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1 Reason for Contribution

To provide comments on the contributions submitted to the CPM Bangalore Interim meeting.
Revision R01:
· Adding comments on late contributions

· Re-ordering into a numerical ordering (rather than as per agenda)

2 Summary of Contribution

See above
3 Detailed Proposal
468r01
Overall: objection
Details: We had issues with 468r01 and had communicated those offline. As 468r01 seems superseded now by new contribution 649, we will not comment further on 468r01. Note however that we have submitted proposal 646r01 which is an alternative to 468r01 resp 649.
491r02
Overall: revise
Details: 
Step 1
On replacing SIP URI by TEL URI, there might also be other means (like retrieving the TEL URI from HSS) that are deployment specific. We should word the sentence such that, besides XDMS, there might be other ways.
What for do we need the phrase “according to rules and procedures of the SIP/IP Core”?
Step 2
On mailto, also mention that mailto can be in the Request-URI to start with.
General
The section title may need changes as there are above other ways to get to an recipient address than user preferences.
501r06
Overall: ok
Details: NSN co-signs now
548r02
Overall: revise
Details: This new RFC should be used optionally, at best, as the authors themselves wait for feedback from implementors. Quote from RFC 5257: “Note that this document was the product of a WG that had good consensus on how to approach the problem.  Nevertheless, the WG felt it did not have enough information on implementation and deployment hurdles to meet all of the requirements of a Proposed Standard.  The IETF solicits implementations and implementation reports in order to make further progress.

Implementers should be aware that this specification may change in an incompatible manner when going to Proposed Standard status.  However, any incompatible changes will result in a new capability name being used to prevent problems with any deployments of the experimental extension.”
557r01
Overall: ok
Details: none
574
Overall: objection
Details: This CR depends on conclusion on the open issues regarding message handling and how it is influence by user preferences and other factors. As NSN does not agree to LGE’s view on message handling, we cannot agree to this CR.
581
Overall: ok
Details: none
633r02
Overall: revise
Details: Change 1, Table 2
why are the Contribution-ID and ReplyToContribution-ID crossed out now in the left column? They are important to properly map to email.
The comment in the right hand column does not help to do the mapping.
Change 2, Table 9
why is msg-id deleted from left hand column?  
The comment in the right hand column does not help to do the mapping
In general, shouldn’t we mention more of what is being described in 647 (once we will have agreement there)? As 633r02 is now, it basically makes implementors scratch their heads.
644
Overall: revise
Details: What is “server” – the Message Storage Server?
what is “registered state” – this seems not to be an RFC3501 notion.
“during Client’s registered state and notification feature activation” – do not understand what “during” means here. Is the intent to talk about the time period when Client is registered and notifications are activated?
what does “Client” refer to – Message Storage Client or CPM Client?
In general, language tends to be too loose – in specs, we need to use the formal terms, e.g., CPM Participating Function instead of CPM PF.
What does “the client(s)’ locally stored resources” refer to? The Message Storage Client(s)?
It is unclear how notifications look like: what IMAP commands carry them, what is their content, etc.
645
Overall: revise
Details: what does it mean to “fill out a namespace”?
careless writing style: in sentence “In addition, accompanied to this UID number is a “Unique Identifier Validity” (UIDVALIDITY)”, which MAYBE another 32-bit distiguishing objects folders of the same names from each other.” there are at least three editorial and grammatical issues, basically making the sentence non-readable.
5.2.6: what is a “stored Object”? A Storage Object? Use terms consistently. Use formal definitions where appropriate.
what is a “UIDVALIDATY”?
what does “must” mean here? Normative language?
is lower-case in “storage object” intentional?
646r01
Overall: ok
Details: our input
647r01
Overall: revise
Details: slide #5
it is unclear what “the new incoming ones” means
is the last sentence in the second box “Set the Contribution-ID to a new value” needed (seems to be a repetition)?
why is InReplyTo-Contribution set to nil when there was value N received from E-mail side?
slide #6
does “from the one previously received” mean that only one conversation ID is stored inside the IWF? What about the case of multiple ongoing conversations?
why should msg-id, In-Reply-To and References be based on previously received value of Conversation-ID. The Conversation-ID is only used to index into the right conversation and in there to find the appropriate mappings between Contribution-ID, InReplyTo-Contribution-ID and the corresponding email ID’s.
649
Overall: objection
Details: compare to our alternative proposal in 646r01 and why it is more appropriate
650
Overall: unclear
Details: Slide #3
The concept of recording to Message Storage Server seems to be misunderstood. Recording is only a collateral action which does not directly influence delivery and, hence, does not have an effect on delivery notifications. Therefore, cases 1 and 2, and cases 3 and 4 on slide 3 have to be combined into one, respectively.
What does it mean to not generated a DN/RR in case of failure? Woudn’t a negative DN be more appropriate?
Maybe, the misunderstanding here comes from LGE not explaining what “Fail” means.
Does “Store” mean delivery to Message Storage Server?
Slide #4
Combine scenarios of “Interwork” and “Interwork+Record”
What is the “client” in interworking scenarios? Realize that we cannot mandate any behaviour on the non-CPM side.
651
Overall: objection
Details: This CR suggests that the group agreed to the concepts presented in 509r01 and that this CR is to implement conclusions from 509r01. However, 509r01 was not agreed to. Rather, NSN and others had raised concerns about this in Los Angeles. Further, there had been a long offline email debate (mostly between LGE, NSN, and Acision) where several proposals were made by different parties but none was accepted. The LGE proposal is not acceptable to NSN for the reasons outlined in these emails. A summary of the arguments exchanged will be provided to the group when we will discuss the issue in Bangalore.
652
Overall: ok
Details: none
654
Overall: ok
Details: none
655
Overall: revise
Details: Change 2: It is a bit hard to see what are the changes proposed to the main architecture diagram (it is recommended to indicate this in a note to the editor). If the proposed changes are to remove the two dotted lines going from ISF resp IWF to SIP/IP Core, this is fine.
Change 4: We cannot remove SIP/IP core from the PF1 interface. Two reasons: PF1 is also used from client to PF. And communication from IWF to PF, using PF1, still goes through SIP/IP core, see slide #5 in contribution 628 (where an example using delivery notifications is given. The argument holds as well for other kinds of traffic).
Change 5: there is no reason given why CPM CF should not depend on SIP/IP Core.

