what is the 'indication'? An indication of what?

Proposed Change: we suggest clarifying this requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been reworded.

See contribution 282R05

	A1141
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.10- VAS-006
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: No reason to particularize to VAS
Proposed Change: 

Keep generic move as HLF for any application
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been reworded.

See contribution 282R05

	A1142
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.10

VAS-007 & 008
	Source: Samsung

Comment: Last item is not included in the list of bullets.
Proposed Change: Add bullet to the last item.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A1143
	2007.03.01
	E
	6.1.10

VAS-007
	Source: Siemens

Form: Doc #0059
Comment: a sentence at the very bottom missing itemizing
Proposed Change: itemize as above
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A1144
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.10

VAS-007
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: bullet point missing in the last sentence

Proposed Change: add bullet point
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A1145
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.10

VAS-007, 1
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: Bullet 1 of the example reads « xxx”. That bullet refers to the concept of a hidden user, of CPM-CONV-027 & 028. As we recommended deletion of that hidden user, bullet 1 should be amemded accordingly. 
Proposed Change: Change bullet 1 to read “a participant joining  / leaving a communication, including in a hidden mode “.
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A1146
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.10

VAS-007, 3
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: Bullet 3 of the example reads « the modification of a session (media addition, switching to another device, …)”. That bullet is part of a list of examples. No need to have the “…”).
Proposed Change: Clarify to bullet to read “the modification of a session (media addition, switching to another device, …) “.
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in CR 2007-111R04

	A1147
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.10

VAS-007
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Sending of information related to user preferences is not a good example due to privacy implications. Suggest removing.
Proposed Change: 

Remove last bullet “change in user preferences” from VAS-007
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in CR 2007-111R04

	A1148
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.10

VAS-007
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: In VAS-007, where applies the registration/de-registration of a device? Is it the registration to the CPM service or not?

Also what would be the purpose to give a notification regarding the message content adaptation?

Proposed Change: we suggest clarifying this requirement.

Also at the end, a small editorial correction as follows: "attempts of unidentified and/or unauthenticated Principals to use CPM service enabler"
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution of CR 2007-111R04

	A1149
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.10- VAS-007
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: No reason to particularize to VAS
Proposed Change: 

Keep generic move as HLF for any application
	Status: CLOSED

This requirement deals with the interactions with an application. No reason to move as HLF.

No action

See resolution of CR 2007-11R04

	A1150
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.10- VAS-007
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-VAS-007: Last sentence should be a bullet.

Proposed Change:.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A1151
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.10

VAS-008
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: “based on time (e.g. for scheduled event)” shall be a bullet item like “on a per user or on a per application basis” (as per 2006-014R03)
Proposed Change: Make : “based on time (e.g. for scheduled event)”  a bullet point.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A1152
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.10- VAS-008
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: No reason to particularize to VAS
Proposed Change: 

Keep generic move as HLF for any application
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 310R01

	A1153
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.10- VAS-008
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Define notification and how it relates to the rest. It seems that this is first part of a bigger requirements which is that CPM enabler must support / include a notification based scheme where the enabler allows a component to be made aware of en event so that it immediately can act on it (see for example MEM enabler). If that is the case such requirements are to be added and it is important to state if:

This is a MUST or not

Define notifications in definition sections

Define if there are restrictions on the notion of notifications

Explain how expected to relate to sessions, messages etc…

How does it relate to the notion of invitation etc..

Proposed Change: 

Address by updating requirement based on comment
	Status: CLOSED

No action required.

The event are listed in the requirements

	A1154
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.10- VAS-008
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-VAS-008: Last sentence should be a bullet.

Proposed Change:.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A1155
	2007.03.01
	
	6.1.10

VAS-009
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment: Should this requirement apply to session rather than conversation? 
Proposed Change:

VAS-009

The CPM enabler SHALL allow an application with appropriate rights to send a CPM message or initiate a CPM Session on behalf of a user (e.g. for scheduled conferencing or when the recipient(s) become(s) available).

