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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.
2010/01/25 Interworking TS assessment of the editorial comments

Colour coding:

· Green highlight: truly editorial

· Pale grey highlight: questionable, to be debated in MWG/CPM

· Grey highlight: clearly not editorial
2. Review Comments

2.1 Interworking TS < OMA-TS-CPM_Interworking-V1_0-20091221-D >

	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	E001
	2010.01.22
	T


	General


	Source: Huawei

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0020

Comment: Editor Note should be delete

Proposed Change: remove EN
	Status: OPEN

	E002
	2010.01.22
	E
	General
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Update to the 2010 template.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: do we keep the template used at TS initiation or do update?

	E003
	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

	E004
	2010.01.22
	T
	General
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Assigning a Non-CPM Communication Service Identifier and the format of such a Non-CPM Communication Service Identifier is not described in the TS, although the use of it is described. 

Proposed Change: Add a description of the format of the Non-CPM Communication Service Identifier and its assignment.
	Status: OPEN

	E005
	2010.01.22
	T
	General
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Interworking of CPM File Transfers is not described. 

Proposed Change: Add a description of the interworking of CPM File Transfers.
	Status: OPEN

	E006
	2010.01.22
	T
	General
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: SIP/IP Core is not a defined term.

Proposed Change: Change in “SIP/IP core” throughout the document.
	Status: OPEN

	E007
	2010.01.22
	T
	General
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Usage of term “MSRP SEND” is sloppy and assumes a single MSRP SEND for a CPM Message, while we should take chunking into account as well.

Proposed Change: Use “receiving the entire CPM Standalone Message via MSRP” (would make step 1 redundant as well).
	Status: OPEN

	E008
	2010.01.22
	T
	General
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Procedures in this document seem to be inconsistent with SD. In the SD it’s the ISF that performs the address translations, while this document assigns that task to the IWF.

Proposed Change: Align this document with the concepts in the SD.
	Status: OPEN

	E009
	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

	E010
	2010.01.21
	E
	_all
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: There are still some inconsistent usage of terms (e.g.,  “Large Message Mode”).

Proposed Change: See CR “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0023-CR__CONR_TS_intrwrk_ConsistentUsageTerms”.
	Status: OPEN
Closed with CR0023R02

	E011
	2010.01.21
	E
	_all
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: From section 4, not all references to the RFC use the “[RFCnnnn]” format (e.g., some are: “RFC nnnn”, “(RFCnnnn)”).

Proposed Change: Ensure that all references to the RFCs are done using the format “[RFCnnnn]” (e.g., [RFC3261]).
	Status: OPEN

	E012
	2010.01.21
	T
	all
	Source: <Orange>

Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: current version of TS_CPM_Interworking does not include any reference nor description about interworking between CPM enabler and IM enabler (as a non-CPM enabler). 

Proposed Change: It is suggested to provide some details about CPM and IM interworking into TS_CPM_Interworking. 

At  least a reference within TS-CPM_Interworking to existing Appendix G (entitled ‘support for OMA IM client’) of OMA-TS-CPM_Conv_Fnct, which specifies technical requirements addressing terminating CPM Participating Function) should be made.

	Status: OPEN

	E013
	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

	E014
	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

	E015
	2010.01.22
	E
	2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

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

Proposed Change: Use proper quotes, names of authors, release dates, etc.
	Status: OPEN

	E016
	2010.01.22
	E
	2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In all references, remove the new-line before the URL of the referenced document. Keep it on the same line as the other reference data.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E017
	2010.01.22
	T
	2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: We shouldn’t limit ourselves to just 3GPP SMS, MMS & IMS specifications.

Proposed Change: Include references to the 3GPP2 counterparts of the referenced 3GPP specifications.
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: Pls provide these  references

	E018
	2010.01.22
	E
	2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the 3GPP references, include an indication that 3GPP is the organization that released the specification.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: thought that this was de-facto. Should we say the same for IETF, …?

	E019
	2010.01.22
	T
	2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Why are we referring to a DDS or an RD, instead of a TS?

Proposed Change: Update the [OMA-DDS-Presence_Data] and [OMA-SIMPLE-PRES] references to point to proper TS specifications.
	Status: OPEN

	E020
	2010.01.22
	T
	2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The SIP IM RFC is RFC3428, not RFC3424.

Proposed Change: Change the RFC number to 3428 in the [RFC3424] reference (including the tag).
	Status: OPEN

	E021
	2010.01.22
	E
	2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Do not use bold font for the “URL:” tag in the [RFC3761] reference.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E022
	2010.01.22
	E
	2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Don’t include the date part of an OMA document identifier in a references.

Proposed Change: Remove the date of the document identifier of the [SCRRULES] reference..
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: date was added as well for [OMA-SIMPLE-PRES]. Will apply same treatment.
Agreed to apply also to OMA-SIMPLE-PRES.

	E023
	2010.01.22
	T
	2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The references [RFC2045], [RFC3264], [RFC3798], and [RFC4145] are not used in the document.

Proposed Change: Remove them.
	Status: OPEN

	E024
	2010.01.22
	T
	2.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: The reference to [RFC 2821] for SMTP is obsolete. The replacement document is [RFC 5321].

Proposed Change: Make global changes for all its occurrences in many sections throughout the document. 
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: Never feel comfortable doing a global search/replace from a spec to the latest, because it is the latest, and without having done a thorough review of the delta (e.g., int TS changes to be done would be in…  5.2.3.1.1.1, 5.2.3.1.2.1, 5.2.4, 5.2.4.1, 5.2.4.2.1, … Would prefer discussing in MWG/CPM.

	E025
	2010.01.21
	E
	2.1
	Source: Michel.Houde@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: MSRP-ACM 

Proposed Change: Correct the URL format.


	Status: OPEN

	E026
	2010.01.21
	E
	2.1, RFC3424
	Source: Michel.Houde@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: Should rather be RFC3428

Proposed Change: Change text to read:  1) [RFC34248] ;  2) “IETF RFC 34248: ‘SIP: Session Initiation Protocol (SIP) Extension for Instant Messaging’

URL: http://www.ietf.org/rfc/rfc3428.txt “.
	Status: OPEN

	E027
	2010.01.21
	E
	2.1, RFC3862
	Source: Michel.Houde@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: RFC3862

Proposed Change: Correct the URL format.
	Status: OPEN

	E028
	2010.01.22
	E
	2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

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

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E029
	2010.01.22
	E
	3.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

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

· SMS

· MMS

· CPM

· SIP

· IP

· CPIM

· XML

Proposed Change: Add these abbreviations to the list.
	Status: OPEN

	E030
	2010.01.21
	E
	3.3
	Source: Michel.Houde@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Add abbreviation for IWF (used in 5.1.1) 

Proposed Change: IWF: Interworking Function
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: Conflicting comments: E030, E031, E040

	E031
	2010.01.21
	E
	3.3
	Source: Michel.Houde@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Add abbreviation for ISF (used in 5.1.1) 

Proposed Change: ISF: Interworking Selection Function
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: Conflicting comments: E030, E031, E040

	E032
	2010.01.21
	E
	3.3
	Source: Michel.Houde@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Add abbreviation for UAS (used in 5.2.1.1.2)

Proposed Change: “UAS: User Agent Server.”
	Status: OPEN
Closed without action

	E033
	2010.01.21
	E
	3.3 and throughout the document
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: The abbreviation for the short message service center differs from that in 3GPP and can cause confusion. It would be better to reuse the same abbreviation as in 3GPP TS 23.204.

