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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.
R01 includes review comments for more documents of the Bangkok agenda.
R02 includes review comments for the last documents of the Bangkok agenda that were still missing.
2 Summary of Contribution

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

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0044R04:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None
OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0186R03:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

A number of the Acision comments that were raised in R&A have not been handled:

1. With the current contents of the section, the editor's note should not be removed. We need to define the content-type that constitutes a session history. Note that the first paragraph indicates that a special content-type is used, so this content-type should be defined. Until that is done, the editor’s note should stay.
2. Also, the SD describes a model where the CPM Session History is a single object containing all the data that is exchanged as part of the session. So the mentioning of references to other objects in the last sentence of the section is not correct.
3. It is unclear what this context header is being used for. How does that relate to the parts of a CPM Session History? Why would a client want to be able to search on this?
OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0206R01:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. Slide 4: Rejection ought to be at the same level as the other actions. This structure allows this, and the processing should be simply about going over the rules and performing the conditions matching. Once a matching rule is found the action of the rule is performed.

2. Slide 4: What is the difference between the “store” action in step 5, and the one in step 7?

3. Slide 4: Is it assumed that all these rules are part of the same single ruleset?

4. Slide 11: The option to extend the timer is not needed here.

5. Slide 13: Don’t use specific tags for Non-CPM Communication Services. We need a more general approach, whereby implementations can support more than just SMS, MMS, and email. Propose to use the following method: <dest type=”SMS”>2334456</dest> and <dest type=”email”>joe@example.com</dest>.
6. Acision is missing a user preference to enable/disable CPM Conversation History recording. In Acision’s view this ought to be a simple on/off switch.

7. It is unclear how UPP and the active UPP relate to the material in this slide-set.
8. User preference for the removal of content (requirement CPM-CONV-004a) is missing.

9. User preference for CPM Session handling preferences (requirement CPM-CONV-035 are not described and seem to be missing.

10. User preference for “do-not-disturb” option (requirement CPM-USA-003) is missing. Acision takes the difference between the “Defer” and “Defer and Notify” actions to be a discriminator between push-style and pull-style deferred message delivery. If the difference is meant to mean a “do-not-disturb” option, then a user-preference to distinguish push-style and pull-style deferred message delivery is missing.
OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0209:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

Acision submitted this contribution.

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0225R04:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

Acision is fine with the revision for now. However, it reserves the right to come with updates later on, if it discovers issues with the proposed text later on.

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0229R03:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None
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-2010-0265R02:

Document Status: Comments without objection
Comments:





There is a missing “IMDN” between “this” and relates” in the “Sender Address” row of table 16.
OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0266:

Document Status: ????

Comments:

Acision is confused. We don’t need a CR to transfer a CONRR comment to another company.

Acision is fine to handle the CONRR comment, though.
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-2010-0277R01:

Document Status: ????
Comments:

Acision is confused. We don’t need a CR to transfer a CONRR comment to another company.

Acision is fine to handle the CONRR comments that are proposed to be transferred to Acision, though.

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-2010-0283R01:

Document Status: ????
Comments:

Acision is confused. We don’t need a CR to transfer a CONRR comment to another company.

At this point in time we believe that the CR is premature, as Ericsson themselves have indicated in the document.
Acision proposes to first let the work on the user preferences in the SD and Conversation Functions TS finish, and then decide what to do with the CONRR comment.
OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0284R01:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

Acision disagrees with the use of the Message Storage Server for transcoding purposes, even with the change made in the R01 to only use it when it is available. The purpose of the Message Storage Server is not to do transcoding but to do storage of messages. Using the Message Storage Server just to do transcoding is considered to be bad practice, as it is unclear what will happen if the CPM User happens to synchronize it’s local device with the Message Storage Server when such a transcoding takes place.

However, to be absolutely clear, Acision will object to any solution that uses the Message Storage Server as a “transcoding” device.

Acision believes we should simply remove the section, as transcoding can be considered as “implementation detail”, that doesn’t need standardization.
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-2010-0307:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0309R01:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0325R01:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0328R01:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

There is still the mentioning of storing in step 1. Note that the cited text of the MSRP RFC talks about endpoints that reassemble the chunks. The CF may not do that, and may employ a scheme where storage is not needed. Therefore this step 1 is completely implementation detail, and depends on the implementation chosen by a developer. Therefore this step should be removed completely.
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-2010-0338:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. Formal references need to be introduced in section 2.1 for the RFCs that are mentioned in the new text.
2. The entire text is missing any normative statements.
3. Editorial, section 5.4: Something strange happened to the section title, where it is not in the correct font and size.

4. Section 5.4: We don’t have to give a primer on the contents of RFC 5551, nor mention functionality that we won’t use. Don’t mention out-of-band notifications here.
5. Editorial, section 5.4: Typo: “Staorage” ( “Storage”.
6. Move section 5.4.1 to the Message Storage Client section of chapter 6.

