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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 Shenzhen interim meeting.
Note: Revisions of this document come available as more contributions are reviewed and/or uploaded.

2 Summary of Contribution

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

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0491R02
· Acision does not agree that translation the destination address solely based on the user preferences XDMS will be a suitable solution, as users in general do no maintain these kinds of preferences. Tying our solution to the user preferences will result in an unsuccessful interworking functionality.
· Acision firmly believes that other sources of information (HSS, ENUM, proprietary databases) should be taken into account as well. Also, in some deployments a simple textual translation can be in order (e.g. when the SIP/IP Core uses SIP URI’s where the username part is the MSISDN).
· Acision doesn’t believe that the exact method to translate the destination address should be subject to standardisation. Just mention in this section that the address is translated on the basis of interrogating a number of external databases, or by simple translation logic.
Disposition status: Acision objects to the agreement of this CR. This is a sustained objection.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0501R04, OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0501R05 & OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0501R06
· Acision has co-signed the R06 revision of this change request.
Disposition status: Acision has no problems with agreeing to revision R06. All previous versions should be noted.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0548R02
· General: this proposal seems to be a big push for a set of IMAP extensions, without any real need from CPM for it. As far as Acision can see, all the meta-data that is really needed are message level flags (e.g. /Seen, /Read, maybe some CPM proprietary flags) which can be handled with the standard STORE command. Acision prefers that the CPM Message Storage specification mandates the use of the STORE command and allows the use of the METADATA and ANNOTATE extension to provide additional optional tagging functionality. This for a lower implementation effort required to support the main CPM functionality without having to resort to relatively new IMAP extensions.
· General: Please don’t restate what is already in the RFCs. Just indicate what IMAP commands and IMAP extensions the CPM Client should support including a reference to the proper RFCs.
· The “(e.g. Access Control List data)” is not handled by the METADATA extension. Remove that e.g. list.

· The Note that is added seems to be misplaced. It needs to be moved under the Message Meta-data level.

Disposition status: Acision objects to the agreement of this document, unless the above mentioned issues have been resolved.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0557R01
· In the grand scheme of things for CPM, Acision has no wishes to maintain its comments to this document.
Disposition status: Acision has no problems with agreeing to this document.

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0574
· This document is related to document 2009-0651 on the SD. Discussions on that document must have been finalized before this document can be disposed off.

· Acision has the same fundamental issues to this document as for document 2009-0651.
Disposition status: Acision objects to the agreement of this document. This is a sustained objection.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0581
· Acision submitted this document.
Disposition status: Acision promotes the agreement on this document.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0601R01
· Acision has no comments to this contribution.

Disposition status: Acision has no problems with agreeing to this document.

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0633R02
· Contribution shows the weakness of the currently used translation tables, where it is very difficult to give specific instructions on how to populate fields.

· See proposed solution for document 2009-0649 in not mentioning any details for the mappings and just mentioning that the 2 sets of 3 headers are related to each other in an implementation specific way.
Disposition status: Acision objects to the agreement on this document, unless its comments are taken into account.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0644
· In general, Acision has no comments to this contribution. However, it wants to note that although this text is a good start, we need to specify how notifications are sent from the Message Storage Server to the Message Storage Client.
Disposition status: Acision has no problems with agreeing to this document; with the caveat pointed out that this is not the last work that is needed on notifications.

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0645
· In the definition of the folder object, please describe that the folder object matches to the mailbox concept described in RFC3501.

· Don’t like the use of a special namespace in the mailbox names. Can’t we just use normal mailbox names?

· In the definition of the message object, please describe that the message object matches the message concept described in RFC3501.

· We need more details for the Session History object. It is not enough to just state that it is a special kind of message object. For each of the events specified in the SD for the storage of session histories we need to define how they look like, otherwise there will be interoperability problems between clients and servers.
Disposition status: Acision has no problems with agreeing to this contribution, when the above mentioned issues have been resolved. The last issue mentioned may be handled in a follow-up change request.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0646R01
· Acision co-signed this document.
Disposition status: Acision promotes the agreement on this document.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0647R01
· Don´t understand slides 5 and 6, as a lot of context is missing. Maybe we should look at more end-to-end flows, from the beginning of a conversation to the end.

