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1 Reason for Contribution

This contribution documents the comments that Acision has to the contributions that have been submitted to the Montreal interim meeting.
2 Summary of Contribution

Review comments to the contributions submitted to the Montreal interim meeting.
3 Detailed Proposal

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0249R02
· Step 2a contains a reference to [RFC2361]. This should be [RFC3261].

· Step 4 still contains the mentioning of a “Deferred Messaging Function”. This needs to be changed to “CPM Participating Function”.
Disposition status: Acision has no problem with the agreement of this document when the above mentioned issues have been fixed.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0273
· This CR is to be noted after approval of CR OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0336R0x (already agreed in the group) as it conflicts with the SD and the efforts to clarify the requirements in the RD.

Disposition status: Acision has a sustained objection to the agreement of this document for the reasons explained above.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0283R02
· Section 6.x, Paragraph 6 (on P-Preferred-Identity header) contains the term “CPM CPM Participating Function”. One of the CPMs should be removed.

· Section 9.x, first NOTE the term “pre-Defined” should be changed into “Pre-defined”.
Disposition status: Acision has no problem with the agreement of this document when the above mentioned issues have been fixed.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-297R01
· Acision still doesn’t see the need to send an IMDN in an MSRP REPORT. Why add complexity for potential corner cases. The problems are:

· Why deviate further from RFC 5438 than is required?

· There is no guarantee that the originating client requests an MSRP REPORT. As Acision has stated many times, there is very limited value in MSRP REPORT when operating in Large Message Mode, hence it is unlikely that this mechanism can actually be used.

· There is no guarantee that the MSRP session is still active when having to send the IMDN, e.g. for read report the MSRP session most likely will already be disconnected when sending it.

· It makes it very easy for client implementations to only have to bother about the SIP MESSAGE implementation and not about two alternatives that can or cannot happen in certain cases.

· It is not clear what the advantage of using the MSRP REPORT method is.

· Using MSRP REPORT may break the functionality that is in the PF to ensure that only 1 DN is sent to the originating client in case of delivery of the CPM Message to multiple clients, as the MSRP stream may not traverse the PF.

· Reword the last editor’s note in section 7.3.7 to: “It is FFS if, and if yes, which functional entity will send the IMDN to the originating client”. The current wording assumes a certain implementation that may not be true. In fact, it is Acision’s opinion that in that case the PF will send the IMDN, not the Message Storage Server.

· Sections 7.3.7.2 & 7.3.7.4: Why the change from “Read Report” to “Read Notification”? Throughout the RD, AD, and SD the term Read Report is used.

Disposition status: Acision has a sustained objection to the agreement of this document, due to the first issue in the above list.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-316R01
· Acision submitted this contribution.
· Note: Contributors could not agree with the comments sent by Ericsson off-line.
Disposition status: Acision has no problem with the agreement of this document.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-322R01
· Acision has no comments to this document.
Disposition status: Acision has no problem with the agreement of this document.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-341
· Section 8.3.2.1.3: Step 1 has to be much more detailed, this is a TS, we cannot stay vague on the exact interactions with the Message Storage Server.

· Section 8.3.2.1.3: Step 1: I thought that the SD described that the whole message would be stored, not just the individual object?

· Section 8.3.2.1.3: Why is step 4 necessary here? Can’t this just be handled in a higher level procedure, e.g. the one that was modified to point to section 8.3.2.1.3?

· Question: Shouldn’t there be a similar procedure for Pager Mode messages?
Disposition status: Acision would like to see the above comments fixed in the contributions before approval, but has no problem with approval once these comments have been handled.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-342
· These procedures are too high level. This is an TS, the developers should know what to implement based on these procedures. This is not the case with the proposed procedures.

· There should be no references to RFCs 3501 and 4315 in this document, but rather a reference to the Message Storage TS (with an appropriate section reference).

· Why would the PF receive the “information (e.g. UID)” from the Message Storage Server? There is nothing it can do with that information.

