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1 Reason for Contribution

As NSN cannot attend the Shenzhen Interim Meeting, we provide our comments in written form to the meeting.
2 Summary of Contribution

We went over the submitted documents in the order they appear on the agenda. 
Via revisions, more comments will be added as far as possible. 

3 Detailed Proposal
RD

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0469
Overall: disagree
Details: A CPM session can contain messages. Calling these messages “text” now would only cause confusion. Also, the difference between CPM Conversation and CPM Session should be quite clear. A CPM Conversation is a container for stand-alone CPM Messages and CPM Sessions that are related. A Session is real-time and can, in contrast to stand-alone messaging, carry real-time media.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0453
Overall: disagree
Details: Change 1: the use case is about media exchanged during a CPM Conversation. So, they are recorded into the Message Store, not the Media Store. So, the modification of the use case is inappropriate. In addition, it is better to keep the use cases untouched. There would be many more reasons to change them (descoping other issues, other decisions partly devaluating use cases). It seems a futile attempt to keep the use cases in sync with the progress we make on the actual requirements and the technical specs.
Change 2: the proposed new requirement “The CPM Enabler SHALL be able to store Media in a Content Storage Server” is too unspecific. For instance, we would need to add that the Content Store is user-specific (rather than an anonymous Enabler being able to dump things in a central place). Adding a new requirement does not really help. However, we agree that the RD has issues that we might need to fix. STOR-007, for instance, “The CPM Enabler SHALL allow an Authorized Principal to use Media independently of the CPM Messages, CPM File Transfers or CPM Session Histories they were attached to” refers to capabilities of a Media Storage Server. It would be better to mark this one as “Future”. In addition, if we want to be correct in the RD, we need to revisit all requirements and assess 1 by 1 how the descoping of the Media Storage affects the particular requirement.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0478
Overall: disagree
Details: the minutes of the telco referred do not indicate any agreement on removing priority:

Mike: Is priority concept is similar as in e-mail? 

LGE: There was a discussion but no conclusion was reached.
So, with the given rationale, we cannot agree to remove this concept.

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0471
Overall: revise
Details: The editor might also indicate the timespan covered by this summary (changes to the RD in the timespan from xxx to yyy). This is not critical though.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0421
Overall: disagree
Details: Formal side: It is inappropriate to attach a marked-up copy of a multi-megabyte document for proposing two localized changes to the document as this wastes resources and makes it unnecessarily hard for the reader to identify the proposed changes.

Content wise, this CR is agreeable as we agreed 442r01 in Singapore where we agreed on the approach to define video share as a CPM-based Service.The Singapore Minutes indicate how to amend the CPM-based Service approach such that video sharing will be sufficiently described.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0448
Overall: disagree
Details: The submitters claim to simplify the existing procedure (without substantiating what is wrong with the existing proposal and why their proposal is simpler). However, using participant information subscribe/notify/unsubscribe just for morphing a session does not sound right as is a complicated way to achieve something unrelated to participant information. What is wrong with the existing solution?
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0461
Overall: revise
Details: Deferring a Large Message and sending a notification may indeed be a route to take under specific circumstances. But if we go down the route of specifying these circumstances, we need to be more complete: for instance, there might be another “error” occurring in the terminating PF as the PF rejects the message for one or the other reason. In this case, deferral would not happen. So, the phrase “an error” from this contribution needs to be made more specific (possibly stating that the user may be unwilling to receive, may not be registered, etc). Another “error” might be that the end user does not exist anymore, etc.
Also, we should introduce an Editor’s Note that we need to handle all delivery scenarios that are possible in the terminating PF.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0473
Overall: revise
Details: There is no CPM traffic outside a CPM Conversation. Hence, the “may be” in “A File Transfer Session may be linked to an existing CPM Conversation by including an indication of that CPM Conversation in the session initiation request.” needs to be replaced by “is”.

The feature “After a File Transfer has completed, both sides should leave the session open for a certain amount of time” does not reflect long debates during the RD phase where operators insisted on not exposing the user to session concepts unless absolutely needed. If this feature is important from an efficiency point of view, it must be worded such that the CPM Clients take care of technicalities (like keeping a session open for some amount of time and then closing it if no further traffic). The user cannot be burdened with such tasks. So, either drop this feature or be more explicit, avoiding the loose phrases “sender” or “side” and rather use originating/terminating user/client.