Proposed Change: 

 SMS-SC
	Status: OPEN

	E034
	2010.01.22
	T
	4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The introduction is a bit terse.

Proposed Change: Create an introduction that properly introduces the interworking functionality that is described in this TS.
	Status: OPEN

	E035
	2010.01.22
	T
	4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Also point to the SD as being relevant.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E036
	2010.01.22
	T
	4
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: Refer to SD as well. Just referring to RD and AD is not enough because SD describe a lot of relevant detail. 

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	E037
	2010.01.22
	T
	4.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The version 1.0 description is a bit terse.

Proposed Change: Create a description that properly describes the version 1.0 functionality included in the document.
	Status: OPEN

	E038
	2010.01.22
	T
	4.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: rephrase 1st paragraph to make it clearer that this spec has a generic part and 3 specific mappings, and that the generic part can be used to derive additional mappings as needed. 

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	E039
	2010.01.22
	T
	5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Split up the chapter into a separate chapter for the Interworking Selection Function and a separate Chapter for the Interworking Function, just as we do in other TSes.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E040
	2010.01.22
	E
	5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Don’t use the ISF and IWF abbreviations.

Proposed Change: Write out the components names Interworking Selection Function and Interworking Function completely.
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: Conflicting comments: E030, E031, E040

	E041
	2010.01.21
	E
	5.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: Missing period at end of sentence.

Proposed Change: 

It applies for CPM to non-CPM interworking. 


	Status: OPEN

	E042
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1 & 5.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Why have both sections the same contents?

Proposed Change: Remove section 5.1.1 entirely.
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: See E042, E043, E044

	E043
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.1, 5.1.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: Sections 5.1 and 5.1.1 contain the same text.

Proposed Change: Delete section 5.1.1


	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: See E042, E043, E044

	E044
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1

5.1.1
	Source: Huawei

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0020

Comment: the section 5.1 and section 5.1.1 is exactly same. 

Proposed Change: remove words in the section 5.1
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: Should be “Technical”. See E042, E043, E044

	E045
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: inappropriate text (just copied from 5.1). 

Proposed Change: rename section to “Interworking Decision” and provide useful text
	Status: OPEN

	E046
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.1.2
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: There is no Appendix G in CPM-SD document

Proposed Change: 

Need to correct the reference in the following note:

NOTE: Further detail on the selection process can be found in Appendix G of the [OMA-CPM-SD].

	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: NB: E046, E048, E066

	E047
	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:

SHALL re-perform the selection and repeat interworking attempt as specified in steps ‎1-10 above;
	Status: OPEN

	E048
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.1.2
	Source: Huawei

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0020

Comment: wording 

Proposed Change:
 NOTE: Further detail on the selection process can be found in Appendix E of the [OMA-CPM-SD].
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: NB: E046, E048, E066 

	E049
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.2
	Source: Hansol Inticube

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0021-CPM_V1_0_Comments_Hansol 

Comment: In step3, the address assigned to the CPM oiginator not a Non-CPM Communication System Address. 

Proposed Change: replace the current “Non-CPM Communication System address” with “Non-CPM User address”.
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: Not solely editorial

	E050
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.2
	Source: Hansol Inticube

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0021-CPM_V1_0_Comments_Hansol 

Comment: The intention of the second NOTE is to avoid the deterioration of SMS user’s experience when the Communication is established between CPM user and SMS user. 

However, the author believes that the 1-1 CPM Session doesn’t have to do with the deterioration since there seems already many users who are using SMS service like IM.

Proposed Change: In the sentence “In case of interworking a CPM Session or a Large Message Mode CPM Message”, replace “CPM Session” with “CPM Group Session”

	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: Not solely editorial

	E051
	2010.01.2
	T
	5.1.2
	Source: Hansol Inticube

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0021-CPM_V1_0_Comments_Hansol 

Comment: In step 13a. The “entity that sent the CPM request towards the ISF” is misleading. From the context, ACK is sent to the entity to which the SIP INVITE was sent by the ISF rather than the one that sent the SIP INVITE towards ISF. 

Proposed Change: replace “that sent the CPM request towards the ISF” with “to which the CPM request was sent”.


	Status: OPEN

	E052
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.2
	Source: Hansol Inticube

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0021-CPM_V1_0_Comments_Hansol 

Comment: In step 13b. The “entity that sent the CPM request towards the ISF” is misleading. SIP BYE can be  sent to either way(e.g, upstream or downstream) based on the initiator of SIP BYE.

Proposed Change: replace “to the entity that sent the CPM request towards the ISF (e.g. CPM Participating Function)” with “along the signalling path”.


	Status: OPEN

	E053
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Throughout the section all occurrences of CPM Message actually mean CPM Standalone Message.

Proposed Change: Replace “CPM Message” with “CPM Standalone Message” throughout the section.
	Status: OPEN

	E054
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Number the notes.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E055
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the 2nd note, instead of specifically mentioning Large Message Mode, state a size-limit for messages that shouldn’t be interworked via SMS, e.g. at 640 characters.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E056
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 6, add a note that for CPM Message disposition notifications the Non-CPM Communication Service Identifier will always be followed, and that a disposition notification without one will be rejected.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E057
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 7, it is unclear where the 2 SHALLs apply to.

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN

	E058
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Don’t point to the Conversation Functions TS for retrieval of the user preferences. Potentially we are talking about a different set of user preferences, so we better describe the retrieval in this TS.

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN

	E059
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Reference [OMA_SIMPLE_PRES] doesn’t exist.

Proposed Change: Change the underscores (‘_’) in hyphens (‘-‘).
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: See contradiction between E059 or E060. Right? If so, which does Acision want ?

	E060
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The reference to [OMA_SIMPLE_PRES] isn’t needed. If we want to point to a presence document then point to a TS.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: See contradiction between E059 or E060. Right? If so, which does Acision want ?

	E061
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Be more specific as what part of [OMA-DDS-Presence_Data] we need.

Proposed Change: Include section number.
	Status: OPEN

	E062
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 12, we are talking about CPM Session Invitations.

Proposed Change: Change “CPM Session” into “CPM Session Invitation”.
	Status: OPEN

	E063
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 13, the directions of the ACK and BYE looks strange. Normally they would go from CPM to non-CPM not the other way round.

Proposed Change: Investigate and change if necessary.
	Status: OPEN

	E064
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 13, we should also mention the behavior for re-INVITEs.

Proposed Change: Add description.
	Status: OPEN

	E065
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove empty line at the end of the section.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: Editor understands that the porposedchange is rather “delete line”.

	E066
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.1.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: reference Appendix E instead of Appendix G from the SD. 

