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1. Instructions
Review comments should be submitted in a form that simplifies the collection by the review report editor.  This form permits easy cut-n-paste actions by use of pro-forma structure of the review comments table.  The following are requests for submitters of the comments:

· If the review involves more than one document (e.g. ERP), use a separate table for each document.

· Use this docID in the Form field (e.g. for doc OMA-REL-2010-0134-RC_XYZ_RD – 'Form' entry would be 'doc #0134'.). Suggested comments input naming convention for this review:
· OMA-CONR-2010-XXXX-CPM_V1_0_Comments_Company
· The Type column should indicate 'E' for Editorial comment, 'T' for Technical comment and Q for Question for clarification
· For Editorial comments and Technical comments, the submitters are required to provide a proposed change – provide as much insight to issue as possible, for Question for clarifications this is not required.
· Marked up versions of the document can be submitted as an attachment.  If this is done, please note in the table, in summary form, the technical issues addressed.  Use one table entry to note that editorial items are presented.

RC doc are internal docs and when uploaded, they should be attached to the appropriate review meeting.
2. Review Comments

2.1 Message Storage TS < OMA-TS-CPM_MessageStorage-V1_0-20091222-D >

	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	F001
	2010.01.22
	E
	General
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Update to the 2010 template.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F002
	2010.01.22
	T
	General
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: There are still a large number of editor’s notes in the document.

Proposed Change: resolve all the editor's notes.
	Status: OPEN

	F003
	2010.01.22
	T
	General
	Source: Basavaraj

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0023

Comment: Several Editor Notes still present in the specification 

Proposed Change: Close all Editor Notes
	Status: OPEN

	F004
	2010.01.22
	E
	ALL
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: correct referencing to RFC
Proposed Change: 
Change all RFCXXXX references in the document to [RFCXXXX]
	Status: OPEN

	F005
	2010.01.22
	E
	all
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  remove yellow template text

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F006
	2010.01.22
	E
	TOC, TOF & TOT
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The Table of Contents, Table of Figures and Table of Tables do not reflect the contents of the document 

Proposed Change: Update them with ‘<F9>’.
	Status: OPEN

	F007
	2010.01.22
	T
	1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Rewrite the Scope to be more focused on the interfaces it describes and the functionality it describes.

Proposed Change: Acision will submit a CR.
	Status: OPEN

	F008
	2010.01.22
	T
	1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Also point to the SD, besides only pointing to the RD and the AD.

Proposed Change: State that the technical specifications also are aligned with the concepts described in the SD.
	Status: OPEN

	F009
	2010.01.22
	E
	2.1
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Error in Normative Reference
Proposed Change: 
Change the following 

[RFC 4314 ]  IMAP4 Access Control List (ACL) Extension, URL: http://www.ietf.org/rfc/rfc4314.txt

	Status: OPEN

	F010
	2010.01.22
	E
	2.1
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: missing normative references
Proposed Change: 
Add the following normative references:

[RFC 2086]   IMAP4 ACL extension, URL: http://www.ietf.org/rfc/rfc2086.txt
[RFC 2595] Using TLS with IMAP, POP3 and ACAP, URL: http://www.ietf.org/rfc/rfc2595.txt
[RFC 4467] Internet Message Access Protocol (IMAP) – YRLAUTH Extension, URL: http://www.ietf.org/rfc/rfc4467.txt
[RFC 5092] IMAP URL Scheme, URL: http://www.ietf.org/rfc/rfc5092.txt
[RFC 2222]  Simple Authentication and Security Layer (SASL), URL: http://www.ietf.org/rfc/rfc2222.txt
[RFC2246] The TLS Protocol Version 1.0, URL: http://www.ietf.org/rfc/rfc2246.txt
[OMA SEC-CF]  “Security Common Functions Requirements”, Open Mobile Alliance, OMA-RD-SEC_CF-V1.0, URL: http//www.openmobilealliance.org/


	Status: OPEN

	F011
	2010.01.22
	E
	2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Align the format of the references with the format used in the RD, AD, or SD.

Proposed Change: Use proper quotes, names of authors (for RFCs), dates, etc.
	Status: OPEN

	F012
	2010.01.22
	E
	2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Use proper hyperlinks for the URLs.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F013
	2010.01.22
	T
	2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Why are we referring to RFC 2244 (ACAP)?.

