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1 Reason for Contribution

Ericsson sadly can’t attend the Tel Aviv interim meeting but would like nevertheless to provide the following comments for your deliberation.

Our input document covers all contributions uploaded at the time of writing.

2 Summary of Contribution

Comments on uploaded contributions.
3 Detailed Proposal

OMA-COM-EVVM-2010-0012… which has been withdrawn per the portal… but just in case

Ericsson position: Request for clarification

Rationale:

1. req 1) SMS channel encryption: 

a. we do not understand the problem nor the solution which seems overly complex

b. As this is SMS, would it not be 3GPP’s job instead of OMA’s?

2. req 3) automatic client detection: 

a. WRT iPhone… how can we request that an OMA enabler applies to a proprietary product, and its unpublished interfaces? How would that be tested afterwards? What about forwards/backwards compatibility of EVVM WRT a proprietary product which might not have such requirements? Looks like it would be better for the OMA Enabler to publish its capabilities & lest proprietary products decide to adhere or not.

OMA-COM-EVVM-2010-0013… which has been withdrawn per the portal, and is a duplicate of 0012,

Ericsson position: see 0012.

Rationale:

OMA-COM-EVVM-2010-0014

Ericsson position: Request for clarification. See 0012.

Rationale: 

OMA-COM-EVVM-2010-0015

Ericsson position: Objection 

Rationale:

1. 001 – 003: Please clarify why there are VVM1.3 requirements as part of an OM EVVM RD. Are they there for background purposes? If so could they be put in an informative annex, at most?

2. 004: 

b. What is a TUI prompting (it is not in the RD –not defined nor abbreviated) & not in this CR. 

c. Assuming it stands for Telephone User Interface, we don’t see how this has an effect on greeting

3. 006: WRT “automatic resolution mechanism“, what is it? What needs to be resolved?

OMA-COM-EVVM-2010-0016

Ericsson position: Objection

Rationale:

1. 00x: The way we understand the requirement this is about interworking. Same comment as for 023.

OMA-COM-EVVM-2010-0017

Ericsson position: No comment

Rationale:

OMA-COM-EVVM-2010-0018

Ericsson position: Objection

Rationale:
1. 001: Please clarify why there are VVM1.3 requirements as part of an OM EVVM RD. Are they there for background purposes? If so could they be put in an informative annex, at most?

2. 003: we find inappropriate to have an “etc” in a requirement. This makes he requirement open bounded, hard to fulfill, & impossible to test afterwards.

3. 004: We do not understand this requirement.

a. What is the intent here? As far as we know the iPhone does not support OMTP’s VVM, so what is being requested?

b. How can we request that an OMA enabler applies to a proprietary product, and its unpublished interfaces? How would that be tested afterwards? What about forwards/backwards compatibility of EVVM WRT a proprietary product which might not have such requirements? Looks like it would be better for the OMA Enabler to publish its capabilities & lest proprietary products decide to adhere or not.

OMA-COM-EVVM-2010-0019
Ericsson position: Objection
Rationale: See comments on OMA-COM-EVVM-2010-0023
OMA-COM-EVVM-2010-0020
Ericsson position: No comment

Rationale:

OMA-COM-EVVM-2010-0021
Ericsson position: Objection
Rationale:

1. 001: 

a. we find inappropriate to have an “etc” in a requirement. This makes he requirement open bounded, hard to fulfill, & impossible to test afterwards.

b. we do not understand what is the intent of these reqs. Per our understanding of OMTP’s VVM, VVM is already bearer agnostic. And should stay. Are these reqs restating this fact? If so we see no value in them.

c. Furthermore, reference to ADSL surprises us. If this is a mobile requirement the OMA EVVM enabler is, in our opinion, the wrong place to add such a requirement.

2. 002: 

a. Per our understanding of OMTP’s VVM spec, once VVM is disabled then the user has to retrieve his Voice mails the “standard” way (e.g., gets an SMS notification of how many/what types of v-mails he has, dials in his voice mail system). We do not see what this requirements adds besides stating that when VVM is not active one should dial in… which does not seem to be needed in an EVVM enabler RS.
OMA-COM-EVVM-2010-0022

Ericsson position: Objection
Rationale:

1. 003 & 004: 

a. we find inappropriate to have an “etc” in a requirement. This makes he requirement open bounded, hard to fulfill, & impossible to test afterwards.

b. These 2 confuse us as, the way we read them, requirements ask for ensuring no disruption in RF coverage… which we don’t see that could be solved in an OMA service level enabler. Should the requirements be reworded according to the lines of what EVVM should do in terms of connectivity loss?