Disposition status: Acision objects to the agreement of this document as the material proposed is too high level for a TS.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-343
· Acision fully agrees with the analysis and the recommendations of this document.
Disposition status: Acision has no problem with the agreement of this document.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-344
· Acision has no comments to this document.
Disposition status: Acision has no problem with the agreement of this document.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-345
· Acision has no comments to this document.
Disposition status: Acision has no problem with the agreement of this document.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-349
· In general the concepts explained seem to be OK. However, it may be too difficult to achieve in a first version of CPM, especially the part where we can have different UPPs active on different devices.

· It is difficult to assess if the proposal really works in real-life, as we don’t have a full view of the CPM user preferences yet.
Disposition status: Acision has no problem with discussing the material in the contribution with PAG. Note that we need a joint meeting with PAG anyway to discuss the progress on the work PAG is doing for CPM.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-350
· Acision has no comments to this document.
Disposition status: Acision has no problem with the agreement of this document.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-351
· Acision has no comments to this document.
Disposition status: Acision has no problem with the agreement of this document.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-352
· Is it me, or doesn’t this contribution live up to the promise made in the “reason for change” section? There it is promised that new text is added, where the actual proposal only removes the comment box. ????

· However, despite that, Acision has no comments to this document.
Disposition status: Acision has no problem with the agreement of this document.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-354
· Acision fully agrees with the analysis and the recommendations of this document.
Disposition status: Acision has no problem with the agreement of this document.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-355
· Acision has no comments to this document.
Disposition status: Acision has no problem with the agreement of this document.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-356
· Don’t think that this contribution is appropriate as with these changes the document only talks about the generation of a 200 OK response, not about the actual sending of the generated 200 OK response to the SIP/IP core.
Disposition status: Acision objects to the agreement of this document for the reason explained above.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-358
· Acision has no comments to this document.
Disposition status: Acision has no problem with the agreement of this document.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-359 (LATE)
· This contribution needs to be handled together with document OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0316R01 when all contributors of both documents are available.

· Acision does not agree with the approach in this CR, for the following reasons:

· There is no need to make a distinction between the queue for deferred messages and the messages awaiting user decision. Also, the rationale given on temporary storage and more long term storage doesn’t hold as also for queued messages the recipient can be off-line. There is no reason to assume that queued messages would be stored for a shorter period of time than deferred messages.
· The mechanism for retrieval of deferred messages and handling of “queued” messaging (in the context of this contribution) is exactly the same (send notification, let user / client decide what to do, communicate with PF to handle decisions) so again there is no need to make a distinction here.

· It does not seem to be a constructive approach in trying to undo or redo previously agreed text without a very good reason to do so.

· Furthermore, why are in change 1 modifications made to the bullets that remain under the “defer” bullet? These changes are not appropriate and not related to the topic of the CR.
· In change 2, why is willingness removed from the reasons for deferral. Again this is not related to the topic of the CR.
Disposition status: Acision has a sustained objection to the agreement of this document for the reason explained above.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-360 (LATE)
· This contribution is related to contributions 0316R01 and 0359. The discussions on these documents should be resolved first.
· First sentence needs to be updated to also reflect the other cases in which a CPM Message can be deferred / queued, e.g. via user preferences.

· Change 1, step 6: Why is this a MAY? This should be a SHALL in the network.

· Change 1, step 6: Does this mean we don’t have a mechanism for setting an expiry time for a Large Mode CPM Message? ( This would be against the requirements.
· Change 1, step 7: What is this step about? I don’t understand what is being done here? We don’t have a requirement to retrieve information about deferred messages.

· Change 2: This doesn’t seem to be aligned with the SD. For instance, notifications can be sent before the CPM Client comes available, even in the push case.
Disposition status: Acision has a sustained objection to the agreement as it believes the proposal is incomplete and believes that the SD level discussions should be finished first.
4 Intellectual Property Rights

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

5 Recommendation

It is recommended that OMA MWG-CPM takes these comments into account when handling the contributions in the Montreal interim meeting.
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