Proposed Change: Remove the reference and the text referring to it.
	Status: OPEN

	F014
	2010.01.22
	T
	2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The RFC number for the IMAP ACL extension reference is wrong (both in the tag as in the URL).

Proposed Change: Change it to RFC 4314.
	Status: OPEN

	F015
	2010.01.22
	E
	2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Add a proper version number in the document identifier of the [SCRRULES] reference.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F016
	2010.01.22
	T
	2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The following references are used throughout the document but not listed here:

· [RFC2222]

· [RFC2595]

· [OMA-SEC_CF]

· [RFC2246]

· [RFC4467]

· [RFC5092]

Proposed Change: Add these references here.
	Status: OPEN

	F017
	2010.01.22
	E
	2.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: AS referenced in Section 5.1.1, [RFC 4467] should be added here as a Normative reference.
Proposed Change: Add a Normative reference to [RFC4467]. 

A CR can be provided if needed.
	Status: OPEN

	F018
	2010.01.22
	E
	2.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: Why is ACAP (Application Configuration Access Protocol) is referenced as Normative?  It seems, it is only used in Section 5.4 as a minor and non-normative reference to a registry.

Proposed Change: The reference should be moved to Section 2.2 Informative References. See CR#xxx
	Status: OPEN

	F019
	2010.01.22
	T


	2.1


	Source: Huawei
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0020

Comment: no reference for RFC5092
Proposed Change: add reference to RFC5092
	Status: Closed 

by CR 2010-0052R01

	F020
	2010.01.22
	E
	2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove the yellow box.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F021
	2010.01.22
	E
	2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove the explicit version number in the [OMADICT] reference.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F022
	2010.01.22
	E
	3.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove the yellow box.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F023
	2010.01.22
	T
	3.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the Unique (Message) Identifier definition, change message into storage object, as we store more than just messages.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F024
	2010.01.22
	E
	3.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Message Storage is not a defined term.

Proposed Change: Change to all lowercase.
	Status: OPEN

	F025
	2010.01.22
	E
	3.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The font of the UIDVALIDITY definition is different from the other definitions.

Proposed Change: Make bold.
	Status: OPEN

	F026
	2010.01.22
	E
	3.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove the yellow box.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F027
	2010.01.22
	T
	3.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The following abbreviations are used throughout the document but not listed here:

· ACL

· URL

· CPM

· TLS

Proposed Change: Add these abbreviations here.
	Status: OPEN

	F028
	2010.01.22
	T
	4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Create a proper introduction.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F029
	2010.01.23
	T
	4
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Introduction missing. 

Proposed Change: Need to add an introduction.
	Status: OPEN

	F030
	2010.01.22
	T
	4
	Source: Basavaraj

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0023

Comment: No introduction chapter 

Proposed Change: Fill introduction chapter
	Status: OPEN

	F031
	2010.01.22
	T


	4


	Source: Huawei
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0020

Comment: no words in this section
Proposed Change: add description or delete this section.
	Status: OPEN

	F032
	2010.01.22
	T
	4.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Create a proper description of the version 1.0 contents.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F033
	2010.01.23
	T
	4.1
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Version 1.0 missing. 

Proposed Change: Need to add text for Version 1.0.
	Status: OPEN

	F034
	2010.01.22
	E
	4.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove section (and subsection), this is the first version of the specification.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F035
	2010.01.23
	E
	4.2, 4.2.1
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Un-modified baseline. 

Proposed Change: Delete.
	Status: OPEN

	F036
	2010.01.22
	T
	4, 4.1, 4.2  and 5.3.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: These four sections are blank in the current version 

Proposed Change: CR to provide content for Sections 4. Introduction, 4.1 Version 1.0, 4.2 Version X.Y and 5.3.2 Out-of-band Notifications.
	Status: OPEN

	F037
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove “for the Message Storage Client”. It is only important to describe how to access the Message Storage Server.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F038
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: Revision is needed as how does the CPM client learn the password of the user. Is the password separately managed by the service?  Typically such schemes require OOB distribution of the password to the client to avoid customer care issues.  There appears no other use for the password in other CPM services.  The implicit coverage of the CPM client configuration procedures should be spelled out and more explicitly specified.

Proposed Change: The implicit coverage of the CPM client configuration procedures should be spelled out and more explicitly specified. 