Comparing this CR to CR #474 on 1-to-many file transfer, CR #474 does not keep the session open for some time (in contrast to CR #473). The handling in CR #474 seems quite appropriate. So why doing it differently in #473?

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0474
Overall: revise
Details: the SD never uses the terms “1-N” or “1-Many”. Rather, it talks about groups then (we previously used “1-N” but changed this then).

In section on session modification, file transfer is restricted to one file. Why? Note that this is in conflict with the definition of CPM File Transfer.

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0477
Overall: unclear
Details: CPM uses IMAP for the Message Storage and IMAP does also do the synchronization between Clients and Server. So, can it happen at all that there are different folders (or inboxes) on client vs server side? A change to the folder structure on the one side will generate a sync to the folder structure the other side. And manually putting a message into folder A on the client side, while PF stores it in folder B on the server side … wouldn’t that result in the message being in both places? Alternatively, the manual interaction by the user may result in the message being deleted from folder B and only be found in folder B. 

In any case, IMAP rules should govern this rather than us imposing specific handling here. The proposed text is irritating and not understood.
User Preferences
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0451
Overall: thanks for the contribution!
Details: slides #3-10: it seems futile to analyze the mentionings of preferences in the use cases. The use cases in the RD are not in full sync with the requirements and intended for illustration only.

slide #11: priority was meant for messages to be differentiated by priority. A user may wish to have high priority messages be immediately pushed to all his devices, while low priority would be stored in message store.

slide #12: the differentiation should not be between pager-mode-message and message-session (for large messages) but between messages and invitations for CPM Sessions. The conditions should be changed accordingly.

Even if not due to this requirement, we need condition for message size, by which a user may be able to, say, defer any message larger than 1 Megabyte (or send it to Store or …). Note that the 1300 bytes limit is a technical artefact and has no role in user preferences. 

Blacklist missing as condition.

slide #13: propose to defer the possibility of devices having different active UPPs from first release as it is not well understood how to work around possible contradictions (ex: UPP A may have setting X for a preference while UPP B may have setting Y for same preference, leading to contradictions) 

slide #14: propose to defer preferences per contact or category of contacts to future release as there is no standardized notion of contact available (CAB is not done yet)

propose to defer notion of settings per device to future release as might not be feasible to work around possible contradictions between settings (ex: preference for device A may mandate to defer message X while preference for device B may mandate to deliver it immediately)

slide #15: HLF-016/018/019 are requirements that belong to Presence or CAB. Delete them from CPM and ask other groups to handle them in their enablers in a more appropriate form.

slide #17: there seem to be copy&paste errors: “deliver” will not refer to Msg Store but to delivery to CPM Clients. Similarly, the explanation of “defer”.

Disagree with the Ericsson comment to remove “Ask User”. It might be more appropriate though to call this “Ask client side” as it can be client, user or client-side application doing the decision.

“Redirect” may be needed due to CONV-005.

slide #18: “defer” has nothing to do with delivery to MsgStore. In general, the actions are the same as in the “registered” case from previous slides. Only, the “deliver” is not feasible.

slide #19: the preferences part of CONV-004 was to cover scenarios where a user wants to express things like “no video files to my red mobile”. Would not object though if people want to leave this out for the time being. 

slide #20: CONV-006 is not covered by slide 17 as CONV-002 only indicates if to deliver to store or not. Note two things: first, deliver to MsgStore is different from recording to MsgStore. Recording can always happen, independent of how the message is delivered (recording can happen even if message is interworked or other delivery scenarios are taken). CONV-006 asks us to define preferences that can steer how recording happens, especially for cutting down on the amount of data being stored.

slide #21: regarding the Ericsson comment “Auto accept is a client feature and does not require a user preference” this seems to assume that only server-side preferences are preferences. Why can’t we have client-side preferences? Such client-side preferences may not be realized with XDMS but, more probably, by device-dependent means to set and evaluate device settings. Still, we can define in our spec what settings a device has to offer to users and now they should be used.

slide #26: the user preferences in MED-003 are obscure. Shouldn’t we delete them from the requirement?

slide #28:agree with Ericsson on “no” for the first question. For the second questions, preferences can be changed at any point of time. Question is when they are evaluated. Propose to evaluate preferences only at start of session. So, a change to preferences during a session has no effect on the ongoing session. However, we have a requirement to dynamically switch recording on/off. This is not a user preference however, but an intervention by the user that has to be handled accordingly.

slide #29: we should model this according to what IMAP offers.

slide #31: this requirement can be realized by storing the full message into the MsgStore and sending the message without said Media to the Client(s). Follow-on sync then can retrieve the full message.