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: NB: E046, E048, E066

	E067
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.1.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: “110” in step 11 seems to mean “1 through 10”

Proposed Change: change accordingly
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: NB: E067,  E070

	E068
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.1.2
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: The second Note after step 5 removes one of the interworking requirements, which is to interwork between a CPM session and SMS

Proposed Change: 

NOTE: In the case of interworking a CPM Large Message Mode CPM Message, it is better not to select SMS Interworking to prevent deterioration of the SMS user’s experience. For the other direction of interworking, it may be appropriate though to interwork a set of concatenated SMS’es to a Large Message Mode CPM Message.


	Status: OPEN

	E069
	2010.01.21
	E
	5.1.2

Step 8
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: Missing words

Proposed Change: 

8. MAY, if available, interact with the Presence enabler [OMA_SIMPLE_PRES] to request the target user’s presence information, relative service preference as described in [OMA-DDS-Presence_Data], and, if obtained, analyze the most preferred service from the presence information. In this case, the ISF SHALL use this information to influence the selection of an appropriate IWF.


	Status: OPEN

	E070
	2010.01.21
	E
	5.1.2 Step 11.c
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: missing separation

Proposed Change: 

c. SHALL re-perform the selection and ensuing interworking attempt as specified in steps ‎1 to 10 above;

	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: NB: E067,  E070

	E071
	2010.01.21
	E
	5.1.2 step 12
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: grammar correction

Proposed Change: 

Upon receiving a SIP 200 OK response for the CPM Message,…….
	Status: OPEN

	E072
	2010.01.21
	E
	5.1.2 step 13
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: editorial fixes

Proposed Change: 

13. In the case of interworking a CPM Session or a Large Message Mode CPM Message,

	Status: OPEN

	E073
	2010.01.21
	E
	5.1.2, 2
	Source: Michel.Houde@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: word the sentence positively 

Proposed Change: Change text to read: “If interworking is occurring in the terminating network, SHALL check service provider policies to determine if interworking to a particular Non-CPM Communication Service is not allowed for this particular target user, and if so not, eliminate the IWF associated with the Non-CPM Communication Service from the list of potential IWFs to be selected;“

	Status: OPEN

	E074
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.1.2, 5, 2nd Note
	Source: Michel.Houde@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: note has room for interpretation 

Proposed Change: Change text to read: “In case of interworking a CPM Session or a Large Message Mode CPM Message to Non-CPM, it is better not to select SMS Interworking to prevent deterioration of the SMS user’s experience. For the other direction of interworking (i.e., Non-CPM to  CPM), it may be appropriate though to interwork a set of concatenated SMS’s to a Large Message Mode CPM Message. “.
	Status: OPEN

	E075
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.5
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: not sure if INVIT will carry the Contribution ID

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

5. SHALL store the Conversation Identity received in the SIP re-INVITE request; 

	Status: OPEN

	E076
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.5
	Source: Hansol Inticube

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0021-CPM_V1_0_Comments_Hansol 

Comment: In step 7.c, the “CPM Address of Interworking Function” can not be set as an Authenticated Originaor’s Address. 

Proposed Change: replace “Interworking Function” with “CPM User”.


	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: not editorial

	E077
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The tables used to describe the conversions are very unclear, and very difficult to understand due to not being very specific to the actual request that needs to be generated. For instance, the “See Comment” statements all over the tables already show that they are more than just translation tables, and are just a stop-gap measure instead of a real solution.

Proposed Change: Replace tables with specific instructions on how to construct the CPM or non-CPM request (possibly with input from the non-CPM or CPM counterpart).
	Status: OPEN

	E078
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The ‘XXX parameters status’ column of the translation tables is unclear. What does the value in this column mean (translation is optional/mandatory, field is optional/mandatory). This column only leads to confusion.

Proposed Change: Remove the column, or unambiguously define what is meant with the column.
	Status: OPEN

	E079
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: For a lot of the fields on the SIP side of the translation tables it is unclear where they are (i.e. SIP header, CPIM header, IMDN header, IMDN XML-document, …).

Proposed Change: Develop a set of unambiguous definitions that resolve these confusions.
	Status: OPEN

	E080
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: Change “an Non-CPM Communication” to “a Non CPM Communication”.

Proposed Change: Make the proposed correction.
	Status: OPEN

	E081
	2010.01.21
	E
	5.2.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: remove “n”

Proposed Change: 

“….to a Non-CPM Communication Service.”
	Status: OPEN

	E082
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: A lot of the tables can be shortened by having the text state that a request or response as defined in the appropriate standard should be created.

Proposed Change: Include these references to standards, and remove all entries from the table that are just stating what that standard already states (examples: SIP Call-ID headers, MM4 3GPP MSS Version IEs).
	Status: OPEN

	E083
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Capitalize “principles” in the section title..

Proposed Change:.
	Status: OPEN

	E084
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Create a more verbose introduction to the rest of the section, with a “roadmap” across the procedures in the subsections of this section. Now it looks more like a loose set of procedures rather than a coherent set of procedures.

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	E085
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The section is very unclear about what is meant with removing CPIM bodies (I thought these included the message contents as well).

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

	E086
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The section is very unclear about what is meant with removing recipient lists before mapping. If we remove before mapping, then how to get the list of recipients during the mapping?

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

	E087
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The entire section (including subsections) is about CPM Standalone Messages.

Proposed Change: Change “CPM Message” in “CPM Standalone Message” consistently.
	Status: OPEN

	E088
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Add “request” after “SIP MESSAGE” consistently.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E089
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Explicitly mention the feature tag that must be present in the SIP MESSAGE request for this procedure.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E090
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 1, make “Content-Type” plural (i.e. “Content-Type(s)”, as the IWF may have to go deeper than just the top-level content type.

Proposed Change: Change it.
	Status: OPEN

	E091
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 2, change “SIP MESSAGE” into “CPM Message”.

Proposed Change: Change it.
	Status: OPEN

	E092
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 2, discarding is not the right term; we just send back an error.

Proposed Change: Change “discard the CPM Message” into “send back an error response”.
	Status: OPEN

	E093
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 2, what else can be done than sending an error back?

Proposed Change: Change it to send back an error unconditionally. Don’t make it depend on local policy.
	Status: OPEN

	E094
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 3a, The mentioned appendix of the Conversation Functions TS contains more headers than that need to be stored. Be more specific.

Proposed Change: Explicitly mention the header names we are talking about.
	Status: OPEN

	E095
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 3a, the headers aren’t CPM-specific anymore.

Proposed Change: Remove “CPM-specific”.
	Status: OPEN

	E096
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 4, add “mappings towards” before “SMS, MMS and e-mail”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E097
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.1.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove empty line at the end of the section.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E098
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Explicitly mention the feature tag that must be present in the SIP INVITE request for this procedure.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E099
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 1, make “accept-type attribute” plural (i.e. “accept-type attribute(s)”, as the IWF may have to go deeper than just the top-level content type.

Proposed Change: Change it.
	Status: OPEN

	E100
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: User Agent Server is not a defined term.

