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1 Reason for Change

To resolve the following RDRR comments:
	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 2007-0246

	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 2007-0246


	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 2007-0246


	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 2007-0246


	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 2007-0246


	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 2007-0246


	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 2007-0246


	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 2007-0246



2 Impact on Backward Compatibility

None.
3 Impact on Other Specifications

None.
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

Agree this CR.
6 Detailed Change Proposal

	Label
	Description
	Enabler Release

	CPM-HLF-001
	The CPM Enabler SHALL allow an integrated user experience centred around CPM Conversations.
	CPM V1.0

	CPM-HLF-002
	The CPM Enabler SHOULD NOT create changes to existing Non-CPM Messaging Services.
	CPM V1.0

	CPM-HLF-003
	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.
	CPM V1.0

	CPM-HLF-004
	The CPM Enabler SHALL allow the inclusion of URI schemes in a CPM Message.
	CPM V1.0

	CPM-HLF-005
	The CPM Enabler SHALL allow the CPM User to initiate a CPM Conversation using a CPM Address.
	CPM V1.0

	CPM-HLF-005a
	The CPM Enabler SHALL allow the CPM User to initiate a CPM Conversation with a non-CPM User using an appropriate address.
	CPM V1.0

	CPM-HLF-006
	The CPM Enabler SHALL support the use of privacy indications in CPM Messages, e.g. that requests that the content not be forwarded
	CPM V1.0

	CPM-HLF-007
	The CPM Enabler SHALL support the use of priority indications in CPM Messages.
	CPM V1.0

	CPM-HLF-008
	The CPM Enabler SHALL support the indication of an undisclosed or unidentified originator.
	CPM V1.0

	
	
	

	CPM-HLF-010
	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).
	CPM V1.0

	CPM-HLF-011
	The CPM User SHALL be able to store user preferences in multiple profiles and indicate one as an active profile. The profiles may be set for different scenario, such as Home, Office, Travel, Sleep, Meeting etc.
	CPM V1.0

	CPM-HLF-012
	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).
	CPM V1.0


Table 1: High-Level Functional Requirements













NO REPRESENTATIONS OR WARRANTIES (WHETHER EXPRESS OR IMPLIED) ARE MADE BY THE OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE OR ANY OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE MEMBER OR ITS AFFILIATES REGARDING ANY OF THE IPR’S REPRESENTED ON THE “OMA IPR DECLARATIONS” LIST, INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO THE ACCURACY, COMPLETENESS, VALIDITY OR RELEVANCE OF THE INFORMATION OR WHETHER OR NOT SUCH RIGHTS ARE ESSENTIAL OR NON-ESSENTIAL.

THE OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE IS NOT LIABLE FOR AND HEREBY DISCLAIMS ANY DIRECT, INDIRECT, PUNITIVE, SPECIAL, INCIDENTAL, CONSEQUENTIAL, OR EXEMPLARY DAMAGES ARISING OUT OF OR IN CONNECTION WITH THE USE OF DOCUMENTS AND THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THE DOCUMENTS.

USE OF THIS DOCUMENT BY NON-OMA MEMBERS IS SUBJECT TO ALL OF THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE USE AGREEMENT (located at http://www.openmobilealliance.org/UseAgreement.html) AND IF YOU HAVE NOT AGREED TO THE TERMS OF THE USE AGREEMENT, YOU DO NOT HAVE THE RIGHT TO USE, COPY OR DISTRIBUTE THIS DOCUMENT.

THIS DOCUMENT IS PROVIDED ON AN "AS IS" "AS AVAILABLE" AND "WITH ALL FAULTS" BASIS.

© 2007 Open Mobile Alliance Ltd.  All Rights Reserved.
Page 1 (of 4)
Used with the permission of the Open Mobile Alliance Ltd. under the terms as stated in this document.
[OMA-Template-ChangeRequest-20070101-I]

© 2007 Open Mobile Alliance Ltd.  All Rights Reserved.
Page 4 (of 4)
Used with the permission of the Open Mobile Alliance Ltd. under the terms as stated in this document.
[OMA-Template-ChangeRequest-20070101-I]