A CR will be prepared.
	Status: Closed 

by CR 2010-0090R02

	F039
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Move the entire section to after the section on Authentication to get a more logical order.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F040
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Confine the section to a description of the concepts and a reference to the IMAP ACL RFC, instead of just telling what is in the RFC.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F041
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: RFC2086 has been obsoleted by RFC4314.

Proposed Change: Change the reference to RFC2086 to RFC4314.
	Status: OPEN

	F042
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Turn the mentioning of the RFCs into proper references.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F043
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.1.x
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Move the detailed procedure descriptions to the proper places in chapter 6, instead of describing them here.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F044
	2010.01.23
	E
	5.1.1.1, 5.1.1.2, …
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Many typos (e.g., “[RFC4314.]” 

Proposed Change: Replace by “[RFC4314]”.
	Status: OPEN

	F045
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Rewrite this section to be less CPM User action oriented. It is not up to the specification to enforce that a user has to perform an action before the Message Storage Client triggers a procedure on the Message Storage Server.

Proposed Change: Acision will submit a CR.
	Status: OPEN

	F046
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.1.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Move the “to the Message Storage Server” to after the mentioning of the SETACL request for better readability.

Proposed Change: Change to: “… the Message Storage Client SHALL send a SETACL request to the Message Storage Server”.
	Status: OPEN

	F047
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove the last sentence of the 1st paragraph and add the reference to [RFC4314] to the sentence before it.

Proposed Change: Add in sentence as follows: “a SETACL request as defined in [RFC4314] with”.
	Status: OPEN

	F048
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: It is unclear that the “authenticated identifier which a Message Storage Client has used to login the Message Storage Server” means.

Proposed Change: Change to “identifier of the Principal to which access is given”.
	Status: OPEN

	F049
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the last paragraph change “according to the SETACL command of” into “as defined in” for better readability

Proposed Change: Change to “identifier of the Principal to which access is given”.
	Status: OPEN

	F050
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the last paragraph change “receiving the SETACL request” into “receiving a SETACL request” and “return the response” into “return a response” for better readability

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F051
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Rewrite this section to be less CPM User action oriented. It is not up to the specification to enforce that a user has to perform an action before the Message Storage Client triggers a procedure on the Message Storage Server.

Proposed Change: Acision will submit a CR.
	Status: OPEN

	F052
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: For consistency change “access rights” into “access control list”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F053
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Move the “to the Message Storage Server” to after the mentioning of the GETACL request for better readability.

Proposed Change: Change to: “… the Message Storage Client SHALL send a GETACL request to the Message Storage Server”.
	Status: OPEN

	F054
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove the last sentence of the 1st paragraph and add the reference to [RFC4314] to the sentence before it.

Proposed Change: Add in sentence as follows: “a GETACL request as defined in [RFC4314] with”.
	Status: OPEN

	F055
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the last paragraph change “according to the GETACL command of” into “as defined in” for better readability

Proposed Change: Change to “identifier of the Principal to which access is given”.
	Status: OPEN

	F056
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the last paragraph change “receiving the GETACL request” into “receiving a GETACL request” and “return the response” into “return a response” for better readability

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F057
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Rewrite this section to be less CPM User action oriented. It is not up to the specification to enforce that a user has to perform an action before the Message Storage Client triggers a procedure on the Message Storage Server.

Proposed Change: Acision will submit a CR.
	Status: OPEN

	F058
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.1.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Move the “to the Message Storage Server” to after the mentioning of the DELETEACL request for better readability.

Proposed Change: Change to: “… the Message Storage Client SHALL send a DELETEACL request to the Message Storage Server”.
	Status: OPEN

	F059
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: It is unclear that the “authenticated identifier which a Message Storage Client has used to login the Message Storage Server” means.

Proposed Change: Change to “identifier of the Principal to which access is given”.
	Status: OPEN

	F060
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove the last sentence of the 1st paragraph and add the reference to [RFC4314] to the sentence before it.

Proposed Change: Add in sentence as follows: “a DELETEACL request as defined in [RFC4314] with”.
	Status: OPEN

	F061 
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the last paragraph change “according to the DELETEACL command of” into “as defined in” for better readability

Proposed Change: Change to “identifier of the Principal to which access is given”.
	Status: OPEN

	F062
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the last paragraph change “receiving the DELETEACL request” into “receiving a DELETEACL request” and “return the response” into “return a response” for better readability

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F063
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Rewrite this section to be less CPM User action oriented. It is not up to the specification to enforce that a user has to perform an action before the Message Storage Client triggers a procedure on the Message Storage Server.