OMA-COM-EVVM-2010-0023

Ericsson position: Objection 
Rationale:

2. slide 3: is the SMS System the SMS originator’s system?

3. slide 4 & overall:

a. it seems suboptimal to request EVVM to have an interface allowing SMS as input. We don’t get why imposing this to the EVVM enabler

b. What would seem more appropriate to us would be using a generic interworking unit to do text to voice conversion (not solely SMS to voice). An idea here would be to expand the functionalities of CPM’s interworking unit which has been developed as a standalone reusable enabler. 

OMA-COM-EVVM-2010-0024

Ericsson position: Request for clarification
Rationale:

1. 00x: Is the requirement indirectly requesting support of multi types of attachment (which we understand is not covered in OMTP’s VVM? If so wee see value & support providing the requirement is clarified/expanded to say so.

2. 00z: we are unclear about the real meaning/intent. It it is that the client should be able to fetch solely the text part we are fine we do see value & support providing the requirement is clarified/expanded to say so.

OMA-COM-EVVM-2010-0025

Ericsson position: Request for clarification
Rationale:

1. req xxx: 

a. the way we do understand this requirement you are asking for a network forced EVVM service deactivation, which would result in the client not receiving an VVMs but “traditional” VVM advices (e.g., gets an SMS notification of how many/what types of v-mails he has). 

b. We do understand that today’s OMTP’s VVM allow the operator to deactivate VVM… which results in the same behaviour that the new requirement would result in. 

c. As well… we see this as a VVM server feature, and if it is what is intended by the contributor we miss why it would be a topic for standardization.

OMA-COM-EVVM-2010-0026
Ericsson position: Request for clarification
Rationale:
1. req xxx, yyy & zzz: 

a. Sorry but we are lost here. We are afraid that we do not get the scenario the contributor has in mind.

b. For now, this looks to us being a client issue, and not an EVVM server issue, as if I do have a multi client phone, this v mail forwarding to MMS should be solved at the client level & not at the EVVM server level (question: if this is perceived as a server issue, on which basis would the server know what media to do the forwarding to, & to which recipient/identifier?).

c. Another perturbing point is the delivery & read reports.
i.  It typically requires acknowledgement capabilities from the recipient’s side (not trivial for req yyy: SMS & req zzz: e-mail). Furthermore to whom would the read-report/ack be sent to?
ii. Typically message forwarding is between an AS and a user, the B that forward the message is not in the loop.
iii. As well, what if the message is forwarded and no delivered? Shoud it still be delivered to B when it comes back in communication? Should it get any (req zzz) SMS that a message has been forwarded to? Where to store the message if it has (as an example) a copy service on B activated?
OMA-COM-EVVM-2010-0027
Ericsson position: Objection
Rationale:

1. 001 - 004: Please clarify why there are VVM1.3 requirements as part of an OM EVVM RD. Are they there for background purposes? If so could they be put in an informative annex, at most?

2. 005: The way we understand the requirement, this is about the network triggering service activation/deactivation. OMTP VVM has a status message (8.1.4) that seems to do this function. We fail to see how this requirement differs.

3. 006: We fail to understand the proposed requirement. OMTP VVM supports SMS format which is device type based (8) that seems to do this function. We fail to see how the added value of this requirement.

4. 007: same comment as for AT&T’s CR on v-mail attachment

5. 008: The way we understand this proposed requirement is about interworking. Same comment as for 0023.

OMA-COM-EVVM-2010-0028

Ericsson position: Need a week day 24 hour review period, post upload
Rationale: Contribution late (not uploaded at the time of this INP writing)

OMA-COM-EVVM-2010-0029

Ericsson position: Need a week day 24 hour review period, post upload
Rationale: Contribution late (not uploaded at the time of this INP writing)

OMA-COM-EVVM-2010-0030

Ericsson position: Need a week day 24 hour review period, post upload
Rationale: Contribution late (not uploaded at the time of this INP writing)

OMA-COM-EVVM-2010-0031
Ericsson position: Need a week day 24 hour review period, post upload
Rationale: Contribution late (not uploaded at the time of this INP writing)

OMA-COM-EVVM-2010-0032
Ericsson position: Agreed
Rationale: (
4 Intellectual Property Rights
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5 Recommendation

The group is recommended to discuss and accept proposed requirements. 
We kindly ask that revisions done on the contributions we comment be submitted to the usual COM 24 hours pre-agreement review period, so we can ensure our comment have been incorporated at our satisfaction.
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