· Maybe we shouldn’t try to be this specific, and just say that the msg-id, In-Reply-To and References headers on the SMTP side are related to the Conversation-ID, Contribution-ID, and InReplyTo-Contribution-Id headers on the CPM side and that their relation is implementation dependent.
Disposition status: Acision doubts whether the recommendations in the contribution are correct.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0649R01
· Acision prefers the contribution it co-signed on this topic (document 2009-0646R01).

· Acision disagrees with the addition of the possibility to still retrieve deferred messages individually after their expiry. This is in violation of the concepts described in the RD.
· Also, why is only retrieving after expiry supported, there are other possibilities that a user can select on a notification of a deferred message (e.g. reject, store to MSS, interwork). There is no reason to allow retrieval after expiry, but not the other actions.

· Acision believes that if LGE and the co-signers really want to allow this, then it can easily be done in an implementation specific manner, by searching for the message in the MSS (using the information of the notification, like originator address, subject, conversation & contribution ID) and then retrieving the found message. The interface towards the MSS allows this.
Disposition status: Acision objects to the agreement of this document. This is a sustained objection.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0650
· Acision doesn’t understand the purpose of this input contribution. We believe the description in the SD on disposition notifications is good enough and doesn’t have any holes in it.

· Acision doesn’t understand why the topic of recording to the MSS is brought in the scope of this contribution. That has no effect at all on the sending of disposition notifications.

· Why is the delivery notification generated by the CPM PF in case of deliver to the clients and recording to store?

· Why is the delivery notification generated by the CPM PF is case of defer and recording to the store?

· In the interworking cases the delivery notification will be sent by the IWF, not by the clients. For some non-CPM communication services the clients are not involved in the generation of delivery notifications.

· Recommendations: Please indicate where you think changes are needed. As mentioned in comment 1, Acision doesn’t believe that the current approach has flaws in it.
Disposition status: Acision disagrees with the recommendations of this input contribution.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0651
· Observation: Document 2009-0509R01 has not been agreed, so why align the SD with it?

· Acision has fundamental issues with the user preferences processing model as proposed by LGE, as it is considered to be too inflexible. Acision has in extensive off-line discussions already demonstrated that the model proposed by LGE will quickly lead to very complex rules that are impossible to be set up by normal CPM Users.

· Acision does not believe that ordering the importance of the different actions that can be taken on incoming CPM Messages is a proper solution towards the future.

· Acision believes that more time needs to be spent on defining the use-cases that we want to support with the user preferences based on a number of different service examples. So far we have only discussed about proposed technical solutions, without going into the details of these use cases. The result has been that it has been relatively easy to bring in arguments as to why a proposed solution wasn’t fit for purpose. Acision suggests that, due to lack of time, the topic of user preferences is dropped from CPM 1.0, and made a high priority item for a CPM 1.1 release. This is based on the observation that it is very easy now to mess up the user preferences topic for good (and thus any future CPM versions) because of short-sightedness and not having properly analyzed the problem at hand.
Disposition status: Acision objects to the agreement of this document. This is a sustained objection.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0652
· Acision has no comments to this contribution.

Disposition status: Acision has no problems with agreeing to this document.

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0654
· Acision has no comments to this contribution.

Disposition status: Acision has no problems with agreeing to this document.

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0655R01
· Change 2: The changes to the figure are not correct. The ISF may interact with the Presence and XDM enablers and need the link to the SIP/IP Core for that. The IWF uses the CPM-PF1 interface for the non-CPM(CPM interworking and needs the link to the SIP/IP Core for that.

· Change 3: Why removing the text about interworking functionality in the SIP/IP Core. This is still valid, even when we changed the architecture to use direct interactions. Suggest to keep the text and just change “route” into “send”.

· Changes 4 & 5: Why are the sentences on the dependency on the SIP/IP removed? This is not related to the Interworking routing architecture at all. These sentences should not be removed.
Disposition status: Acision objects to the agreement of this document, unless all the above comments have been resolved.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0656R01
· Acision has no comments to this contribution.

Disposition status: Acision has no problems with agreeing to this document.

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0657
· Acision believes it is too late now to bring in new requirements for CPM 1.0.
· This requirement is too vague. What is CPM supposed to do here? We need a solid set of requirements on how CPM would use CAB to “enhance user experience”.