Proposed Change: Decapitalize it.
	Status: OPEN

	E101
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove the “(UAS)”. It is not needed.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: ripple effect, will need to spell out  “UAS” in Appendix C, example 2.
Agreed to spell out UAS

	E102
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 3, why do we need to store the content of the Contact header? Isn’t that already covered by acting as a UAS according to [RFC3261].

Proposed Change: Remove step 3.
	Status: OPEN

	E103
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 4a, add space in “inAppendix C”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E104
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove empty line between steps 4a and 4b.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E105
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Adding a Allow header is already covered in [RFC3261], so doesn’t have to be explicitly mentioned.

Proposed Change: Remove step 4b.
	Status: OPEN

	E106
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: step 4c: why do we add the CPM User’s address as the authenticated Originator’s address? It’s a response anyway.

Proposed Change: Remove step 4c.
	Status: OPEN

	E107
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: step 4d: why don’t we just mention that we copy the SDP received in the SIP INVITE request in the response, and subsequently describe the changes that must be made to it. Now it is very unclear what the contents of the SDP must be.

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	E108
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: step 4d: bullet style is different from the rest of the document.

Proposed Change: Update bullet style to use a solid dot as a bullet.
	Status: OPEN

	E109
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Add “request” after “MSRP SEND” consistently.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E110
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 2 of MSRP SEND handling, add “mappings towards” before “SMS, MMS and e-mail”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E111
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.1.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: in step 1, “attribute” is singular and “are” plural. 

Proposed Change: Clarify what is meant and correct accordingly.
	Status: OPEN

	E112
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.1.1.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: in step 4a, space is missing before “Appendix”. Also, vertical spacing below is too large. 

Proposed Change: see comment
	Status: OPEN

	E113
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.1.1.2
	Source: Michel.Houde@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: “OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0626R02-CR_TS_CPM_Interworking_bug_fix.zip” agreed but not implemented.

Proposed Change: Editor to implement “OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0626R02-CR_TS_CPM_Interworking_bug_fix.zip”
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: to be handled as part of editorial comments.

	E114
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.1.1.2

Step 1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: There can be many accept-type attributes in SDP

Proposed Change: 

1. SHALL check if the accept-type attributes of the SDP m-line in the SIP INVITE request are acceptable to the Interworking Function and if not, reject the request with a SIP 488 "Media Type Not Acceptable Here" response. Otherwise, continue with the rest of the steps;


	Status: OPEN

	E115
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.1.1.2 Step 4.c
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: There is no P-Asserted_Identity in the 200 OK response, only in the INVITE 

Proposed Change: remove step 4.c



	Status: OPEN

	E116
	2010.01.21
	E
	5.2.1.1.2, 4 a
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Typo 

Proposed Change: Change text to read:  “SHALL include a Server header to indicate the OMA CPM release version of the Interworking Function as specified in Appendix C “.
	Status: OPEN

	E117
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.1.2, 5.2.1.3, 5.2.1.4 & 5.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change the order of these sections in a more logical order.

Proposed Change: First have section 5.2.1.4, then 5.2.1.5, then 5.2.1.3, then 5.2.1.2.
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: Editor is fine. Is MWG/CPM in agreement?

	E118
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Description for real-time media is lacking

Proposed Change: Add this.
	Status: OPEN

	E119
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: 1st paragraph: remove “between the CPM Client and the Interworking Function”. The only thing that is important here is that the IWF has received the Media, not from where.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E120
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: 2nd paragraph: remove “from the CPM Client”. The only thing that is important here is that the IWF has received the Media, not from where.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E121
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Media Path is not a defined term

Proposed Change: Decapitalize it.
	Status: OPEN
Closed with 0097R01

	E122
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Add “the” before “CPM domain”.

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN
Closed with 0097R01

	E123
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.1.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: bottom of section has dangling text 

Proposed Change: delete “procedures of the SIP/IP Core”
	Status: OPEN
Closed with 0097R01

	E124
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.1.2
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: “OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0411R08-CR_IWF_Session_Invitation_Handling” agreed but not implemented.

Proposed Change: Editor to implement “OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0411R08-CR_IWF_Session_Invitation_Handling”
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: to be handled as part of editorial comments.

	E125
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.1.2

Step 1 after receiving media
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: It has not been agreed that the IWF will handle media other than MSRP. There are other nodes in IMS networks that already perform this interworking for continuous media. There should be no duplication of this functionality in those networks

Proposed Change: 

1. SHALL create MSRP SEND request(s) from the received non-CPM message as specified in section ‎5.2.2, ‎5.2.3, or ‎5.2.4 if the Media is received in SMS, MMS or e-mail format, respectively. Otherwise, it SHALL perform, if needed, the protocol conversion according to MSRP usage for CPM and service provider mapping rules;.


	Status: OPEN

	E126
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.1.2 step 1 
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: It has not been agreed that the IWF will handle media other than MSRP. There are other nodes in IMS networks that already perform this interworking for continuous media. There should be no duplication of this functionality in those networks.

Proposed Change: 
1. SHALL create the non-CPM message from the received Media as specified in section ‎5.2.2, ‎5.2.3, or ‎5.2.4 if the Non-CPM Communication Service is SMS, MMS or e-mail service, respectively. 

	Status: OPEN

	E127
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.1.2
	Source: Huawei

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0020

Comment: at the end of this section, there is a half sentence  “procedures of the SIP/IP Core”
Proposed Change: remove
	Status: OPEN
Closed with 0097R01

	E128
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change section title to “CPM Session Termination” for consistency with other section titles.

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	E129
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Explicitly mention the feature tag that must be present in the SIP BYE request for this procedure.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E130
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Shouldn’t the IWF send a 200 OK response?

Proposed Change: Add step that sends back a 200 OK response.
	Status: OPEN

	E131
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 1 should be the last step.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E132
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove empty lines at the end of the section.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E133
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Provide the procedure instead of boilerplate text.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E134
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.4
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: section 5.2.1.4 is empty. 

Proposed Change: provide text (possibly merging it with text from 5.2.1.5) and move the section up in ordering
	Status: OPEN

	E135
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.1.4
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: Missing text

Proposed Change: 

See CR http://member.openmobilealliance.org/ftp/Public_documents/MWG/MWG-CPM/2010/OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0017-CR_CONR_TS_IWK_5.2.1.4.zip
	Status: OPEN

	E136
	2010.01.22
	T


	5.2.1.4


	Source: Huawei

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0020

Comment: no words in this section

Proposed Change: add description or delete this section.
	Status: OPEN

	E137
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Explicitly mention the feature tag that must be present in the SIP INVITE request for this procedure.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E138
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: User Agent Server is not a defined term.

Proposed Change: Decapitalize it.
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: 
Ripple impact  Appendix C, example e: use UAS, so need to be expanded.

	E139
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 4, why do we need to store the content of the Contact header? Isn’t that already covered by acting as a UAS according to [RFC3261].

Proposed Change: Remove step 4.
	Status: OPEN

	E140
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 5, why do we store the Conversation Identity and Contribution Identity again? They were already stored at session initiation..

Proposed Change: Remove step 5.
	Status: OPEN

	E141
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: style of the note is not correct.