	Status: CLOSED

Covered by OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0331 VAS Session Initiation

	A1156
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.10

VAS-009
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: CPM Session was meant, not Conversation (initiating Conversations is a by product of VAS-009 with the proposed change)

Proposed Change: Change “Conversation” into “Session”
	Status: CLOSED

Covered by OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0331 VAS Session Initiation

	A1157
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.10- VAS-009
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: No reason to particularize to VAS
Proposed Change: 

Keep generic move as HLF for any application
	Status: CLOSED

Covered by OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0331 VAS Session Initiation

	A1158
	2007.03.02
	E/T
	6.1.10

VAS-010
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment:  Same comment  as for 6.1.10, CPM-VAS-001, CPM-VAS-004, CPM-VAS-009 above.
Proposed Change:  Clarify to read “The CPM enabler SHALL allow an application with appropriate rights to exercise control over conversation session handling including but not limited to starting / stopping a conversation session (e.g. for time-bound conferencing applications), listing / searching ongoing conversations session  & associated participants, replaying the recent history of a conversation (e.g. in case of device switching), adding / removing participants to a conversation session (e.g. for a moderated chat room), …”.
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in contribution 2007-310R01

	A1159
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.10

VAS-010
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 

This seems very specific to conferencing applications. What is the relationship to existing work in other bodies? What is the overlap? E.g. 3GPP IMS Conferencing and the new study item, CMCC (Convergent Multi-Media Conference)?
Proposed Change: 

Potential text in informative sections should clarify the above questions.
	Status: CLOSED

No action required at the RD stage. The group will consider this issue at the AD stage

	A1160
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.10

VAS-010
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: editorial correction of VAS-010 for RD consistency regarding the terminology used

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow an application with appropriate rights to exercise control over CPM Session handling including but not limited to starting / stopping a CPM Session (e.g. for time-bound conferencing applications), listing / searching ongoing CPM Sessions & associated participants, replaying the recent history of a CPM Session (e.g. in case of device switching), adding / removing participants to a CPM Session (e.g. for a moderated chat room), …
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in contribution 2007-310R01

	A1161
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.10- VAS-010
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: No reason to particularize to VAS
Proposed Change: 

Keep generic move as HLF for any application
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 310R01

	A1162
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.10

VAS-011
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: editorial correction of VAS-011 for RD consistency regarding the terminology used

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow an application with appropriate rights to use moderation functions over media usage (e.g. for a conferencing application where only the authorized speaker might be allowed to send his video stream to the CPM Session participants).
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in contribution 2007-310R01

	A1163
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.10- VAS-011
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: No reason to particularize to VAS
Proposed Change: 

Keep generic move as HLF for any application
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 310R01

	A1164
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.10

VAS-012
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: editorial correction of VAS-012 for RD consistency regarding the terminology used

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow an application with appropriate rights to use media handling functions such as add / remove media (continuous) to / from a CPM Session, media redirection (e.g. indicate video shall be sent to a specified end point), media splitting (audio vs video, …)
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in contribution 2007-310R01

	A1165
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.10- VAS-012
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: No reason to particularize to VAS
Proposed Change: 

Keep generic move as HLF for any application
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 310R01

	A1166
	2007.03.02
	E/T
	6.1.10

VAS-013
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment:  Same comment  as for 6.1.10, CPM-VAS-001, CPM-VAS-004, CPM-VAS-009 above.
Proposed Change:  Clarify to read “The CPM enabler SHALL allow a CPM Service Provider to enable/disable on a per application and / or VASP basis (e.g. some applications might NOT be allowed to retrieve the list of ongoing conversations sessions, the participants to a conversation session…) the CPM enabler features exposed to applications”.
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in contribution 2007-310R01

	A1167
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.10

VAS-013
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: editorial correction of VAS-013 for RD consistency regarding the terminology used

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow a CPM Service Provider to enable/disable on a per application and / or VASP basis (e.g. some applications might not be allowed to retrieve the list of ongoing CPM Sessions, the participants to a conversation …) the CPM enabler features exposed to applications.
	Status: CLOSED

Implemented in contribution 2007-310R01

	A1168
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.10- VAS-013
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The functions exposed through third party (per OSE as well as figure 2 must allow exactly the same functionality for a third party application or user as if it was another application or user. Restrictions are imposed by service provider policies, not CPM.

This out of scope of CPM: per the OSE principles.

Proposed Change: 

Remove requirement
	Status: CLOSED

No action required. The said requirement doesn’t specifically refer to third party applications and the whole section has been renamed to reflect neutrality towards applications (i.e. renamed “Applications” instead of “Third Party Applications”).

	A1169
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.10
VAS-xxx


	Source: Shanshan Wang
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: We think the Third Party Applications should be managemented by some entities such as GSSM.

Proposed Change: Add the requirement that The CPM enabler should allow another entity (e.g. GSSM) to manage Third Party Applications.
	Status: CLOSED

No Action required
the proposed requirement is covered by other requirements

	A1170
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.10
VAS-xxx

And STOR-028
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: CR 44R01 was agreed during SFO meeting but was not integrated in the RD by mistake.