· Acision suggests to not add this requirement now, and to work on a solid set of requirements for CPM 1.1 on how CPM would use CAB and for what functionality.
Disposition status: Acision objects to the agreement of this document. This is a sustained objection.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0659R01
· Rephrase step 4a to: ”the CPM Client MAY check if there are other files to be transferred to the same destination”. This is clearer.
· Rephrase start of step 4b to: “if there are other files to be transferred and the CPM Client ...”. This is clearer and easier to understand.
Disposition status: Acision has no problems with agreeing to this document, when the above mentioned editorial issues have been resolved.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0660
· This is an input contribution. Acision will provide comments to the individual change requests.
Disposition status: Acision suggests noting this input contribution.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0661
· General: Please use change marks to indicate the changes / additions. Now we just have to “guess” what is being added, even though it is obvious for most changes.

· Change 2: If we include a normative reference to the SEC_CF AD we don’t need this reference to the ERELD anymore. Just remove it.

· Changes 3 & 4: Why introduce these definitions and abbreviations? They are not even used in the rest of the CR. Acision suggests to introduce these definitions and abbreviations in the CRs that are proposing to use them.

· Change 5: Why is the new text red? Do you really want to introduce red text in the AD? Please use proper change marks. 
Disposition status: Acision objects to the agreement of this document, unless all the above comments have been resolved.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0662
· General: Please use change marks to indicate the changes / additions. Now we just have to “guess” what is being added, even though it is mostly obvious.

· Change 1: Why are the additions in red? Do you really want to introduce red boxes in the AD? Please use proper change marks.

· Change 1: Don’t introduce internal components of the supporting enablers in the CPM diagrams. If you want to do this, then just introduce SEC CF in those new boxes.

· Change 2: Why is the new text red? Do you really want to introduce red text in the AD? Please use proper change marks.
· Change 2: The added text is difficult to understand. Why not rephrase to: “The Security Enabler for the security of the interactions between the functional components of the CPM Enabler”.

· Change 3: I don’t understand this change. Shouldn’t the server components of the CPM Enabler also interact with the Security Enabler? How is the security enabler do it’s work otherwise?
Disposition status: Acision objects to the agreement of this document, unless all the above comments have been resolved.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0663
· Please specify what functionality of the Security Common Functions enabler the CPM enabler will use. Don’t just advertise the capabilities of the Security Common Functions enabler. See the other sections for examples.
Disposition status: Acision objects to the agreement of this document, unless the above comment has been resolved.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0664
· Acision has no comments to this contribution.

Disposition status: Acision has no problems with agreeing to this document.

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0665
· Acision has no comments to this contribution.

Disposition status: Acision has no problems with agreeing to this document.

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0666
· Acision has no comments to this contribution.

Disposition status: Acision has no problems with agreeing to this document.

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0667
· Change 3: The change to CPM Contribution_ID is not necessary, as the term relates to the CPM definition not the header name. Suggest to replace the underscore with a space, though.
Disposition status: Acision has no problems with agreeing to this document, when the above mentioned editorial issue has been resolved.

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0668
· Don’t use “OMA” in the version number. Leave it at CPM-serv/1.0 or CPM-client/1.0.

· How does this newly proposed appendix relate to the already present appendix D?
Disposition status: Acision objects to the agreement of this document, unless comment #2 can be clarified.

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0669
· Acision co-signed this document.
Disposition status: Acision promotes the discussion of this document and recommends following up on the recommendations.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0670
· Acision disagrees with adding the proposed text to the CPM specifications. This is specifying implementation details that shouldn’t be described. If we want to have the PF evaluate the user preferences when a CPM Client registers with the CPM Service then we should just state that, without specifying how the PF resolves the user preferences.
Disposition status: Acision objects to the agreement of this document. This is a sustained objection.

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0671
· Acision has no comments to this contribution.

Disposition status: Acision has no problems with agreeing to this document.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0672
· Disagree with this resolution. We have to find a way to support an expiry time for Large Message Mode CPM Messages and then use this manner to populate the Time of Expiry MM4 field.
Disposition status: Acision objects to the agreement of this document. This is a sustained objection.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0674
· Acision has no comments to this contribution.

Disposition status: Acision has no problems with agreeing to this document.

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0675
· Acision has no comments to this contribution.

Disposition status: Acision has no problems with agreeing to this document.

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0676
· Acision has no comments to this contribution.

Disposition status: Acision has no problems with agreeing to this document.

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0677
· Acision has no comments to this contribution.

Disposition status: Acision has no problems with agreeing to this document.

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0678
· Acision has no comments to this contribution.

Disposition status: Acision has no problems with agreeing to this document.

