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1 Reason for Contribution

Due to the unstable situation in Bangkok Acision has chosen to not travel to Bangkok for security reasons.
With this input contribution Acision provides its review comments to the documents that are on the agenda of the Bangkok meeting.

This document only contains review comments to a subset of the full agenda. Any document that was not in last week’s R&A and is not included in this contribution, has not been reviewed by Acision yet. Acision requests to not handle those documents until Tuesday.

Acision also requests the group that any revisions of documents that are produced that are substantially different than the original document or that handle Acision’s review comments in a different manner than suggested, will be subject to a 24 hour grace period, so that it can validate the revision.

2 Summary of Contribution

Review comments to the contributions to the Bangkok meeting.
3 Detailed Proposal

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0209:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

Acision submitted this contribution.

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0225R02:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

Acision has sent its review comments to this document to the Ericsson and the mailing list. These comments will have to be resolved first.

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0229R02:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

The issue around comments E356 and E366 is still to be resolved. As both AT&T and Acision are not present in Bangkok, Acision suggests removing the resolution of these comments from this CR, to make at least progress on the other CONRR comments that are being resolved with this contribution.
OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0236R01:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0239R01:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0242R01:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0243R01:
Document Status: Objection

Comments:

The explanation of Alcatel-Lucent with respect to the R&A comment raised by Acision doesn’t make any sense to Acision. It is turning the purpose of the RD completely around by stating that the TS contents now defines the scope of the requirement. This is not how things work. The RD describes what functionality the enabler should support. Therefore the requirement must be absolutely clear what kind of connectivity is meant here (and not just via an example), and this is simply not the case. So, with the current wording it can be concluded that we should support all sorts of obscure networks, some of which may not even be IP-enabled.

It is still the opinion of Acision that we should not waste a lot of time to clarify this requirement, and should simply remove the requirement. It will not make any difference for the technical specification that we will deliver, and thus any effort spent on this is completely wasted.

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0260R02:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0265R01:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

It is unclear what changes have been done to handle the R&A comment from Acision. As far as Acision can tell, no changes were done.

To help push this forward, the proposal of Acision is to change the text in the comments field of the “Sender Address” row as follows (for both table 16 and table 19):

Set SIP:To, and Request-URI to “Sender Address” information element.

In the case of a the received CPM Standalone Message this IMDN relates to to a CPM Pre-defined Group member contained a “Referred-by” header, set CPIM: To to the “Referred-By” header received in the CPM Standalone Message this IMDN relates to.  

Otherwise set CPIM: To to “Sender Address” information element.
OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0268R01:

Document Status: Comments without objection

Comments:

1. Editorial: Change “UIR” into “URI” (twice).

2. With the change made to section 8.4.2, Acision believes that the editor’s note underneath the modified step 3 in section 8.4.2 can be removed as well.

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0276R01:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0278R01:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0281R01:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0286:

Document Status: Objection

Comments:

As indicated in the conference call that this document was discussed before, Acision believes that if we do not want to support the “direct push” method, that we should not mutilate it into a semi-pull method, but that we should remove the push method altogether, and only support the pull method.

However, Acision also believes that we should not handle the problem identified in the input contribution at all. It is relatively simple to make sure that a CPM Client is not registered at all when roaming, and simply depend on the out-of-band notifications to decide whether the CPM Client needs to be registered. Another measure would be to prompt the user when the SIP INVITE for the deferred message delivery comes in when in a roaming situation (this could, for example, be a client setting). This would have similar results as the Ericsson proposal, without having completely change our approach, and without having to completely give up the push method.
In any case, the proposal made by Ericsson has the following flaws:

1. The proposed scheme of asking the user unconditionally doesn’t work, as you will also ask the user when there are no deferred messages queued at all. You will only find out if there are deferred messages after you’ve sent the INVITE or the SUBSCRIBE/NOTIFY. This is not acceptable from a user-experience point of view.

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0287R01:

Document Status: Comments without objection

Comments:

1. Editorial: Capitalize “entities” in the section title.

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0296R01:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0334:

Document Status: Comments without objection
Comments:

1. Editorial: In the last sentence of the section, remove “with” after “reconnect”.

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0336:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. Sections 7.2.3 + 7.2.5 + 7.3.2 + 7.4.4.1 + 7.4.10: Why would we include Conversation-ID, Contribution-ID and InReplyTo-Contribution-ID in a 200 OK response? Acision proposes to remove this.
2. Sections 7.2.7.1 + 7.2.7.2: Question: Do we consider disposition notifications part of a conversation, and to they need these headers? First reaction from Acision would be that disposition notifications are not required to contain these conversation identifications.

3. Section 7.3.5: Editorial: Change “CPM session” into “CPM Session”, “INVITE” into “SIP INVITE request” and “1-1 session” into “CPM 1-1 Session”.

4. Section 7.3.5: Why would we generate a new Contribution-ID? In principle we are still in the same “CPM Session”, so there should not be a change of Contribution-ID.

5. Section 7.4.6: Change “CPM Conversation” into “CPM Session”. The conversation parameters are associated with the CPM Session, not with the CPM Conversation (at least the contribution identities are not).

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0362:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

Comments D389 and D393 have not been handled properly. Acision believes that the current structure of the TS to jump around different procedures in the TS, sometimes in sections that are wide apart, greatly reduce the readability of the TS. Therefore we believe that the contents of these two sections need to be integrated in the sections that refer to these procedures.

Please keep these two comments open and, if necessary, assign them to Acision to be resolved.

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0374:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None
OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0375:

Document Status: Comments without objection

Comments:

1. Editorial: In the last sentence change “File Transfer Session” into “CPM File Transfer”. “File Transfer Session” isn’t a defined and “CPM File Transfer” is.

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0376:

Document Status: Comments without objection
Comments:

1. Editorial: Capitalize “media plane” in step 4.

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0377:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. Even though Acision agrees with Ericsson that the procedures are exactly the same as for CPM Sessions, we should still mention this in the TS, as at least the feature tag is different. Maybe an update can be made that specifies that the CPM Session procedures are also applicable for CPM File Transfer, and mention the feature tag there.

2. Please use input contribution if you only want to close a CONRR comment without action.

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0379:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0380:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0385:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. Use address instead of number for the “forward-to” destination.
2. Editorial:  “user’s preference” ( “user’s preferences”.

3. Wouldn’t it be more appropriate to send a “202 Accepted” instead of a “200 OK” response? The message hasn’t reached its final destination yet.

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0386:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

Acision submitted this contribution.

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0387:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

Acision submitted this contribution.

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0389:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

Acision submitted this contribution.

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0390:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

Acision submitted this contribution.

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0391:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

Acision submitted this contribution.

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

OMA COM-CPM is recommended to take these review comments into account when discussing the contributions.
Also, Acision requests that any contributions that are changed in a substantial manner during the discussion and are agreeable as a revision will be subject to a 24 hour grace period so that it can verify that it agrees with the changes that are made.
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