656
Overall: minor issues
Details: 
step 1: 
“attribute” is singular while verb “are” is plural.
step 3: 
“clarification” should be plural
start a new sentence after “clarification” (issue re-occurs in 3d)
replace “a MSRP” by “an MSRP”
657
Overall: unclear
Details: how can this contribution be an alternative to Acision’s 643? The latter is against the AD while this contribution is against the RD.
How can CPM use something that does not exist?
NSN recommends for the CAB spec to be completed and then to investigate how CPM should use CAB.
659
Overall: unclear
Details: the CR claims to clarify the file transfer, but seems to propose new behaviour. If this is true, the need for such new behaviour needs to be explained. Furthermore, the contribution rather obscures than clarifies anything.
In 4a, why may the client check for “another files”? What are such files? Are these files contained in the original INVITE?
660
Overall: unclear
Details: these contributions are rather confusing - they don't really describe how (and which elements of) the SEC_CF functionalities are used between the CPM entities. For example, SEC_CF supports multiple different authentication methods but the proposed text does not say anything about how or which methods are applicable for CPM. 
Also, the proposed text seem oblivious of existing section 4.3 in the AD. Any new text on security has to blend somehow with this section (by either replacing or amending it).
On the formal side, why are 661, 662, 663 attached to 660? This is not confusing because 661, 662 and 663 are their own contributions.

661
Overall: see 660
662
Overall: see 660

663
Overall: see 660

664
Overall: revise
Details: in several places there is an unwanted space right behind “oma.cpm.”
665
Overall: revise
Details: Change 1
replace “three cases” by “four cases”
666
Overall: ok
Details: none
667
Overall: revise
Details: we often used wording of these headers being “CPM-specific”. Such phrases might be replaced by more appropriate wording that we define new headers here which were triggered by CPM needs but might be of more widespread use.
In addition, we have many occurrences of these headers in other documents, e.g., the SD, where we need to look at all occurrences in the Definitions section, the main text, the appendices and the figures.
Also, other contributions (e.g. the Huawei contributions adding to Definitions sections of other documents) still use the old names.