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0679
· The term CPM Conversation History is added to the Interworking TS, but is not used anywhere in the TS, nor is it expected that it would be used in the future. Don’t add that term.
Disposition status: Acision has no problems with agreeing to this document, when the above comment has been resolved.

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0680
· ENUM looks a bit odd as an abbreviation. I know that some sources claim that this is the official abbreviation of the term that is being proposed, but I would suggest to move ENUM to the definitions section and explain there what it is with a proper reference to RFC3953.
Disposition status: Acision has no problems with agreeing to this document, when the above comment has been resolved.

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0681
· Acision has no comments to this contribution.

Disposition status: Acision has no problems with agreeing to this document.

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0682
· Acision has no comments to this contribution.

Disposition status: Acision has no problems with agreeing to this document.

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0683
· Acision has no comments to this contribution.

Disposition status: Acision has no problems with agreeing to this document.

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0684
· This document is related to document 2009-0651 on the SD. Discussions on that document must have been finalized before this document can be disposed off.

· This document is in the same situation as document 2009-0574 (it is the Pager Mode counterpart of that document).

· Acision has the same fundamental issues to this document as for documents 2009-0651 and 2009-0574.
Disposition status: Acision objects to the agreement of this document. This is a sustained objection.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0686R01
· In 7.2.2, instead of simply deleting the editor’s note, please include a reference to section 7.2.7, just like was done in the Pager Mode section (and was modified in this CR ( step 9 of section 7.2.1).
Disposition status: Acision has no problems with agreeing to this document, when the above comment has been resolved.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0687R01
· Acision has no comments to this contribution.

Disposition status: Acision has no problems with agreeing to this document.

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0688
· Acision disagrees with the resolution of these editor’s notes. It was decided that also in Large Message Mode CPM Message we are using the IMDN CPIM-headers to indicate wither disposition notifications are requested. Therefore the tables must be updated to point to the Disposition-Notification IMDN/CPIM header instead of the MSRP Failure-Report and Success-Report headers.
Disposition status: Acision objects to the agreement of this document, unless the above comment has been resolved.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0689
· Acision disagrees with the removal of this row from the table. See the comments to contribution 2009-0672. We need to find a resolution for specifying an expiry time for Large Message Mode CPM Messages.

· Please remove ‘Expires’ in the CPM column, and replace comments field with an editor’s note.
Disposition status: Acision objects to the agreement of this document, unless the above comments have been resolved.

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0691
· Acision believes that trying to guess the intentions of a CPM User it too dangerous to be implemented in CPM specifications. What if CPM User 2 intents to start a new conversation from device 2? In that case the proposed solution does the wrong thing.

· Acision doesn’t believe that this situation should be supported if there is no synchronisation between the two CPM Clients. If there is synchronisation, then device 2 can know the proper conversation and contribution ids and then this scheme doesn’t have to be implemented.

· Acision believes that the proposed resolution is a client internal implementation issue. If the CPM Client has to change the Contribution ID, then it can also ensure that it stays unique within the conversation. There is no need to update the CPM specifications for this.
Disposition status: Acision doesn’t think that the CPM specifications have to be updated for this.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0692
· See the comments to contribution 2009-0691.
· Acision doesn’t believe that the CPM specifications need to be updated.
Disposition status: Acision objects to the agreement of this document. This is a sustained objection.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0693
· Acision has no comments to this contribution.

Disposition status: Acision has no problems with agreeing to this document.

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0694
· Why don’t we use the same Request-URI as is being used for retrieving deferred messages (i.e. “CPMDeferredMsgHndlg@<hostname> for the CPM service in the Home CPM Network of the CPM User”)?
Disposition status: Acision has no problem with the agreement of this document, when the above mentioned issues have been handled.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0695
· Acision submitted this document.
Disposition status: Acision promotes the agreement on this document.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0696
· Acision submitted this document.
Disposition status: Acision promotes the agreement on this document.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0697
· Acision submitted this document.
Disposition status: Acision promotes the agreement on this document.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0698
· Acision has no comments to this contribution.

Disposition status: Acision has no problems with agreeing to this document.
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5 Recommendation

It is recommended that OMA MWG-CPM takes these comments into account when handling the contributions in the Bangalore interim meeting.
It is also recommended that OMA MWG-CPM, in case of uncertainty on particular comments, contacts the author of this document for clarifications, rather than guessing towards the intention.
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