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1 Reason for Contribution

With this input contribution Acision provides its review comments to the documents that are on the agenda of the Helsinki meeting and all documents that have been uploaded after the publication of the agenda.

Acision requests the group that any contributions that are uploaded after Monday May 24th will not be disposed of during the Helsinki meeting, but will be submitted towards next week’s R&A instead.

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-MWG-CPM-2010-0134R02:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0244R01:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. Note: The user preference mentioned in the response to C137 was named differently when the user preferences were communicated towards PAG. Acision assumes LGE will take care of correcting the CONV TS to mention the correct user-preference.

2. Acision doesn’t think the handling of comment C140 is appropriate. The current text can cause a lot of confusion, as the remainder of the SD usually uses the term Media Object to denote a media object, not a CPM Message, CPM Session History, etc. Therefore it makes sense to list all the possibilities in the first sentence (and throughout the section).

3. In the two additions we should not mandate that it will always be the CPM User requesting the downloading. It may very well be the CPM Client on its own that decides to do this.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0291R01:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. Step 6 now seems a bit overly generic, without even mentioning the possibilities of messaging sessions and continuous media sessions.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0292R01:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. Step 1c now seems a bit overly generic, without even mentioning the possibilities of messaging sessions and continuous media sessions.

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0299R02:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0304R01:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0305R01:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0355R01:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0418R02:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0441R01:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

Acision apologizes for not having been able to contribute to the discussion on the mailing list, but still has the following comments:

1. Acision still believes that there are inaccuracies in section 8.3.2.4.5 with respect to different notification behavior between push-mode delivery and pull-mode delivery (e.g. there is no in-band notification for push-mode delivery). However, these inaccuracies are already part of the existing section and not introduced by this CR.

2. Acision still believes that a push message format is to be defined. The Push Enabler only provides the means to get this to the CPM Client, it does not define the application-specific contents of a push message.

3. Please remove the phrase “The message is not meant to be displayed to the user.” from appendix I.1. There will still be use cases where a CPM Client may ask the user what to do.
OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0442R01:

Document Status: Objection

Comments:

Acision apologizes for not having been able to contribute to the discussion on the mailing list, but still has the following comments:

1. Acision now understands how Ericsson looks at this procedure with respect to “originating network”. However, this now puts the TS in a confusing state, as this procedure is now alongside other sections in which the originating side represents the “terminating side” of the other sections. We need to find a way to clarify this.

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0445R01:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0457R01:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. It is still unclear to Acision why the mentioning of e-mail has to be removed now while there is still an open CONRR comment to add session interworking for e-mail. As such, Acision will only agree with removing the mentioning of e-mail here if there is a group decision that we will not do session interworking for e-mail, which in Acision’s opinion would be a bad decision.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0458R01:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0459R01:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0465R01:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0466R01:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0472R01:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. Acision still disagrees with closing this CONRR comment without action. How do you know for sure that a received SIP INVITE did come from a CPM Client? Any entity can send us a properly formatted SIP INVITE, that is how interfaces work. Therefore, we should not be specific about which entity sends requests to a CPM functional component. Note that this is common practice within OMA and is part of the architecture guidelines.

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0474R01:

Document Status: Objection

Comments:

1. Comment D727 still isn’t handled properly. As I seem to be unable to explain to LGE what exactly the problem is, please reassign D727 to Acision to handle.
OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0476:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. Change 1: The addition in place of the editor’s note looks strange. Why would an originator have to know a “not supported” error if the recipient side cannot do conversation history recording? It seems to be better to have a more precise description on how the PF decides to stay on the Media path (taking user preferences and service provider policies into account).

2. Change 1: In the sending of the response, remove all “to the …” phrases. It is not important where the response goes to, just that it is a response to the received request.

3. Change 2 is not needed (see 1st comment).

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0477R02:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0479R01:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0481R01:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0482R01:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0490R01:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0501:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. This proposal is technically flawed and incomplete, as it does not take into consideration how to handle the recoding of CPM Sessions and CPM File Transfers. For both of these the proposed solution does not work as there is no CPIM for them (so the CPIM header cannot be used), nor is it for both of them possible to start storing contents before contacting the CPM Client with the initial SIP INVITE request.
OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0509:

Document Status: Comments without objection
Comments:

1. There is a spurious change at the end of the change request to Appendix C. This change should not be in this document and is wrong as well, as all sections and appendices are normative by default, unless stated otherwise (see section 3.1 of the TS).

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0510:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0511:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. For comment C164 still updates to the first paragraph are needed. The current text isn’t even valid English. Acision suggests to change the first paragraph to

There are two kinds of delivery notifications:

· Positive-delivery notifications, which indicate that a CPM Message was successfully delivered to the intended recipient, and

· Nnegative-delivery notifications, which indicate that a CPM Message could not be delivered to the intended recipient. 

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0512:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. The proposed changes to the procedure does not seem to be correct. For instance, the SIP Route header is not necessary. With IMDN the IMDN-Route header will determine the path whereby each hop changes the Request-URI of the SIP MESSAGE to the topmost IMDN-Route header (which is then removed).