The CR's proposal was to add the following requirement to the Usability section:

The CPM user SHALL be able to control (i.e. switch on/off) the notifications he/she wants to receive, according to operator preferences.
The CR's proposal was also to reword STOR-028 as follows:

The CPM enabler SHALL be able, upon the request of a CPM user who owns a network-based storage, to notify to another user that he/she has been given/modified/revoked permission to access some media or to access and/or write in a folder in his/her network-based storage, and explain the way to do it if the permission has been given
Proposed Change: we suggest incorporating these agreed changes.
	Status: CLOSED 

See A003

	A1171
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.11

SEC-001
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: Why "MUST" is used here, but "SHALL" everywhere else ? 
Proposed Change:  Change "MUST" to "SHALL".
	Status: CLOSED

See CR OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0207R02.

	A1172
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.11

SEC-001
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: in SEC-001, the word 'not' is normative

Proposed Change: we suggest to reword as follows:

The use of the CPM enabler MUST NOT degrade security levels required by other OMA enablers.
	Status: CLOSED

See CR OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0207R02.

	A1173
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.11

SEC-001
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-SEC-001: It is unclear what is meant by this requirement.

Proposed Change: Clarify requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

See CR OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0207R02.

	A1174
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.11

SEC-002
	Source: Samsung

Comment: A reference to the CBCS enabler would be appropriate here.
Proposed Change: “The CPM enabler MAY provide content screening support as enabled by the CBCS enabler [CBCS].”
And add CBCS enabler reference in Section 2.1
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A1175
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.11

SEC-002
	Source: NOKIA

Form: INP

Comment: What is "CBCS enabler" ? 
Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A1176
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.11

SEC-002
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   SEC-002 – I don’t think this enabler can affect CBCS actions.  This is an SP policy.

Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED

See CR OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0207R02.

	A1177
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.10- SEC-002
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Do not limit to CBCS
Proposed Change: 

Add first a generic requirement on screening:

The CPM enabler MUST be compatible with content screening based on users or service provider’s policies..
	Status: CLOSED

See CR OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0207R02.

	A1178
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.10- SEC-003, 004, 005
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: This is also something that policies/PE can provide
Proposed Change: 

Rephrase all these requirements to state compatibility rather than require support by the enabler.
	Status: CLOSED

See CR OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0207R02.

	A1179
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.11

SEC-004
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   SEC-004 is a CBCS requirement, not CPM

Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED

See CR OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0207R02.

	A1180
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.11
SEC-005

	Source: Samsung

Comment:
Is there a difference between “unidentified” and “unauthenticated”? If not, mentioning both terms is redundant.

This requirement would be more suitable under the “Authentication” subsection.
Proposed Change: Move the req. to the “Authentication” subsection, with the following change:

“The CPM enabler SHALL deny service to unauthenticated Principals.”
	Status: CLOSED

See CR OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0207R02.

	A1181
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.11
SEC-005

	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: in SEC-005, it is unclear what Principals is for, seems to address only users.

Proposed Change: we suggest adding applications as follows:

The CPM enabler SHALL deny service to unidentified and unauthenticated Principals and applications.
	Status: CLOSED

No action required. Principal is also used for applications.

	A1182
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.11

SEC-0xx
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D
Comment: Missing requirement. As CPM-SEC-001 only talks about the requirements that other OMA enablers have when they use CPM. We believe the reverse is equally (e.g., that CPM doesn’t degrade the security offered by the OMA enablers it builds upon!). 
Proposed Change: 

CPM-SEC-0aa The use of the CPM enabler MUST NOT degrade security levels offered by other OMA enablers used by CPM.
	Status: CLOSED

See CR OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0207R02.

	A1183
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.11

SEC-0xx
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D
Comment: Missing requirement. CPM contains (e.g. a Network Store function) and it is essential that the user signaling in managing this network store is integrity and confidentiality protected.

Proposed Change:
CPM-SEC-0bb Communication between a CPM client (in a terminal) and CPM network based functionality MUST be integrity and confidentiality protected. 
	Status: CLOSED

A new requirement has been introduced in the RD:

It SHALL be possible to preserve the integrity and confidentiality of communication between a CPM client and CPM network based functionality.

See contribution 106R01

	A1184
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.11.1

AUC-001
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: 001 reads “The CPM enabler SHALL authenticate a Principal before that Principal is allowed to submit or receive CPM Messages, and CPM Session invitations”. It is important that the user is authenticated when managing his CPM account and network store. 
Proposed Change:

The CPM enabler SHALL authenticate a Principal before that Principal is allowed to submit or receive CPM Messages, CPM Session invitations, and manage his CPM settings and functions.
	Status: CLOSED

AUC-001 has been reworded to take this comment into account.

