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1 Reason for Contribution

This contribution summarizes the comments NSN has on on-time submissions to the Montreal meeting taking place July 21 through 23, 2009. Ordering follows the agenda.

Comments on late contributions will be added in a revision as far as possible. This will be pursued in the order such documents are listed in the agenda.
2 Summary of Contribution

n/a
3 Detailed Proposal

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0357r01
Subject: agenda of this meeting
Overall: see Details
Details: All documents on deferred message handling should be discussed together on Thursday. This affects documents 273, 316r01 and 336r04.
Document 354 by NSN is intended for the Singapore meeting.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0340
Subject: minutes of previous meeting
Overall: NSN agrees with the document as is
Details: none

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0273
Subject: Deferred Message handling
Overall: NSN disagrees
Details: as discussed in the last confcall, this document should be noted once CR 336r0x on the RD has been agreed. Further, all documents in this area should be discussed together on Thursday. This affects documents 273, 316r01 and late revision 336r04.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0316r01
Subject: Deferred Messaging handling
Overall: our document
Details: none
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0343
Subject: routing in SIP
Overall: support
Details: none

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0297r01
Subject: DN
Overall: doubts
Details: SIMPLE IM was facing the same issues. We do not see why the SIMPLE IM solution should not apply here as well. Did the authors study how SIMPLE IM approached this?

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0341
Subject: handling messages with reference to media
Overall: improvements needed
Details: it seems the authors refer to IMAP URIs when talking about a URL in this context. If so, please mention the proper RFC (probably RFC5092) and how the PF receives the URI from the CPM Message Storage Server.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0342
Subject:  recording history
Overall:  improvements needed
Details: step 2: RFC3501 does not describe how to send a CPIM body in SIP Message to an IMAP Store. You need to explain in more detail how the CPM message is being transformed into something that can be uploaded to an IMAP store and how this is being done. Similar comments apply to the other steps. More detail is needed on each step.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0356
Subject: final response
Overall: disagree
Details: The existing text is written such that step 5 only generates a response message (which is patched with additional information in steps 6 and 7) and only being sent in step 8. At least, this is my understanding of the existing text. If step 5 can be understood as also sending, it might need some clarification.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0344
Subject: IWF TS scope reduction
Overall: agree
Details: while we trust Ericsson to having properly executed the Boston decision, it is still bewildering to see SIMPLE IM being removed from interworking. Without SIMPLE IM interworking, CPM will not fit into RCS.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0345
Subject: template notes
Overall: agree
Details: none
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0350
Subject: IWF TS intro text
Overall: agree
Details: none
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0351
Subject:  IWF TS scope reduction
Overall:  agree
Details: while this seems correct, it might be better to present the list of non-CPM communication services in only one place in the TS. Otherwise, maintenance later on will become more cumbersome.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0352
Subject: IWF TS section 5
Overall: disagree
Details: the Reason for Change promises new text but none is given.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0349
Subject: user preferences
Overall: disagree
Details: this slideset is confusing and hard to understand. It should not be presented outside CPM before improvements on wording and exposition will have been executed. Detailed comments:
slide #3: why should some preferences be specific to a UPP? Or does the author mean that the values of some preferences might differ from UPP to UPP?
slide #3: Are context specific preferences the same as UPP specific preferences?
slide #4: what does it mean for a General level preference to be “precise”?
slide #4: what are contact level preferences?
slide #4: what does “differed” mean? Deferred?
slide #4: many more unclarities on detailed level which make it difficult to understand what is meant.
slide #5: similar issues
slide #6: what is “personal text”? There is no such concept in CPM. In general, the example given here seems related to Presence rather than to CPM.
slide #6: it does not become clear what “context” means here as the example is already misleading.
later slides: similar issues as above. The slideset should be improved regarding understandability before continuing discussion. 
Substance wise, this slideset seems to take the second step before taking the first: CPM still lacks a clear list of user preferences. Only, then it would make sense to talk about more advanced capabilities like UPP.
4 Intellectual Property Rights
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5 Recommendation

The participants to the Montreal meeting are asked to take the above comments into regard.
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