2. The Referred-by header handling looks strange, and is not described in RFC5438. We should have another mechanism (e.g. via IMDN-Record-Route) to handle this.

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0513:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0514:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. With respect to D789: Although these headers have indeed been defined within the scope of CPM, their use is not limited to just CPM. Therefore they are not “CPM-specific”; otherwise we would have marked them as such in the header-names. Acision suggests to change the appendix title to “CPM-defined SIP Headers”. This shows they have been defined within the scope of CPM, but are not specific just to CPM.

2. With respect to D793: The appendix does not have to be marked as normative, as all sections and appendixes are normative, unless stated otherwise (see section 3.1 of the CONV TS). Therefore the marking “(Normative)” is not necessary.

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0515:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0516:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0517:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0518:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0520R01:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0523:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. Acision disagrees with the introduction of step 8 in change 2. Reject is simply one of the options that a user can configure, and does not have to stand out. It was correct where it was as part of step 9.

2. New step 8 mentions pager mode, while the procedure is for large message mode.

3. In change 3, why is step 2 of the MSRP SEND handling changed to simply store the MSRP SEND? When is the PF going to send this out?

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0524R01:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. In change 2, Acision is not sure if the 2nd editor’s note that is removed on handling of incoming delivery notifications can be removed. Does this mean we will not support aggregation of IMDNs in the CF? If not, we can remove the editor’s note; else we should include steps to state how the CF makes sure it can do aggregation.

2. In change 3 and change 4, which RFC describes the correct behavior with respect to different accepted media streams and characteristics? Shouldn’t this RFC be mentioned here, as Acision doesn’t think that the currently references RFCs properly describe this.

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0526:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. This document seems to be a duplicate of document 2010-0509.
OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0527:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. Option 2 is no good, as it expects too much flipping between documents by a reader.

2. The introduction section should be more tailored towards the content on this TS, rather than being a generic introductory text on CPM. If necessary, reassign D053 to Acision.

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0528:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0529:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0530:

Document Status: Objection

Comments:

1. Acision questions whether the described architecture with the PF bypassing the ISF is a feasible architecture with the decision to not use the SIP/IP core in the communication between PF and ISF and ISF and IWF. With that normal SIP routing procedures no longer apply, so simply bypassing the ISF is no longer possible. Therefore Acision has raised concerns on this architecture in the SD, and wants to have these concerns handled at the SD level first, before coming to conclusion on this CONRR comment.
OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0531:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0532:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0533:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0535:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0536:

Document Status: Comments without objection
Comments:

1. Editorial: Remove “the” before CPM User.

2. Editorial: Rephrase addition to “(e.g. after CPM User B accepted the CPM Session Invitation manually or after CPM Client B1 accepted the CPM Session Invitation automatically)”.

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0537:

Document Status: Objection

Comments:

1. Acision believes these changes to be only partially correct. For instance the CPM PF will initiate interworking immediately for recipient URI’s that are not routable in the SIP/IP core. With this change information is lost.

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0538:

Document Status: Objection

Comments:

1. The actual user preferences are not stored in the UPP XDMS. They are stored in the Policy XDMS.

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0539:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0540:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0541:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. Acision assumes that Samsung will take care of the necessary changes to the Conversation Functions TS to handle the additional case of re-invites for session initiation (so section 3 of the change request should not say “none”).

2. Acision is not convinced that the new interworking architecture doesn’t warrant reconsidering the decision to let the CPM PF handle the re-invite. Since there is not SIP/IP core involved anymore, the negotiation is different as it was previously, making it more difficult for an ISF to act as a proxy. It seems more appropriate to let the PF always send requests related to interworking to the ISF, rather than making it having to select for what request to go where. Note that the reference to the long discussion is pointless here, as these discussions were based on a different interworking architecture.

3. Note that the above discussions make it more and more clear that the ISF should have been part of the PF in the first place.

4. It seems more appropriate to include the information of change 2 in the actual procedures that describe session initiation or session modification (in section 5.2.3.x)

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0542:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. First the discussions on the normative text (CR 2010-0541) will have to be finished before the appropriateness of this CR can be assessed.

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0543:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. It needs to be explained better how the PF gets to the user preferences of a particular device (and that general user preferences need to be ignored here).

2. Change 1, step 1b: Typo: “Deferred CP Message” ( “Deferred CPM Message”.

3. Change 2: If the last step is renumbered to step 4, then also update the editor’s note to say “step 4”.

4. Change 2 seems to clash with CR 2010-0441R01. It seems appropriate to merge both change requests for that section.

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0546:

Document Status: Comments without objection
Comments:

1. Change request seems to be fine for now, but Acision reserves the right to come with updates if, after having a closer look, finds additional changes that have to be made.

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0547:

Document Status: Objection

Comments:

1. Closing comment D752 without action is not acceptable to Acision, especially as no repetition will be introduced. One procedure has been artificially been split up in two procedures which are not even together in the TS. If necessary re-assign comment D752 to Acision.
OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0548:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0549:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0550:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

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.
Acision requests the group that any contributions that are uploaded after Monday May 24th will not be disposed of during the Helsinki meeting, but will be submitted towards next week’s R&A instead.

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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