Proposed Change: Acision will submit a CR.
	Status: OPEN

	F064
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.1.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Move the “to the Message Storage Server” to after the mentioning of the LISTRIGHTS request for better readability.

Proposed Change: Change to: “… the Message Storage Client SHALL send a LISTRIGHTS request to the Message Storage Server”.
	Status: OPEN

	F065
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: It is unclear that the “authenticated identifier which a Message Storage Client has used to login the Message Storage Server” means.

Proposed Change: Change to “identifier of the Principal to which access is given”.
	Status: OPEN

	F066
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove the last sentence of the 1st paragraph and add the reference to [RFC4314] to the sentence before it.

Proposed Change: Add in sentence as follows: “a LISTRIGHTS request as defined in [RFC4314] with”.
	Status: OPEN

	F067
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the last paragraph change “according to the LISTRIGHTS command of” into “as defined in” for better readability

Proposed Change: Change to “identifier of the Principal to which access is given”.
	Status: OPEN

	F068
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the last paragraph change “receiving the LISTRIGHTS request” into “receiving a LISTRIGHTS request” and “return the response” into “return a response” for better readability

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F069
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.1.2
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Editorial

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

Two authentication mechanisms listed below are defined for IMAPv4 [RFC2595][ RFC3501].

	Status: OPEN

	F070
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The section is lacking normative statements.

Proposed Change: Add normative statements as to what procedures and protocols the Message Storage Client and Message Storage Server must support.
	Status: OPEN

	F071 
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Rewrite the section to not simply repeat what is already in the RFCs.

Proposed Change: Acision will submit a CR.
	Status: OPEN

	F072
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: We also need an option where only client authentication is done, and not the full mutual authentication.

Proposed Change: Clarify how this can be done.
	Status: OPEN

	F073
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove the spurious space before “TLS/PSK-TLS” in paragraph 2.

Proposed Change: Acision will submit a CR.
	Status: OPEN

	F074
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change mentioning of RFC2595 and RFC3501 to formal references in paragraph 3.

Proposed Change: Acision will submit a CR.
	Status: OPEN

	F075
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The figure isn’t needed and just repeats what is already in the RFC, just like the paragraph below it.

Proposed Change: Remove the figure and the paragraph.
	Status: OPEN

	F076
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change all text to have font color black, instead of blue.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F077
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Don’t make normative statements about deployment decisions, such as mandating protocols specific for type of client (the laptop/PC vs mobile terminal issue).

Proposed Change: Only state that TLS and PSK-TLS have to be supported, without prescribing what kind of terminal should use what option.
	Status: OPEN

	F078
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  RFC2595 not in list of references. Also, RFC2595 was updated by RFC4616 (not in reference list either)

Proposed Change: investigate if RFC4616 to be used and add missing references. Do not reference to RFC2501 as it is not needed here.
	Status: OPEN

	F079
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: The classification into notebooks/… and mobile terminals is not quite correct. What e.g. about smartphones with WLAN access?

Proposed Change: revise classification, possibly according to access used.
	Status: OPEN

	F080
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Turn the [CPM_SD] token in a formal reference with tag [OMA-CPM-SD].

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F081
	2010.01.22
	E
	5. 2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: “Storage Objects”, “Folder”, “Message”, “Session History”, “Conversation History” and “Stand-alone Media” aren’t a formal definition.

Proposed Change: Write in all lowercase.
	Status: OPEN

	F082
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2 et al
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  reference [CPM_SD] is malformed. Also, not in list of references.

Proposed Change: left to editor. Please verify all references and referencing style (which, at times, are just plaintext, see for intance “defined in RFC2595 and RFC3501” or have whitespace or periods in the reference)
	Status: OPEN

	F083
	2010.01.22
	T
	5. 2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: This section is difficult to read. Simplifications and clarifications need to be made.

Proposed Change: Acision will submit a CR.
	Status: OPEN

	F084
	2010.01.22
	T
	5. 2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Why are we mandating the use of namespaces in folder names? This is completely optional in [RFC3501].

Proposed Change: Don’t specifically mention the namespaces and just point to [RFC3501] for the rules around folder names.
	Status: OPEN

	F085
	2010.01.22
	T
	5. 2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: This section is difficult to read. Simplifications and clarifications need to be made.