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

	E142 
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 6, change “session” into “sessions”.(only first instance)
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: Understanding: solely for  1st instance. 

	E143
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 7, make the first normative statement new step 7a, followed by the other steps (7a-7d)

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E144
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Adding an Allow header is already covered in [RFC3261], so doesn’t have to be explicitly mentioned.

Proposed Change: Remove step 7b.
	Status: OPEN

	E145
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 7d, change “according to rules” into “according to the rules”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E146
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 7d, the relationship between the request SDP and the SDP generated here is unclear.

Proposed Change: Clarify this.
	Status: OPEN

	E147
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 8b change “according to rules” into “according to the rules”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E148
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 8c make it clearer that the 200 OK response is generated after a response from the non-CPM side is received.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E149
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.1.5 step 5
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: Use correct parameter names

Proposed Change:
5. SHALL store the Conversation-ID and Contribution-ID received in the SIP re-INVITE request; 

	Status: OPEN

	E150
	2010.01.21
	E
	5.2.1.5 step 7 d
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: Extra words in sentence

Proposed Change:

d. SHALL include a MIME SDP body as an SDP answer according to rules and procedures of [RFC3264], [RFC4145], [RFC4566] and in the case of MSRP sessions, according to [RFC4975].


	Status: OPEN

	E151
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.1.5 step 7, c.
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: There is no P-Asserted_Identity in the 200 OK response, only in the INVITE 

Proposed Change:

Delete step 7. c.



	Status: OPEN

	E152
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “messages sent within a CPM Session” into “CPM Chat Messages” to use the properly defined term.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN
Closed by 0073

	E153
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “CPM message” into “CPM Message”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN
Closed by 0073

	E154
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In first paragraph, change “CPM Message” into “CPM Standalone Message”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E155
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Also mention that CPM Session Invitations will be interworked.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E156
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “TS” into “version of the specification”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E157
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Rephrase the last 2 bullets of the section to be clearer about what direction of interworking is meant.

Proposed Change: Change to “When interworking from X to Y, the Interworking Function SHALL …)”.
	Status: OPEN

	E158
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: There is no formal definition for “IP Short Message Gateway”.

Proposed Change: Just use the abbreviation.
	Status: OPEN

Closed by 0074R01

	E159
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: There is no formal definition for “Realization”.

Proposed Change: Change to all lowercase.
	Status: OPEN

Closed by 0074R01

	E160
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove empty lines around editor’s note.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E161
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.2.1, Editor’s note on 3GPP
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Need to solve the Editor’s note WRT 3GPP IP Short Message gateway.

Proposed Change: Reference to be added once 3GPP concludes their work.
	Status: OPEN

	E162
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove empty line.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E163
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Structure of the entire section needs to be improved for better readability.

Proposed Change: Change section structure to:

1. Introduction (combined 5.2.2.2.1.1 and 5.2.2.2.2.1).

2. Interworking from CPM to SMS.

a. Pager Mode

b. Session Mode

3. Interworking from SMS to CPM.
	Status: OPEN

	E164
	2010.01.22
	T


	5.2.2.2


	Source: Huawei

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0020

Comment: no words in this section

Proposed Change: add description or delete this section.
	Status: OPEN

	E165
	2010.01.2
	E
	5.2.2
	Source: Hansol Inticube

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0021-CPM_V1_0_Comments_Hansol 

Comment: The current TS document doesn’t  provide any functionality for Large Message Mode CPM Message to SMS interworking. 

Proposed Change: delete the Large Message Mode CPM Message from the first paragraph.


	Status: OPEN

Closed by 0073

	E166
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Let the section title be a bit more verbose.

Proposed Change: Change into “Interworking from CPM to SMS”.
	Status: OPEN  

	E167
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: There is no formal definition for “External Short Message Entity”.

Proposed Change: Just use the abbreviation ESME.
	Status: OPEN


	E168
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: There is no formal definition for “Realization”.

Proposed Change: Change to all lowercase.
	Status: OPEN

	E169
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Make the text less Pager Mode oriented, this is general so also covers Large Message Mode and CPM Sessions.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E170
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The IWF has a fixed relationship with an SMS-C.

Proposed Change: remove the resolution of the SMS-C address via ENUM.
	Status: OPEN

	E171
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: There is no formal definition for “Short Message”.

Proposed Change: Change to all lowercase.
	Status: OPEN

Closed by 0075R01

	E172
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Number the notes.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN
Closed by 0075R01

	E173
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove the empty line between the notes.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E174
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove the empty space above the figure.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E175
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In 3rd Note, change “with the SMS IWF” into “as the SMS IWF”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN
Closed by 0075R01

	E176
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: There is no formal definition for “Interface”.

Proposed Change: Change to all lowercase.
	Status: OPEN
Closed by 0075R01

	E177
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Bullet style is inconsistent with other bullets in the document.

Proposed Change: Update
	Status: OPEN

	E178
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Deliver-SM and Deliver-SM-resp are also used here (for the status reports).

Proposed Change: Update
	Status: OPEN

	E179
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove the empty line at the end of the section.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E180
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.2.1.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: Move the word “Realization” to after parentheses from the first sentence and add the word “interfacing”.

5.2.2.2.1.1   General
The SMS Interworking Function acts as an External Short Message Entity (ESME) realization interfacing  the SMS-C.
	Status: OPEN
Closed by 0075R01

	E181
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.1, Fig 1, note
	Source: Michel.Houde@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: Text is ambiguous

Proposed Change: Change text to read: “Typically, the SMS-C is located in the same network as with the SMS IWF “..zip”
	Status: OPEN

	E182
	2010.01.21
	E
	5.2.2.2.1.2

Step 1, other steps
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: misspelled word in step 1 and in text just above the table1 and in Table 1

Proposed Change:

1. SHALL check the size of the received payload of the SIP MESSAGE. If the size of the payload is too large to be sent as a Submit-SM, the payload SHALL be divided into concatenated Submit-SMs.

If the CPM Client has requested the CPM Delivery Notification
In table entry for sar_msg_ref_num:
Set by the IWF to the newly generated reference number to the concatenated SMs based on [SMPP].

	Status: OPEN
Closed by 0076R01

	E183
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: This section is about standalone messages.

Proposed Change: Properly use the term “CPM Standalone Message”.
	Status: OPEN

	E184
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Explicitly mention the feature tag that the SIP MESSAGE request must have.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E185
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Add “request” after “SIP MESSAGE”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN
Closed by 0076R01

	E186
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Combine steps 1 and 2 in a single normative statement.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E187
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: What if a CPM Message is sent as a concatenated SMS? When do we send the 200 OK?

Proposed Change: Clarify at which Submit-SM-resp the 200 OK is sent.
	Status: OPEN

	E188
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 2, remove “the” before “Table 1”

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN
Closed by 0076R01

	E189
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 1, explain why the message_id parameter shall be stored, and under what conditions.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E190
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In table 1, remove the spurious space at the start of the comment column of the service_type and esm_class rows.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E191
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In table 1, provide proper mapping instructions for the priority_flag, registered_delivery, data_coding and content_language rows. These are not ‘easy’ 1-1 mappings.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E192
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In table 1, explain that for the sm_length and short_message rows proper translation towards SMS format is needed (e.g. SMS only uses 7-bit alphabet or UCS2).