See contribution 135R01



	A1185
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.11.1

AUC-001
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: AUC-001: add also handle / access data; do synchronization 

Proposed Change: add support for authentication for data manipulation and synchronization as well
	Status: CLOSED

AUC-001 has been reworded to take this comment into account.

See contribution 135R01



	A1186
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.11.1

AUC-001
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-AUC-001: Requirement should not be limited to sending messages and invitations.

Proposed Change: Broaden requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

AUC-001 has been reworded to take this comment into account.

See contribution 135R01



	A1187
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.11.1

AUC-001, 002
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: This is also something that policies/PE can provide
Proposed Change: 

Rephrase all these requirements to state compatibility rather than require support by the enabler.
	Status: CLOSED

AUC-001 has been reworded to take this comment into account.

See contribution 135R01



	A1188
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.11.1

AUC-002
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   AUC-002 – this is a requirement on the security enabler, not CPM.  This is a deployment statement.

Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A1189
	2007.02.21
	T
	6.1.11.1

AUC-003
	Source: Cingular Wireless
Comment: Need client-server mutual authentication for better security.

Proposed Change: Add the following new requirement:

CPM-AUC-003

The CPM enabler SHALL support mutual authentication
	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 233R02

	A1190
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.11.2

AUT-001
	Source: Samsung

Comment: Does the “if applicable by the operator’s policies” mean whether the action requested by the principal is applicable, or whether the verification of this authorization is applicable? Looks rather related to the action itself, but some clarification would help.
Proposed Change: Change the requirement as marked:

The CPM enabler SHALL verify whether a Principal is authorized to perform the action(s) it requested, and if the action(s) is(are) applicable by the operator’s policies.
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0404-CR_RDRR_Commnet_A1190

	A1191
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.11.2

AUT-001
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: This is also something that policies/PE can provide
Proposed Change: 

Rephrase the requirement to state compatibility rather than require support by the enabler.
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A1192
	2007.02.28
	E
	6.1.12

CHA-001
	Source: NEC

Form: INP_ Doc 2007-0058

Comment: editorial add-on

Proposed Change: 

CPM enabler SHALL support charging trigger function needed for different charging models, i.e. charging for individual events, charging for sessions and charging based on service subscriptions.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A1193
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.12

CHA-001
	Source: Samsung
Proposed Change: Change “CPM” to “The CPM enabler” for consistency.
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A1194
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.12

CPM-CHA-001, 003, 004
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: This is also something that policies/PE can provide
Proposed Change: 

Rephrase all these requirements to state compatibility rather than require support by the enabler.
	Status: CLOSED

No action required.

The current wording doesn’t prevent the Policy Enforcer from providing the function.

	A1195
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.12

CPM-CHA-002
	Source: Samsung

Comment: “and between the CPM enabler” is redundant and makes the req. less clear.
Proposed Change: Change as follows:

“The CPM enabler SHALL enable  correlation between charging information generated by the CPM enabler and the charging information generated by other entities involved in the service delivering”
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution in CR 2007-0092R06

	A1196
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.13

USA-001
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Requirement is not clear.

Proposed Change: Rephrase requirement to: ‘The CPM enabler SHALL be able to present to the recipient CPM User the display name of the sender as in the recipient's address book, or a combination of it and other information (e.g. company name) from the recipient's address book, instead of the display name included in the originating address information.’
	Status: CLOSED

Requirement has been rephrased as proposed.

See document 352R01

	A1197
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.13

USA-001
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: CPM-USA-001 reads “The CPM enabler SHALL be able to present the display name of the sender, or a combination of the display name of the sender and other information such as the company name from the recipient's address book to the recipient CPM User, instead of the display name included in the originating address information.“ , the words “to present the display name of the sender, or… “ seem too restrictive as requirements CPM-CONV-019, CPM-CONV-020, CPM-CONV-028 and CPM-PRI-002 say that the user may be anonymous. 
Proposed Change: Clarify to read “The CPM enabler SHALL be able to present the display name of the sender when not requiring anonymity, or a combination of the display name of the sender and other information such as the company name from the recipient's address book to the recipient CPM User, instead of the display name included in the originating address information “.
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed change has been added.

See document 352R01

	A1198
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.13

USA-001
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: This shall happen in the device to prevent overloading the Enabler and the Address Book component.