668
Overall: revise
Details: there is no “CPM Server” – we have several server-side entities rather than just one server. If the intended use is exclusively for client-server interaction, it might be sufficient to replace “CPM Server” by CPM Participating Function” in the appropriate places. If this is also for server-side entities (like PF, CF, MsgStore, ISF, IWF) to identify their respective version to each other, we might need more here. Note that in SIP-contexts, servers often also act as clients.
669
Overall: ok
Details: our input
670
Overall: objection
Details: This proposal would negate the possibility of a user changing the value of one particular preference, independent of looking at user preference profiles. When a user, e.g., wants to say “do not disturb” or “only high priority messages for the time being” this user will not want to fiddle with UPPs, potentially having to double-check all his devices. 
In general, having UPPs direct message delivery as described would be a very rigid, inflexible way of handling messages.
672
Overall: unclear
Details: what happens when time of expiry differs on CPM side and non-CPM side?
673
Overall: unclear
Details: does “MESSAGE” mean “SIP MESSAGE” mean here?
The referenced section 7.2.7 is on CPM Client, here we talk about IWF. Propose to be a bit more specific here, rather than just pointing to some text in Conv TS that was not written for this scenario.
Also, 7.2.7 does not talk about “message identifier” or “success indicator”.

674
Overall: ok
Details: none
675
Overall: ok
Details: none
676
Overall: ok
Details: none
677
Overall: ok
Details: conflict with Ericsson’s CR 667 renaming CPM headers
678
Overall: ok
Details: see 677
679
Overall: ok
Details: see 677
680
Overall: ok
Details: none
681
Overall: ok
Details: none
682
Overall: ok
Details: none
683
Overall: ok
Details: none

684
Overall: objection
Details: This contribution follows up on LG document 651 (which NSN objects against). First we need to resolve the issues around 651 before we can change the Conversation TS.
686r01
Overall: unclear
Details: wasn’t this EN for deciding about disposition notification aggregation in the CF? Should we refer to the proper section?
687r01
Overall: unclear
Details: while NSN has no problems with the change itself, the Reason for Change is confusing: “To the opinion of the author of this contribution, it remains not certain if we can use the same content type with the pager mode message. The LMM wrapper is completely compatible with the wrapper of pager mode message, for both comply with the same CPIM encapsulation specifications. So we can remove this EN safely.” – first the authors argue that it is uncertain if the same content type can be used and then they argue that both wrappers are completely compatible.
688
Overall: ok
Details: none
689
Overall: unclear
Details: The authors argue that the SIP Expires header has nothing to do with SMTP Delivery By or Mail From By value without explaining why this is so.
691
Overall: unclear
Details: The proposal on slide #4 is the only realistic solution. Synchnronization with the Message Storage Server enables clients to get the full picture of a conversation. In situations where synchronization is not available, users will not be surprised that they cannot answer to a message they do not have on the device they use at the moment.
The proposal on slide #5 has many issues:
- the two messages are not both in User A’s inbox (rather one is in the “Sent” box, the other one in the inbox). So, already from this it is difficult to see the connection between the two, at least from a human-point of view.
- Automatic linking would result in a lot of “false positives” where messages would be linked though they belong to different conversations.
- Asking the user do it manually is against the spirit of CPM of liberating the user from low-level technical details.
- requiring that contribution IDs are globally unique is extra burden
692
Overall: objection
Details: see 691
693
Overall: unclear
Details: the CR seems to assume a 1:1 relationship between CPM Sessions and underlying SIP dialogs. Is this the case?
694
Overall: ok
Details: none
695r01
Overall: unclear
Details: Change 1
steps 12/13: shouldn’t this go to the PF first and then the PF forwarding to the sender (via SIP/IP core then)?
Changes 2 and 4
see comment on Change 1
698
Overall: unclear
Details: to be investigated
700
Overall: unclear
Details: why is the standard Expires header field not good enough?
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5 Recommendation

The group is asked to take the above comments into account.
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