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E193
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In table 1, the callback_num field is not generally supported by SMS technologies.

Proposed Change: Remove the row and don’t interwork the Reply-To header.
	Status: OPEN

	E194
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In table 2, change “CPM Message” into “SIP MESSAGE request”.

Proposed Change: Remove the row and don’t interwork the Reply-To header.
	Status: OPEN

	E195
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In table 2, also describe the mapping if the SMS-C does not respond with ‘0’.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E196
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In table 2, in the To row, provide details on what this additional tag is.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E197
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove empty line before editor’s note.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E198
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.2, table 1, “body” mapped to “short_message”
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com  

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: The mapping of “body” to “short_message” does not say if it should be done for text only, or more.

Proposed Change: Our suggestion is to limit the mapping to text only.
	Status: OPEN

	E199
	2010.01.21
	E
	5.2.2.2.1.2, table 1, Priority
	Source: Michel.Houde@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: Typo 

Proposed Change: Change text to read: “in the case of GSM (SMS)“.
	Status: OPEN

	E200
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.2, table 2,  “Editor’s note”
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Need to solve the Editor’s note WRT error response 

Proposed Change: None yet, but Ericsson could volunteer to work on this with other interested companies.
	Status: OPEN

	E201
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.2
	Source: Hansol Inticube

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0021-CPM_V1_0_Comments_Hansol Comment: 
Editor’s Note: It is FFS how to handle error responses.

Proposed Change: resolve Editor’s Note.


	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: Not editorial

	E202
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Integrate step 2a into the translation table.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E203
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.2.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Add “request” after “SIP MESSAGE”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E204
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In table 3, link the values of From and To to the original SIP MESSAGE request.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E205
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.2.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: No definition for “Service Provider’s Policy”.

Proposed Change: Change to all lowercase.
	Status: OPEN

	E206
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: What is the DateTime header of the SIP MESSAGE?

Proposed Change: Explain.
	Status: OPEN

	E207
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.3

Table 3
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: It is not clear from the mapping table which headers are part of the CPIM headers and which are part of the XML body of the notification.

Proposed Change: 

See CR http://member.openmobilealliance.org/ftp/Public_documents/MWG/MWG-CPM/2010/OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0018-CR_CONR_TS_IWK_Table_3.zip
	Status: OPEN

	E208
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Interworking of Large Message Mode CPM Message towards SMS is not to be supported (IP-SM-GW also doesn’t support this).

Proposed Change: Remove mentioning of Large Message Mode.
	Status: OPEN

	E209
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The whole section is about CPM Chat Messages.

Proposed Change: Use the term CPM Chat Message consistently.
	Status: OPEN

	E210
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.2.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: change “MSRP SEND” into “MSRP SEND request”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E211
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.2.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In 2nd paragraph, change “the MSRP SEND” into “an MSRP SEND”. (only first occurrence)
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: to be done solely once, in 1st occurrence (i.e., “When the IWF receives the MSRP SEND, it performs the following:

“).  BTW correction should be “an MRSP SEND”

	E212
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Do we have to specify how the IWF handles chunking?

Proposed Change: Replace steps 1 & 2 with a general statement about waiting until the whole CPM Message has been received.
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: what do we resolve with this change?

	E213
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: step 3a: turn into a normative statement.

Proposed Change: Add a “SHALL”.
	Status: OPEN

	E214
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: step 4: also describe behavior for error responses.

Proposed Change: Add a “SHALL”.
	Status: OPEN

	E215
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.2.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: step 5: change “SMC” into “SM-SC”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E216
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In case of a concatenated SMS there can be multiple Submit-SM requests.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E217
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: What if a CPM Message is sent as a concatenated SMS? When do we send the 200 OK?

Proposed Change: Clarify at which Submit-SM-resp the 200 OK is sent.
	Status: OPEN

	E218
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In table 1, explain that for the sm_length and short_message rows proper translation towards SMS format is needed (e.g. SMS only uses 7-bit alphabet or UCS2).

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E219
	2010.01.21
	E
	5.2.2.2.1.4

Table 4
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: editorial

Proposed Change: fix spelling of “dependant” in table and change MSR to MSRP in title
	Status: OPEN

	E220
	2010.01.21
	E
	5.2.2.2.1.4 after table 4
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: editorial

Proposed Change: 

Step 1 a change responds to respond

Step 2 change “a MSRP” to “an MSRP”
	Status: OPEN

	E221
	2010.01.21
	E
	5.2.2.2.1.4 step 3
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: editorial fixes

Proposed Change: 

3. SHALL convert the MSRP SEND into a Submit-SM based on Table 4 with the following clarification
	Status: OPEN

	E222
	2010.01.21
	Q
	5.2.2.2.1.4, before table 4
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: last sentence before table 4 seems incorrect. How can the message-id be stored after the response message is received?

Proposed Change:  Either delete or fix this sentence.

When the IWF receives the Submit-SM-resp, it SHALL store the message-id received in Submit-SM.


	Status: OPEN

	E223
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.4, table 4, “body” mapped to “short_message”
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com  

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: The mapping of “body” to “short_message” does not say if it should be done for text only, or more.

Proposed Change: Our suggestion is to limit the mapping to text only.
	Status: OPEN

	E224
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Move this section before the previous one, as it logically precedes that one.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E225 
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Fix typos in section title.

Proposed Change: Change to “and Parameters”.
	Status: OPEN
Closed by 0030R02

	E226
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Font of Table 5 reference is different from the rest.

Proposed Change: Change it.
	Status: OPEN

	E227
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Add a short introduction before the 2nd list of steps.

Proposed Change: Add note this is about Submit-SM-resp handling.
	Status: OPEN

	E228
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Do we really want to use CDMA-specific techniques?

Proposed Change: Create procedures that work across all technologies.
	Status: OPEN

	E229
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Move the note about having to bind to an SMS-C to a generic section. It is required for all SMPP procedures.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E230
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: table 5: Why isn’t the note on the priority_flag field in all translation tables that mention that field?

Proposed Change: Replicate to all other tables mentioning the priority_flag field.
	Status: OPEN

	E231
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: table 5: Don’t use the predefined SM text feature. It isn’t consistently available.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E232
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In table 5, the callback_num field is not generally supported by SMS technologies.

Proposed Change: Remove the row and don’t interwork the Reply-To header.
	Status: OPEN

	E233
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: table 6: Don’t use the predefined SM text feature. It isn’t consistently available.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E234
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: table 6: From field needs to be populate to value of From field of the received SIP INVITE.