Proposed Change: Change to: “The CPM enabler SHALL be able to present in the CPM device the display name of the sender, or a combination of the display name of the sender and other information such as the company name from the recipient's Address Book to the recipient CPM User, instead of the display name included in the originating address information.”
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed change has been added, following CPM-HLF-008.

See document 352R01

	A1199
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.13

USA-001
	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   USA-001 seems like a requirement on a CPM service, not enabler (since it deals with user i/f)

Proposed Change:
	Status: CLOSED

No action required.

USA-001 indicates how to use the information in the CAB when CPM messages are received.

See document 352R01

	A1200
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.13

USA-001
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: This requirement in this section seems more a service / client UI requirement
Proposed Change: 
Remove service /client UI requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

No action required.

USA-001 indicates how to use the information in the CAB when CPM messages are received.

See document 352R01

	A1201
	2007.02.28
	T
	6.1.13

USA-002
	Source: NEC

Form: INP_ Doc 2007-0058

Comment: USA-002 overlaps with HLF-004 and HLF-005

Proposed Change: 

Consider all three requirements and consider alignment.
	Status: CLOSED

Merged USA002 into HLF-005 instead and keep then HLF-004 as now different from HLF-005; as incorporated in doc159R2

	A1202
	2007.03.03
	T
	6.1.13
USA-002


	Source: Shanshan Wang
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: CPM-USA-002 is contained in 

CPM-HLF-004.

Proposed Change: Delete CPM-USA-002.
	Status: CLOSED

Merged USA002 into HLF-005 instead and keep then HLF-004 as now different from HLF-005; as incorporated in doc159R2

	A1203
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.14


	Source: IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   this section seems to put requirements on other enablers, not this one.   Stating what should be used to do LI is a deployment choice.

Proposed Change: delete section.  At most, state that CPM enabler SHALL support lawful intercept (and stop at that).  
	Status: CLOSED

No action required.

The section has been reworded

	A1204
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.14

LI-001

LI-003
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: rewording to make clear that 1. the System as a whole shall be supporting LI 2. the underlying network shall be leveraged 3. The LI mechanisms used by other enablers shall be used, not the LI functionality of these enablers itself.

Proposed Change: Change CPM-LI-001 to: “The CPM System SHALL support capabilities to allow lawful interception.” and CPM-LI-003 to: “Available and applicable lawful interception mechanisms used in other OMA enablers (e.g. PoC and SIP/SIMPLE IM) SHOULD be used to support lawful interception requirements as much as possible.”
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed in CR OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0318R01-CR_LI_mechanisms.doc.

	A1205
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.14

LI-001
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: What does it means? 

This requirement is not compatible with enterprise policies.

How does it relate with channel specific lawful intercept.

This requirement can’t be satisfied with strong encryption of the message / media…

Proposed Change: 

Rephrase to clarify conditions under which requirement applies and how relates with lawful intercept in interworking cases.

Add requirements that allow authorized service providers to ensuer that lawful intercept Is not possible (e.g. enterprise not subject to lawful intercept regulation).
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A1206
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.14

LI-002
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: What is SIP/IP core?
Proposed Change: 

Provide rigorous definition and reference or remove the mention to it.
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A1207
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.14

LI-002
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: requirement is about a specific realization or implementation. It has no place here and contradicts statements in early sections of the RD as well as OMA charter/principles.
Remove the “SHOULD be used”

Extend to cover other channels

Proposed Change: 

Rephrase as

CPM MUST be able to rely on available mechanisms provided by the underlying network when available for specific realizations

Add a requirement stating:

CPM MUST be able to rely on available mechanisms provided by communication channels involved in the CPM conversation when they are available
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A1208
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.14

LI-003
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The requirement is unclear, why use when the enablers are not involved.
Remove the “SHOULD be used”

Proposed Change: 

Rephrase as

CPM MUST be able to rely on available mechanisms provided by OMA enablers involved in the CPM conversation when they are available..
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement has been deleted

	A1209
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.15

IOP-001
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: CPM-IOP-001 reads “The CPM enabler SHALL be interoperable on all IP networks. “, is a fairly open statement that does not provide that much information to the ETR writer. We think it should be better to better specify.
Proposed Change:  

1) Reword as 

CPM-IOP-001 The CPM enabler SHALL be interoperable on all IP networks. support the CPM communication between different Service Providers or domains
CPM-IOP-002 CPM SHALL interoperate with other OMA enablers, such as Group Management, Presence & Availability, CBCS, GPM and DM.
	Status: CLOSED

IOP001 has been removed and a new requirement has been added:

The CPM Enabler SHALL support CPM Conversations between Principals from different CPM service providers.