Unclear what this has to do with File Transfer.

slide #33: do not understand what MLD-019 has to do with UPP. This should be independent of UPP. A UPP is a collection of user preferences, with specific settings for these preferences. Devices specific preferences should be independent of the UPP concept.

slide #35: do not fight for user preferences at this point of time. Maybe, later on we can add user preferences for this. In general, whenever we feel unsure how to model a user preference for this or that we should consider dropping this user preference from the first release. 

slide #36: remove user preferences from IWF-022 as this brings complications for little gain (most of the time, the target user on the non-CPM side will not be a CPM user and hence not have user preferences)

slide #37: for IWF-008, eliminate user preferences for same reason as on IWF-022. 

for IWF-010, eliminate user preferences and enable the conversational view by default.

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0480
Overall: see our comments on 451
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0475
Overall: disagree
Details: slide #11 shows one of the problems of UPP: only certain preferences can be in a UPP. For instance, preferences describing rejection and storing cannot be in there as they are already in the general user preferences (see the two top rhombi). Who will guarantee that UPP’s will only contain device specific preferences?

Now turning the argument around, let us assume that UPP’s can contain any kind of preference, let’s say on rejection. Who will guarantee that the different UPP’s of a user will not contradict each other?

Bottom line is that the UPP concept is immature and possibly flawed altogether. We should remove it from CPM 1.0. All we need is one set of user preferences per CPM user (speaking about server-side preferences here rather than user preference settings in a terminal).
Conversation TS

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0304r02
Overall: revise
Details: This is still an open debate, see also the liaison to 3GPP CT1. As a way forward, we might agree this one with a few changes:

- add an Editor’s Note that this is to be revisited depending on the 3GPP reply on our liaison

- “decides to interwork with the non-CPM service” should read “decides to interwork with a  non-CPM Communication Service” (re-occurs)
Agreeing this CR does not mean a buy-in for this concept. Rather, with the Editor’s Note, this would mean that we have a solution in place which needs to be revisited.

Alternatively, it might be an idea to just introduce an Editor’s Note and leave the details out for the time being.

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0420r01
Overall: revise
Details: see the discussion on ZTE document 304r02
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0449
Overall: disagree
Details: see our comments on 448

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0456
Overall: revise
Details: - “managing” deferred messages should be replaced by “handling” as we use this term also in other similar situations 

- “cpm_action” might better read as “cpm_handling” for similar reasons

- replace “to be retrieved, deleted, interworked and stored” by “to be retrieved, deleted, interworked, stored or kept deferred”, because of  “or if other actions would be more appropriate (like interworking, discarding, storing in the Message Storage Server or keeping deferred).” in 5.2.2.2.1 in the SD

- no need to differentiate between the case of retrieving one deferred message and retrieving multiple deferred messages. A URI list can consist of one entry only.

- delete “instead of deliver” in the following sub-cases. There is no default case.

- in the sub-case for interwork, there is a copy&paste error (storing is mentioned twice instead of interwork)

- add sub-case for keep deferred as the user may take this conscious decision.

OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0458
Overall: revise
Details: Authentication check early on (as in the existing baseline) has the benefit of not doing work to only take down the session again then. In this proposal, the check comes too late.

step 8: what about the scenario where CPM Conversation A already has an active session for group X, and now there is a session invite for the same group in CPM Conversation B? Combining the new invite into the existing session would break the Conversation concept. How about allowing parallel sessions for the same group as long as they are in different CPM Conversations? If in the same CPM Conversation, simply deny invites when a session already exists.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0xxx
Overall: 
Details: 
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0xxx
Overall: 
Details: 
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0xxx
Overall: 
Details: 
OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0xxx
Overall: 
Details: 
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5 Recommendation

Please take our comments into regard
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