Proposed Change: Change To in From.
	Status: OPEN

	E235
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Also explain that there will not be an SDP body in case of an error.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E236
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove empty lines around the editor’s note.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E237
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Move the SIP BYE handling to a separate procedure, including proper mappings.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E238
	2010.01.21
	E
	5.2.2.2.1.5
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: editorial

Proposed Change: 

See CR http://member.openmobilealliance.org/ftp/Public_documents/MWG/MWG-CPM/2010/OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0030-CR_CONR_TS_IWK_Fix_5.2.2.2.1.5.zip
	Status: OPEN
Closed by 0030R02

	E239
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.5, table 6,  “Editor’s note”
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Need to solve the Editor’s note WRT error response 

Proposed Change: None yet, but Ericsson could volunteer to work on this with other interested companies.
	Status: OPEN

	E240
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1.5
	Source: Hansol Inticube

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0021-CPM_V1_0_Comments_Hansol Comment: 
Editor’s Note: It is FFS how to handle error responses.

Proposed Change: resolve Editor’s Note.


	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: Not editorial

	E241
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.2.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In 3rd Note, change “with the SMS IWF” into “as the SMS IWF”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E242
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.2.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove empty lines around the editor’s note and the note.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E243
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.2.1
	Source: Hansol Inticube

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0021-CPM_V1_0_Comments_Hansol Comment: 
Editor’s Note: It is FFS whether it is appropriate to use Data-SM operations.

Proposed Change: resolve Editor’s Note


	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: Not editorial

	E244
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.2.2 & 5.2.2.2.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Create a combined procedure that simply handles incoming SMS messages, instead of splitting up in Pager Mode and Large Message Mode procedures.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E245
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Can we make a reference to the appropriate section in the Conversation Functions TS (CPM Client sending a Pager Mode CPM Message) and only give clarifications with respect to selected fields?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E246
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Procedure needs to be updated to create a CPIM message rather than a text/plain message.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E247
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Can we use TEL-URIs to prevent the IWF to do complicated address mappings?

Proposed Change: Specify that TEL URIs will be used for To and From fields.
	Status: OPEN

	E248
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Be clear about when P-Asserted-Identity or From is populated.

Proposed Change: Specify that both will be set.
	Status: OPEN

	E249
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In table 7, the callback_num field is not generally supported by SMS technologies.

Proposed Change: Remove the row and don’t interwork the Reply-To header.
	Status: OPEN

	E250
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In table 7, for Via header specify that address is a SIP-URI.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E251
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: IMDN headers are not needed, and SMSC will never ask for delivery notifications.

Proposed Change: Remove last two rows of table 7.
	Status: OPEN

	E252
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Combine tables 8 and 9 in a single table.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E253 
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Combine tables 8 and 9 in a single table.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E254
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 8: specify what will happen when the response is not 2xx.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E255
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.2.2.2.2, table 7, “callback_num”
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com  

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: In other tables with “xxx” (e.g., 5.2.2.2.1.2 table 1, 5.2.2.2.1.5 table 5), there is a clarification mentioning “NOTE: This parameter is not used in GSM.”, which does not appear herein.
Proposed Change: Change text to read:  “Translated by the IWF to the corresponding routable originating user’s callback address. NOTE: This parameter is not used in GSM.”
	Status: OPEN

	E256
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.2.2
	Source: Hansol Inticube

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0021-CPM_V1_0_Comments_Hansol Comment: 
Editor’s Note: It is FFS how to handle error responses.
Proposed Change: resolve Editor’s Note


	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: Not editorial

	E257
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.2.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Font of Table 10 reference is different from the rest.

Proposed Change: Change it.
	Status: OPEN

	E258
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Can we make a reference to the MSRP RFC and only give clarifications with respect to selected fields?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E259
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.2.2.2.3, table 10,  “short_message” mapped to “body”
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com  

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: The mapping of “short_message” to “body” does not say if it should be done for text only, or more.

Proposed Change: Our suggestion is to limit the mapping to text only.
	Status: OPEN

	E260
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.2.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Can we make a reference to the appropriate section in the Conversation Functions TS (CPM Client sending a Large Message Mode CPM Message) and only give clarifications with respect to selected fields?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E261
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.2.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Can we use TEL-URIs to prevent the IWF to do complicated address mappings?

Proposed Change: Specify that TEL URIs will be used for To and From fields.
	Status: OPEN

	E262
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.2.2.2.4
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: Table 11 is missing the SDP body field in the SIP INVITE column

Proposed Change: Add an entry for SDP in the table 
	Status: OPEN

	E263
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The interworking of CPM Sessions is missing.

Proposed Change: Add it.
	Status: OPEN

	E264
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Structure of the entire section needs to be improved for better readability.

Proposed Change: Change section structure to:

1. Introduction (combined 5.2.3.1.1.1 and 5.2.3.1.2.1).

2. Interworking from CPM to MMS.

a. Pager Mode

b. Large Message Mode

c. Session Mode

3. Interworking from MMS to CPM.
	Status: OPEN

	E265
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.3.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “seen” into “acting” in the 1st paragraph.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E266
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Add reference to 3GPP MMS specification in the 1st paragraph.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E267
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Reference tags used in 2nd paragraph are wrong.

Proposed Change: Use [3GPP TS26.140] and [3GPP TS26.141].
	Status: OPEN

	E268
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Rephrase the last 2 bullets of the section to be clearer about what direction of interworking is meant.

Proposed Change: Change to “When interworking from X to Y, the Interworking Function SHALL …)”.
	Status: OPEN

	E269
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Move the paragraph on SMIL interworking to section 5.2.3, as it is generic, not MM4-specific.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E270
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The whole section is specific for CPM Standalone Messages.

Proposed Change: Use term CPM Standalone Message consistently in the while section and the subsections.
	Status: OPEN

	E271
	2010.01.21
	E
	5.2.3.1 & subsections
	Source: Michel.Houde@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: Typos (see 23.140, 8.4.4.8).

Proposed Change: Change text to read: “MM4_forward.REQ“, “MM4_forward.RES“, “MM4_delivery_report.REQ“, “MM4_delivery_report.RES“, “MM4_read_reply_report.REQ“, “MM4_read_reply_report.RES“.
	Status: OPEN

	E272
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.3.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Let the section title be a bit more verbose.

Proposed Change: Change into “Interworking from CPM to MMS”.
	Status: OPEN

	E273
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Include a little introduction providing a “roadmap” through the procedures in this section.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E274
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: For this introduction it is enough to just mention the conversion to MM4 requests.

Proposed Change: Remove the SMTP details from the bullets.
	Status: OPEN

	E275
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Bullet style for MM4 request/response descriptions is inconsistent with other bullets.

Proposed Change: Change bullet style.
	Status: OPEN

	E276
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.1, Figure 3
	Source: Michel.Houde@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: The figure shows that the interworking can be located solely in the originator’s network. This is wrong as the SD shows it can be located in as much the originating than the Terminating 

Proposed Change: See CR “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0007-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_IntOnOrigOrTerminSide”.  
	Status: OPEN

	E277
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.2
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Need to complete Table 15 for possible SIP error messages

Proposed Change: 


	Status: OPEN

	E278
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.2 Table 13
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: the CPM Anonymity is handled in the “Sender visibility” parameter.