See document 105R03

	A1210
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.16
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: Generalize requirements to also cover Continuous Media and Sessions.

Proposed Change: Reword and add requirements.
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0305R03.

	A1211
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.16

IWF-001 & 003

	Source: Huawei

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 
‘SHALL be possible’ is not a valid key word in OMA domain.

Proposed Change: 

CPM-IWF-001
The CPM enabler SHALL allow CPM user to send a CPM Message from a CPM-enabled device to a device containing a messaging client of a non-CPM messaging service.

CPM-IWF-003
The CPM enabler SHALL allow CPM user to receive a message sent from a device with a messaging client of a non-CPM messaging service.
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0305R03

	A1212
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.16

IWF-001 IWF-008
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: These are usability requirements.
Proposed Change: 

Move to section 6.1.13
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0305R03

	A1213
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.16

IWF-002
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: This requirement in this section seems more a service / client UI requirement
Proposed Change: 
Remove service /client UI requirement.


	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0305R03

	A1214
	2007.03.03
	E
	6.1.16

IWF-004
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: editorial correction of IWF-004

Proposed Change: we suggest rewording as follows:

The CPM enabler SHALL be able to deliver the received messages using the most appropriate non-CPM messaging technology in case that the intended recipient does not have a CPM capable device, is not a CPM user, or is roaming in a network where CPM Service enabler is not supported.
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0305R03

	A1215
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.16

IWF-004
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Define most appropriate
Proposed Change: 
WG to rephrase to clarify the requirement.


	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0305R03

	A1216
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.16

IWF-004
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: No need to introduce roaming that is not define here not detailed in terms of impact. Many network do not have that notion.
Proposed Change: 
Rephrase to:

The CPM enabler SHALL be able to deliver the received messages using the most appropriate non-CPM messaging technology in case that the intended recipient does not have a CPM capable device, is not a CPM user, or is in a network where the CPM service is not supported.
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0305R03

	A1217
	2007.03.04
	E
	6.1.16

IWF-004
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: Reword CPM-IWF-004 as follows:

“The CPM enabler SHALL be able to deliver CPM messages using the most appropriate …”.

Proposed Change: Add requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0305R03

	A1218
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.16

IWF-007
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Why limit to user preference
Proposed Change: 
Extend requirement to any policy (e.g. service provider)

	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0305R03

	A1218
bis
	2007.03.01
	T
	6.1.16

IWF-005 and 008
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment: Regarding IWF-005 and IWF-008, since the requirements are with respect to invitations, the text should be specific to session invitations

Proposed Change:  change “an invitation” to “a CPM session invitation”
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0305R03

	A1219
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.16

IWF-008
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Proposing a slightly different wording

Proposed Change: Change to: “When sending or receiving an invitation request, the CPM user SHALL NOT have to know or manually determine the messaging technology used by the other user to process the request.”
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0305R03

	A1220
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.16

IWF-008
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: This requirement in this section seems more a service / client UI requirement
Proposed Change: 
Remove service /client UI requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0305R03

	A1221
	2007.02.21
	E
	6.1.16

IWF-009
	Source: Cingular Wireless
Comment: use Message Thread in LIVE conversation is confusion.

Proposed Change: Change the requirement as marked:

When a CPM user exchanges messages with a non-CPM user, the CPM enabler SHOULD be able to identify messages associated to a CPM Message Conversation so that they can be displayed in a conversational view in the CPM user’s device if required by the CPM user’s preferences
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0305R03

	A1222
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.16

IWF-009
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The intent of CPM-IWF-009 is for the CPM user to seamlessly see messages coming from a non-CPM messaging service as if it were a normal CPM conversation, where possible. 

Proposed Change: Proposed replacement of “in a threaded view” by “as a Conversation History”
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0305R03

	A1223
	2007.03.01
	
	6.1.16

IWF-010
	Source: Comverse

Form: INP

Comment: The CPM system does not have the control over the target non-CPM service, so how can it control the outcome???
Proposed Change:

The CPM enabler MAY be able to provide the necessary information to non-CPM messaging services so that a non-CPM Messaging Service user can view messages in the order they are sent by the CPM user and vice-versa.

	Status: CLOSED
No action required. Requirement is only stating ability to provide information so that it is possible to provide the messages in-order, however the requirement doesn’t state that the non-CPM use SHALL see it in the order sent.

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0305R03

	A1224
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.16

IWF-010
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The “vice-versa” part of the requirement is not addressed by the usage of “provide”. 