Proposed Change: Acision will submit a CR.
	Status: OPEN

	F086
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: This description of the IMAP UID/UIDVALIDITY sounds incorrect.  Need clearer or more correct text.

Proposed Change: A CR will be submitted
	Status: OPEN

	F087
	2010.01.22
	T
	5. 2.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The contents of this section are not really related to message objects, but to folder objects.

Proposed Change: Make it a subsection of the folder object section.
	Status: OPEN

	F088
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Instead of making a link to the “Message Object” describe the Session History Object as being a message in IMAP terms with specific contents (with a specific content-type).

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	F089
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: Regarding the Editor’s Note, it is clear that the current description does not indicate that a session history object is different than a regular message.  Perhaps, I would suggest introducing a new message context header field should be introduced for that purpose.  This would be a searchable attribute used for other purposes such as differentiating between different message types (voicemail, fax, SMS, MMS, etc.)  
Proposed Change: A CR will be submitted.
	Status: OPEN

	F090
	2010.01.23
	T
	5.2.3, (with ripple on 5.2.4)
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: IMAP4 can’t support adding content to a stored item (e.g., adding content to a stored item means that this item will end up being a new item, with a new identity). But at the same time, in CPM, a conversation can last quite a long time. This brings us to a dilemma.

Proposed Change: The solution that sounds the most promising to us is to consider that the recorded “thing” is represented by a link. All the links pertaining to the conversation being put in a container. 
	Status: OPEN

	F091
	2010.01.23
	T
	5.2.3, Editor’s note
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: The Editor’s note should be resolved.

Proposed Change: See CR “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0027-CR_CONR_TS_MsgStor_523_EditNote”
	Status: OPEN

	F092
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: State that the Conversation History Object is a normal mailbox on the IMAP server, which is normally exposed by the Message Storage Server, but which is hidden from the end-user by the Message Storage Client.

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	F093
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Instead of making a link to the “Message Object” describe the Media Object as being a message in IMAP terms with specific contents (with a specific content-type).

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	F094
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.6
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: The text is a bit confusing in its reference to folder and stored item. 

Proposed Change: Change the first sentence of this section as follows:

The combination of a folder name, its stored object’s UID, and the folder’s UIDVALIDITY MUST permanently and persistently refer to one and only one stored object in a CPM Message Storage server.

	Status: OPEN

	F095
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: RFC3501 doesn’t describe notifications

Proposed Change: Change to a proper reference towards an RFC describing the notification mechanism for IMAP.
	Status: OPEN

	F096
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Include a reference to the IMAP message events RFC (RFC5423) to describe the events in which a notification can occur.

Proposed Change: Change to a proper reference towards an RFC describing the notification mechanism for IMAP.
	Status: OPEN

	F097
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Should we include a reference to the IMAP IDLE RFC and/or the IMAP NOTIFY RFC.

Proposed Change: Consider including references to these RFCs (RFC2177 and RFC5465).
	Status: OPEN

	F098
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “CPM Client” into “Message Storage Client” throughout the section.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F099
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove “CPM” before “Message Storage Server” and “Message Storage Client”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F100
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.3
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: The two bullet items a & b need editorial improvements for clarity. 

Proposed Change: The following revisions are proposed:

a) Changes in the stored objects due to performing any operations by the Message Storage Server on the stored objects during the CPM Client’s  registered state and the notification feature’s active state.

b) Changes in the stored objects since the CPM Client’s last de-registration or CPM User’s deactivation of the notification feature.

	Status: OPEN

	F101
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.3
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: Related to the Editor’s Note to specify “How notifications are sent from the Message Storage Server to the Message Storage Client”, the three basic IMAP mechanisms of In-band, Polling and Out-of-band can be briefly stated here and the Editor’s Note be removed. 

Proposed Change: A CR will be submitted.
	Status: OPEN

	F102
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.3.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Do we really need outband notifications in CPM v1.0?

Proposed Change: Remove entire section.
	Status: OPEN

	F103
	2010.01.22
	Q
	5.3.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  there is no text for out-of-band notifications. 

Proposed Change: delete this feature or propose appropriate text
	Status: OPEN

	F104
	2010.01.23
	T
	5.3.2
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Quoting 5.3: “The CPM Message Storage Server SHALL notify the Message Storage Client of the changes in the stored resources according to the procedures specified in [RFC3501.]”. But per our understanding of RFC3501 there is no mechanism that allows to notify a user of changes if he is not part of the IMAP4 session. And upon reconnection the user would be solely notified solely of the changes that occurred inside the mailbox selected (e.g., IMAP4 SELECT command); so it would not be notified of changes done in other folders.  