7. Move section 5.4.2 to the Message Storage Server section of chapter 6.

8. Editorial, section 5.4.2: Typo: “Ntification” ( “Notification”.
9. Proposed structure for the entire notifications functionality:
a. Have general notifications architecture / description in section 5.4;
b. Have server specific normative statements in the Message Storage Server section of chapter 6;

c. Have client specific normative statements in the Message Storage Client section of chapter 6.
OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0342R01:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0351R01:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

Acision still has an issue with the CPM Client enforcing service provider policies. How would the CPM Client get to know the service provider policies? What happens when the service provider policies change; how would a CPM Client get to know the change service provider policies? Would Orange really be willing to trust the CPM Client to enforce the service provider policies? With such a scheme it would be rather simple to get round the Orange service provider policies, by using a custom built CPM Client which does not enforce the service provider policies.

Also, the functionality of the cited CPM-CONV-031 requirement is already fully met with the existing procedures with the PF and CF enforcing the service provider policies. Architecturally there is no need to have the CPM Client enforce the service provider policies.

Lastly the CPM AD does not mention the CPM Client enforcing service provider policies at all, so introducing this in the SD makes the SD inconsistent with the AD.
OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0354R01:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. The original objection to the base 0354 is still there. The prompting of the user in step 3b still should be optional (with a MAY), instead of being mandated.
2. Editorial: In step 2b, change “reject” into “rejected”.
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-2010-0364R01:

Document Status: Objection

Comments:

Acision still has issues with the addition of the “Forwarding” option for end-users when “checking back with the user”. It seems very user-experience unfriendly to allow users only to forwards to a pre-defined address that is stored in the user preferences. What happens if the user asks to forward, but the user preferences do not specify a forwarding address.

Acision proposes to either not provide this option here, or to provide the option and then allow the end-user to specify a forwarding address at run-time.
OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0365:

Document Status: Objection

Comments:
1. Slide 2: What is the importance of “Section 8.3.2.1.1 and 8.6 of Conv_TS already covers this Scenario”? There are many CONRR comments against this that indicate that these procedures are imcomplete with respect to failure to deliver a message.
2. Slide 3: Point 2 is not an objection point. It is a solution why the storing before delivery is not necessary. The main point is that the requirements specify a conversation history recording function that only record sessions, file transfers, and messages that have been successfully delivered. Storing even failed messages is in contradiction with the requirements.
3. Slide 4: It is true that for the interworking case we don’t know for sure whether a message has been delivered. However, that is not a reason to then store messages always, even when it is known that they have failed.
4. Slide 5: We are talking about CPM Messages here, not about mail.

5. Slide 5: Acision cannot find an issue with the scenario depicted in this slide. Because the message was delivered to CPM Client 1, the user is entitled to see the message from all of his devices.

6. Slide 6: It is true that this is an error case for the delivery with references that needs to be handled. In this case removal after delivery failure seems to be most appropriate.
7. Slide 7: There is a misunderstanding on the proposed synchronization model. Synchronization is handled on a per folder basis, not on the basis of the full store. The Message Storage Client would indeed fetch the headers of the new messages in the MSS in order to get the CPM Conversation ID and CPM Contribution ID of the new messages. Note that the Message Storage Client only has to compare this against the messages in the folder that it did not fetch from the Message Storage Client before. It will know which messages in a folder were not gotten from the Message Storage Server before, otherwise it wouldn’t even be able to detect locally composed messages.
8. Slide 8: Acision doesn’t understand how this is a standardization issue. Today’s IMAP Clients have the capability to know which messages were locally created, and they don’t need a standardized IMAP flag to do that. For the messages that were received directly from the PF via SIP, the same manner of detecting that this is a “locally created” message can be used.

9. Slide 9: This indeed can be a problem, but please note that this is no different then delivering a message directly to the two devices, without conversation history recording, whereby a message can be stored and deleted from one client and the re-entered into the store from the second client. So, this issue is not unique for this problem, and is not being solved by storing before delivery (only in the limited use-case depicted here).
10. Slide 10: Note that we will find out problems with the solution depicted in this slide-set as well. So, time is not a discriminator for the chosen solution.

11. Slide 11: There is no current specification for this. The one that there is is full of flaws.

12. Slide 11: Of the 3 options presented here 1 and 3 are not acceptable as they change the requirements.
Based on this slide-set and some more thought Acision proposes another alternative. In this alternative, the PF would include a “special” SIP header in the message that is delivered to the CPM Client, which will indicate that the message will also be stored in the MSS. This header is included both when conversation history recording is enabled, and when delivery with references in performed. This header will not tell the UID, but at least it will tell the client that the message will already be in the MSS, and can be disregarded with respect to synchronization (and can be removed after a successful synchronization). Acision believes that this solution satisfies both sides’ concerns, without compromising the requirements we have set, and, at the same time, solving the “problems” presented in the slide-set.
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-2010-0388:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

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.

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0392:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0393:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None
OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0394:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0395:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0396:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0397:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

Acision has document 2010-0366 on the portal that handles this comment. Acision prefers to resolve this CONRR comment on the basis of that document.
OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0398:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0401:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

Acision submitted this contribution.
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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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