Proposed Change: Change to “The CPM enabler SHOULD be able to provide or derive the necessary information to / from non-CPM messaging services so that a non-CPM Messaging Service user can view messages in the order they are sent by the CPM user and vice-versa.”
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0305R03

	A1225
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.16

IWF-010
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: This requirement in this section seems more a service / client UI requirement
Proposed Change: 
Remove service /client UI requirement.
	Status: CLOSED
No action required. It clearly is no UI requirement. It is about enabling a UI to achieve the ordering of messages.

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0305R03

	A1226
	2007.02.28
	E
	6.1.14/6.1.16

IWF-011-013
	Source: NEC

Form: INP_ Doc 2007-0058

Comment: IWF-011-013 propose using presence information available from non-CPM messaging services.

Proposed Change: 

Discuss the need to have an optional support for interworking of different presence enablers, or clarify if this is intended.
	Status: CLOSED
No action required. Requirements do not exclude deferring this functionality to the Presence enabler.

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0305R03

	A1227
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.16

IWF-011

IWF-012

IWF-013
	Source: China Mobile
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The full stops are missing.

Proposed Change: Add the full stops at the end of the sentences.
	Status: CLOSED

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0305R03

	A1228
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.16

IWF-011
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: IWF-011: basically a User having non-CPM Messaging Service may have a “normal” SIP based Presence available; is the assumption here that also the Presence is provided by other means? Or is the assumption that the User using no-CPM message service (e.g. MMS) may not have a SIP based presence available?

Proposed Change: clarify / rephrase
	Status: CLOSED

No action required. The requirements cover this case.

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0305R03

	A1229
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.16

IWF-011
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: That seems widely undefined…

We believe this is rather a dependency on presence to provide presence aggregation.

Otherwise yes it can be done but from an OMA specification point of view this requirement in this section then seems more a service / client UI requirement
Proposed Change: 
Recommend removing the requirement but identifying the dependency on presence and provide it to presence WG.

	Status: CLOSED

No action required. The requirement doesn’t say it has to be fulfilled by the CPM Enabler, but it is a requirement that CPM puts on the Presence Enabler

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0305R03

	A1230
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.16

IWF-012
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: IWF-012: basically a User having non-CPM Messaging Service may have a “normal” SIP based Presence available; what’s the main point of this requirement?

Proposed Change: clarify the meaning/ rephrase
	Status: CLOSED

No action required. The requirements cover this case.

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0305R03

	A1231
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.16

IWF-012
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: That seems widely undefined…

We believe this is rather a dependency on presence to provide presence aggregation.

Otherwise yes it can be done but from an OMA specification point of view this requirement in this section then seems more a service / client UI requirement
Proposed Change: 
Recommend removing the requirement but identifying the dependency on presence and provide it to presence WG.

	Status: CLOSED

No action required. The requirement doesn’t say it has to be fulfilled by the CPM Enabler, but it is a requirement that CPM puts on the Presence Enabler.

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0305R03

	A1232
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.16

IWF-013
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP

Comment: IWF-013: what does this mean in practice; what does the CPM Enabler do, e.g., does it create presence subscription and publish presence information on behalf of all possible non-CPM users?

Proposed Change: clarify
	Status: CLOSED

No action. The enabler does not create a subscription or publishes presence. It merely provides an answer on behalf of recipients that do not support presence.

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0305R03

	A1233
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.16

IWF-013
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: That seems widely undefined…

We believe this is rather a dependency on presence to provide presence aggregation.

Otherwise yes it can be done but from an OMA specification point of view this requirement in this section then seems more a service / client UI requirement
Proposed Change: 
Recommend removing the requirement but identifying the dependency on presence and provide it to presence WG.

	Status: CLOSED

No action. The requirement doesn’t say it has to be fulfilled by the CPM Enabler, but it is a requirement that CPM puts on the Presence Enabler

See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0305R03

	A1234
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.16

IWF-0xx
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: The interworking does not mandate support of the legacy protocols (e.g., eastbound of the Interworking)!

Proposed Change: Add new requirement  CPM-IWF-000 Legacy protocol(s) SHALL be supported by the Interworking function(s)
	Status: CLOSED

This should be handled at the AD phase.