Proposed Change: No yet, as this requires discussion in MWG/CPM.
	Status: OPEN

	F105
	2010.01.23
	T
	5.3.2
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Empty section.

Proposed Change: Delete or fill in.  
	Status: OPEN

	F106
	2010.01.22
	T


	5.3.2


	Source: Huawei
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0020

Comment: no words in this section
Proposed Change: add description or delete this section.
	Status: OPEN

	F107
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Update paragraph to the agreements reached at the Bangalore interim meeting.

Proposed Change: Make the use of the METADATA extension optional and the use of the STORE command to update flags mandatory.
	Status: OPEN

	F108
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The list of flags that a Message Storage Server and Client have to support needs to be included here.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F109
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove the reference to [RFC2244], it has no bearing here.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F110
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.4
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: This section should specify requirements for other components of the CPM (other than Message Storage) to comply with the Message Storage Metadata structure in creating or inserting new data into a stored object’s header, e.g., a CPM Message.

Proposed Change: A CR to be submitted.
	Status: OPEN

	F111
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: We don’t need to specify the error handling. This is all already covered by the IMAP RFCs.

Proposed Change: Remove the entire section.
	Status: OPEN

	F112
	2010.01.22
	E
	6
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Split up the chapter into a separate chapter for the Message Storage Client and a separate Chapter for the Message Storage Server, just as we do in other TSes.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F113
	2010.01.22
	T
	6.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Sections for specifying the Authenticate and Set Active Folder operations are missing.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F114
	2010.01.22
	T
	6.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Instead of only mentioning RFC3501, also mention all other RFCs (of the IMAP extensions) that the Message Storage Client has to support.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F115
	2010.01.22
	T
	6.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  the MsgStore Client is not just a means for the user to manipulate the store. It also can make the user aware of, e.g., new messages in the store

Proposed Change: rephrase accordingly
	Status: OPEN

	F116
	2010.01.22
	E
	6.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The style of the Note is not correct.

Proposed Change: Update to use the “NO”style.
	Status: OPEN

	F117
	2010.01.22
	T
	6.1.1.x
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Rewrite these sections to be less CPM User action oriented. It is not up to the specification to enforce that a user has to perform an action before the Message Storage Client triggers a procedure on the Message Storage Server.

Proposed Change: Acision will submit a CR.
	Status: OPEN

	F118
	2010.01.22
	T
	6.1.1.x
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the first paragraph change “according to the XXX command of” into “as defined in” for better readability

Proposed Change: Change to “identifier of the Principal to which access is given”.
	Status: OPEN

	F119
	2010.01.22
	T
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Specify what kind of objects can be stored with this command.

Proposed Change: Specify that command is applicable for message objects, session history objects and media objects.
	Status: OPEN

	F120
	2010.01.22
	T
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Paragraph 2: Isn’t this already covered by RFC3501.

Proposed Change: Remove paragraph as it is already covered.
	Status: OPEN

	F121
	2010.01.22
	T
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The text on the STORE command should be moved towards the section on Metadata Update.

Proposed Change:.
	Status: OPEN

	F122
	2010.01.22
	T
	6.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Specify that the fetch is from the current active folder and not from any folder.

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	F123
	2010.01.22
	T
	6.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Specify what kind of objects can be fetched with this command.

Proposed Change: Specify that command is applicable for message objects, session history objects and media objects.
	Status: OPEN

	F124
	2010.01.22
	T
	6.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Add a note that with this command also parts of an object can be fetched (e.g. only one attachment of a message).

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F125
	2010.01.22
	T
	6.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: last paragraph: Why do we want to specify what the Message Storage Client does with the fetched object?

Proposed Change: Remove paragraph.
	Status: OPEN

	F126
	2010.01.22
	E
	6.1.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The style of the Note is not correct.

Proposed Change: Update to use the “NO”style.
	Status: OPEN

	F127
	2010.01.22
	T
	6.1.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Specify what kind of objects can be previewed with this command.

Proposed Change: Specify that command is applicable for message objects, session history objects and media objects.
	Status: OPEN

	F128
	2010.01.22
	T
	6.1.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Add a note that with this command also parts of an object can be previewed (e.g. only one attachment of a message).