No action required

	A1235
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.16

IWF-xxx
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: What if a message to a non-CPM device cannot be delivered because the message is to large etc?
Proposed Change: 

Add a new requirement to 6.1.16:

“If a CPM Message cannot be delivered to a non-CPM enabled device, (e.g. due to message size or content adaptation cannot be performed) it SHALL be possible to notify the originating CPM User”
	Status: CLOSED

The comment is addressed by contribution 2007-336R01

	A1236
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.16

whole
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The section misses requirements on how interworking with channel is to be provided (e.g. no impact on the channel others than CPM, what requirement on how meta data from CPM is used in these channel or preserved, on how preferences apply on these channels, on how addressing is to take place, on how sessions are materialized in such channels (i.e. what requirement on how to map message to right sender in right channel), etc..)
Proposed Change: 
Recommend considering these issues s and adding requirements to address these topics…

	Status: CLOSED

No action required.

To be discussed at the AD/TS phase

	A1237
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.16

IWF-xxx
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: Add requirement that CPM enabler should be able to accept a CPM session invitation on behalf of a non-CPM user, in the case that the non-CPM Service does not support sessions.

Proposed Change: Add requirement.
	Status: CLOSED
See OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0189R02

	A1238
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.17

PRI-001
	Source: LogicaCMG

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0063

Comment: CPM-PRI-001: It is unclear what is meant by this requirement.

Proposed Change: Clarify requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

The comment has been deleted. 

See contribution 2007-401R01

	A1239
	2007.02.23
	T
	6.1.17

PRI-002
	Source: Telefonica SA

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The CPM Enabler should provide availability of pseudonyms towards third party applications

Proposed Change: Modify this requirement to: “The CPM enabler SHALL be able to provide a pseudonym towards an application in order to hide the real address of a user for specific CPM messages exchange.” Move requirement to section 6.1.10. 
	Status: CLOSED

change accepted

See contribution 251R02

	A1240
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.17

PRI-002
	Source: Nortel

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Anonymity shall not be limited to CPM Messages exchange but rather be available for entire CPM Conversations (under appropriate rights)

Proposed Change: Change to: “The CPM enabler SHALL allow an application with appropriate rights to provide anonymity to a user for specific CPM Conversations (e.g. for chat room applications)”
	Status: CLOSED

Wording equivalent that change made

See contribution 251R02

	A1241
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.17

PRI-0xx
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: the requirement is limited to OMA enablers, but the privacy protection levels should be also maintained for non-OMA enabler.
Proposed Change: 

CPM-PRI-0xx  "The CPM enabler SHALL have at least equal privacy protection level than similar existing services (e.g., PoC, SIMPLE IM, presence, and voice per TISPAN/3GPP TS22.173 and its 3GPP2 equivalent)."

	Status: CLOSED

See contribution 103R05

	A1242
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.17 & 2.1


	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: GPM will provide end-users with generic capabilities to manage the privacy of personal data. CPM should re-use this enabler where appropriate.
Proposed Change: 

Add the following to 6.1.17:

“CPM SHALL re-use appropriate functions from the GPM enabler. [GPM]”

Add the GPM enabler as a normative reference:

[GPM]: Generic Permissions Management. V1.0

URL: http://www.openmobilealliance.org
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

See contribution 103R05

	A1243
	2007.02.21
	E
	Appendix B
	Source: Cingular Wireless
Proposed Change: Mark Appendix as “informative”
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A1244
	2007.03.01
	E
	Appendix B
	Source: Siemens

Proposed Change: Clarify that Appendix B is Informative (just like Appendix A)
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A1245
	2007.03.02
	T
	Appendix B
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: User addressing: multiple addresses on same device is already possible in PoC and SIMPLE IM   
Proposed Change: Replace "planned for V2.1" with "multiple addresses on same device", as much in the IM column, than the PoC column.
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A1246
	2007.03.02
	T
	Appendix B
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: Conversation handling: immediate and deferred mode is already available in PoC 2.0
Proposed Change: Replace "immediate communications" with "immediate and deferred mode"
	Status: CLOSED

“Immediate communication” has been replaced by “immediate  mode and support of PoC Box functionality”

See contribution 101R01

	A1247
	2007.03.02
	T
	Appendix B
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D

Comment: PoC does not require voice as media.
Proposed Change: voice + any ( any
	Status: CLOSED

The proposed changes were agreed and introduced in the RD 

See contribution 90R01



	A1248
	2007.03.04
	T
	Appendix B

+6.17
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Multi-device is part of MMMD. Please consider modifying terminology
Proposed Change: 
Modify terminology or reconcile with MMMD 
	Status: CLOSED

No action required

	A1249
	2007.03.04
	T
	Appendix B
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Totally unclear what it means / what purpose it serves
Proposed Change: 
Detail or remove

	Status: CLOSED

The group felt that it was useful.

No action required
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