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F129
	2010.01.22
	T
	6.1.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: last paragraph: Why do we want to specify what the Message Storage Client does with the fetched preview?

Proposed Change: Remove paragraph.
	Status: OPEN

	F130
	2010.01.22
	T
	6.1.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Specify what kind of objects can be copied with this command.

Proposed Change: Specify that command is applicable for message objects, session history objects and media objects.
	Status: OPEN

	F131
	2010.01.22
	Q
	6.1.1.3
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: The convert command assumes a request for a particular media type.  This document should probably enumerate the media types a client should expect a server to support!

Proposed Change: If agreed by the group, a CR will be provided to list the media types. 
	Status: OPEN

	F132
	2010.01.22
	T
	6.1.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Typo: “Mmessage” ( “Message”.

Proposed Change: Remove paragraph.
	Status: OPEN

	F133
	2010.01.22
	T
	6.1.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The real name of the flag is ‘\Deleted’.

Proposed Change: Change the name to the correct name.
	Status: OPEN

	F134
	2010.01.22
	T
	6.1.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The paragraph on the EXPUNGE command is not clear. Specify that the EXPUNGE command can be executed at any point in time, and doesn’t have to be paired with the setting of the \Deleted flag.

Proposed Change: Clarify this.
	Status: OPEN

	F135
	2010.01.22
	E
	6.1.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The style of the Note is not correct.

Proposed Change: Update to use the “NO”style.
	Status: OPEN

	F136
	2010.01.22
	E
	6.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove the empty line.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F137
	2010.01.22
	E
	6.1.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change to “send a CREATE request”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F138
	2010.01.22
	E
	6.1.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change to “send a LIST request”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F139
	2010.01.22
	E
	6.1.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change to “send a SELECT request”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F140
	2010.01.22
	E
	6.1.2.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change to “send a RENAME request”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F141
	2010.01.22
	T
	6.1.2.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The NOTE is the other way round; the move operation is used for renaming.

Proposed Change: Update the note.
	Status: OPEN

	F142
	2010.01.22
	E
	6.1.2.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change to “send a DELETE request”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F143
	2010.01.22
	E
	6.1.2.6
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change to “send a SEARCH request”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F144
	2010.01.22
	E
	6.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove the empty line.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F145
	2010.01.22
	E
	6.1.3.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Typo “metatdata” ( “metadata”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F146
	2010.01.22
	T
	6.1.3.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Update to the agreements of the Bangalore interim meeting to make the METADATA IMAP extension optional.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F147
	2010.01.22
	T
	6.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: What is “deactivated (suppressed) automatic synchronization”?

Proposed Change: Explain what this is.
	Status: OPEN

	F148
	2010.01.22
	T
	6.1.4
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: Related to the two Editor’s Notes, IMAP does not have an explicit synchronization mechanism. It has a mechanism called offline operation. In that, the CPM client effectively is given all the information it needs by the IMAP server to maintain a partial or complete cache of all messages on the server.  It is then up to the client to determine which messages are stored locally. The OMA term for this “synchronization” operation in the MEM group was called “alignment”.  
Proposed Change: Prepare a CR to add a brief explanation of the above mentioned procedure or refer to the MEM specs for that matter if the group wishes. 
	Status: OPEN

	F149
	2010.01.22
	T
	6.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Instead of only mentioning RFC3501, also mention all other RFCs (of the IMAP extensions) that the Message Storage Client has to support.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F150
	2010.01.22
	T
	6.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  only the MsgStore Client is listed as an entity accessing the store. The PF is another prominent entity not to be forgotten.

Proposed Change: rephrase accordingly
	Status: OPEN

	F151
	2010.01.22
	E
	6.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove the empty line.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F152
	2010.01.22
	E
	6.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: “a APPEND” ( “an APPEND”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F153
	2010.01.22
	E
	6.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: “a APPEND” ( “an APPEND”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F154
	2010.01.22
	T
	6.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Use the proper terminology for the objects.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F155
	2010.01.22
	E
	6.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “of [RFC3501]” into “as defined in [RFC3501]”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F156
	2010.01.22
	T
	6.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The editor’s note can be simply removed.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F157
	2010.01.22
	E
	6.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “of [RFC3501]” into “as defined in [RFC3501]”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F158
	2010.01.22
	E
	6.2.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “of [RFC3501]” into “as defined in [RFC3501]”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F159
	2010.01.22
	E
	6.2.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Font of the reference is not the correct one.

Proposed Change: Update the font to the normal one.
	Status: OPEN

	F160
	2010.01.22
	E
	6.2.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “of [RFC3501]” into “as defined in [RFC3501]”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F161
	2010.01.22
	E
	6.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “of [RFC3501]” into “as defined in [RFC3501]”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F162
	2010.01.22
	E
	6.2.1.5
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  replace “Message Store Server” by “Message Storage Server”

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	F163
	2010.01.22
	E
	6.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove the empty line.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F164
	2010.01.22
	E
	6.2.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “of [RFC3501]” into “as defined in [RFC3501]”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F165
	2010.01.22
	E
	6.2.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “of [RFC3501]” into “as defined in [RFC3501]”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F166
	2010.01.22
	E
	6.2.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “of [RFC3501]” into “as defined in [RFC3501]”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F167
	2010.01.22
	E
	6.2.2.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “of [RFC3501]” into “as defined in [RFC3501]”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F168
	2010.01.22
	T
	6.2.2.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The NOTE is the other way round; the move operation is used for renaming.

Proposed Change: Update the note.
	Status: OPEN

	F169
	2010.01.22
	E
	6.2.2.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “of [RFC3501]” into “as defined in [RFC3501]”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F170
	2010.01.22
	E
	6.2.2.6
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “of [RFC3501]” into “as defined in [RFC3501]”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F171
	2010.01.22
	T
	6.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Update to the agreements of the Bangalore interim meeting to make the METADATA IMAP extension optional.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F172
	2010.01.22
	T
	6.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove the NOTE. We don’t need the ANNOTATEMORE extension.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: Closed

by CR 2010-0053R01

	F173
	2010.01.22
	T


	6.2.3


	Source: Huawei
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0020

Comment: http://www.ietf.org/internet-drafts/draft-daboo-imap-annotatemore-05.txt has been published as RFC 5464
Proposed Change: changed accordingly.
	Status: Closed

by CR 2010-0053R01

	F174
	2010.01.22
	T
	6.2.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: There is no real synchronization request.

Proposed Change: Updat e to reflect the real requests that a Message Storage Client will send.
	Status: OPEN

	F175
	2010.01.22
	T
	6.2.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remote operations have been removed from the scope CPM v1.0.

Proposed Change: Remove the entire section.
	Status: OPEN

	F176
	2010.01.22
	T
	6.2.5
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: According to the Editor’s Note, Remote access to an object in Message Storage in a different domain is FFS. But, there is no requirement in the RD specifically mentioning different domains! 
Proposed Change: Remove the Editor’s Note and the section.
	Status: OPEN

	F177
	2010.01.22
	T


	6.2.5


	Source: Huawei
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0020

Comment: no words in this section
Proposed Change: add description or delete this section.
	Status: OPEN

	F178
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3, 5.3, 6.1.4, 6.2.1.1, 6.2.1.5, 6.2.3, 6.2.4,

6.2.5, 
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: In the CPM TS Message Storage, there are 9 Editor’s Notes calling FFS on different subjects, which must be addressed.

Proposed Change: CR to be provided for each for resolving their issues if there are requirements for them. Delete those EN’s with no corresponding requirement in the RD. However, if requirements exist and for this CPM release but no resolution reached, move the requirements to “Future”.  
	Status: OPEN

	F179
	2010.01.22
	T
	App A
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove the yellow box.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F180
	2010.01.22
	T
	A.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove the yellow box.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F181
	2010.01.22
	T
	App B
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  “Requirement” column is empty

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F182
	2010.01.22
	T
	B.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The SCR entry for preview must be optional.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F183
	2010.01.22
	T
	B.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Split the SCR entry for metadata update in an entry for the STORE command (mandatory) and the METADATA support (optional).

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F184
	2010.01.22
	T
	B.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The SCR entry for preview must be optional.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F185
	2010.01.22
	T
	B.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Split the SCR entry for metadata update in an entry for the STORE command (mandatory) and the METADATA support (optional).

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN


	F186
	2010.01.22
	T
	App C
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove the example appendix.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F187
	2010.01.23
	E
	Appendix C
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Un-modified baseline

Proposed Change: Delete
	Status: OPEN
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