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

P-Asserted-Identity [RFC 3325], if present, otherwise, 

From

Sender Address 

Mandatory



	Status: OPEN

	E279
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.3.1.1.2 Table 13
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Editorial

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

Set only if Disposition_Notification = “display”.
	Status: OPEN

	E280
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In title change “CPM Pager Mode” to “Pager Mode CPM Message”.

Proposed Change:.
	Status: OPEN

	E281
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Explicitly mention the feature tag that the SIP MESSAGE request must contain for this procedure.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E282
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 1: Make a reference to the ENUM RFC.

Proposed Change:.
	Status: OPEN

	E283
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 2: Only table 13 describes the creation of the MM4_Forward.REQ.

Proposed Change: remove reference to table 12.
	Status: OPEN

	E284
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 3: Create reference to table 12 for the details of sending the MM4 request.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E285
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 4: Combine tables 14 and 15 into a single table, differences are minor.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E286
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 13: Change “assigned by the IWF” to “generated by the IWF”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E287
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 13: the “STD 11” additions are confusing.

Proposed Change: Remove them.
	Status: OPEN

	E288
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 13: the Note in the Recipient(s) address row is confusing. MMS Client will only see translated addresses?

Proposed Change: Clarify and remove note.
	Status: OPEN

	E289
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 13: how will the sender address be populated when anonymity is requested?

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

	E290
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 13: be more specific whether the SIP Date or the IMDN date will be used to populate the Date and time field.

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

	E291
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 13: align description for read reply field with the (more verbose and better) description for the delivery report field.

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	E292
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 14: Remove all “by the MMS IWF”. This is unneeded information.

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	E293
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 14: Describe how to populate the response code if an error status code is received.

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	E294
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In table 14, in the To row, provide details on what this additional tag is.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E295
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove table 15 placeholder.

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	E296
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.2
	Source: Michel.Houde@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: The text of 5.2.3.1.1.1 refers to ENUM/DNS as being “e.g.”, while the text of 5.2.3.1.1.2 #1 refers to it as being normative.

 Proposed Change: See CR “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0008-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_ENUM_DNS_IsEG”.  
	Status: OPEN

	E297
	2010.01.21
	E
	5.2.3.1.1.2 & following: tables 12, 17, 20, 25, 30, 33, 39,  42 & 44:  RCPT To:
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Typos (extra space for “RCPT To”) 

Proposed Change: Delete extra space. 
	Status: OPEN

	E298
	2010.01.21
	E
	5.2.3.1.1.2 & following: tables 13, 23 & 34:  Conversation-ID
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Typos (extra space for “Conversation-ID”) 

Proposed Change: Delete. 
	Status: OPEN

	E299
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.2, #3
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: the MM4_Forward.REQ is SMTP carried & not kept open to wait for the  MM4_Forward.RES

Proposed Change: Change text to read: 

“3. It sends the MM4_Forward.REQ message and keeps the transaction open to wait for upon receipt of the MM4_Forward.RES message… “.
	Status: OPEN

	E300
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.2, #4
	Source: Michel.Houde@ericsson.com
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: There could be instances where the IWF needs to respond before getting the non-CPM system response (service provider policy or risk of time out). This is as discussed in the SD with CRs 2010-0004 and 2010-0016. 

Proposed Change: See “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0024-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_NonCPMrespTimeOut”.
	Status: OPEN

	E301
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.2, table 12, “MAIL From”
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: The content of the “MAIL From” field is wrong. 

Proposed Change: See CR “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0010-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_CPMtoMMS_SMTP_MailFrom”.
	Status: OPEN

	E302
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.2, table 13, Display Name/Sender Visibility/Anonymous
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Even the display name shall be set to "Anonymous", there may be cases where a client does not add a display-name value at all. Therefore the Privacy header value shall be checked to determine if a request is expected to be handled as anonymous.

Proposed Change: See CR “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0028-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_CorrectingAnonymous”.
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: Not editorial

	E303
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.2, table 15
	Source: Michel.Houde@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: Table 15 is missing (for error case of MM4_forward.REQ.

 Proposed Change: See CR “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0003-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_523112_Tb15”.
	Status: OPEN

	E304
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.3

Table 16


	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Not all MM-Status-Codes are considered

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

MM Status
CPIM:Content-Disposition
Payload: <delivery-notification>
<processing-notification>
Mandatory

Set CPIM:Content-Disposition header to “:notification”.

Set the delivery and processing notification body to the corresponding value of MM4_Delivery_Report (i.e., X-Mms-MM-Status-Code: Retrieved = delivered; Rejected = failed, Indeterminate = processed, expired=failed,  unrecognized=failedforwarded=processed, deferred=stored).


	Status: OPEN

	E305
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.3

Table 16
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Duplicated CPIM:IMDN-Route row
Proposed Change: 

Remove the duplicated row on “CPIM:IMDN-Route” from the table
	Status: OPEN

	E306
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.3.1.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: “Disposition Notification” is not a defined term.

Proposed Change: Change to all lowercase.
	Status: OPEN

	E307
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: We do not seem to respect IMDN rules with this table. E.g. the IMDN request could contain specific instructions we have to adhere to.

Proposed Change: Explain and update table.
	Status: OPEN

	E308
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 16: The term “corresponding CPM Message” is very unclear.

Proposed Change: Change to “the CPM Message this IMDN relates to”.
	Status: OPEN

	E309
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 16: How do we know if the original message was to a predefined group or an ad-hoc group?

Proposed Change: Rewrite to just check for inclusion of the “Referred-by” header in the original CPM Message.
	Status: OPEN

	E310
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 16: CPIM:IMDN-Route is mentioned twice in the table.

Proposed Change: Remove the 2nd occurrence.
	Status: OPEN

	E311
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 16: order the table entries to a more logical order.

Proposed Change: Change order to:

1. SIP headers.

2. CPIM headers

3. IMDN headers

4. IMDN XML elements

(do this for all tables; not just this one)
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: Some tables are easy to change others not (e.g., table 16, Sender address has both CIM & SIP). Pls provide specific change you want to be done.

	E312
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 17: “Mail From” isn’t really a header.

Proposed Change: Change to “command parameter”.
	Status: OPEN

	E313
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.3

Table 16
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: It is not clear from the mapping table which headers are part of the CPIM headers and which are part of the XML body of the notification.

Proposed Change: 

See CR http://member.openmobilealliance.org/ftp/Public_documents/MWG/MWG-CPM/2010/OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0029-CR_CONR_TS_IWK_Table_16.zip
	Status: OPEN

	E314
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.3, #2
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: There could be instances where the IWF needs to respond before getting the non-CPM system response (service provider policy or risk of time out). This is as discussed in the SD with CRs 2010-0004 and 2010-0016. 

Proposed Change: See “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0024-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_NonCPMrespTimeOut”.
	Status: OPEN

	E315
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.3, Table 16, “Date and Time”
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: The mapping of the MMS “Date and Time” to the CPIM equivalent is not mentioned, nor the fact that the CPIM parameter is mandatory.

Proposed Change: See CR “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0019-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_523114_tb19_DateAndTime “.  
	Status: OPEN

	E316
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.3, Table 16, “MM Status”
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: The mapping of the “MM Status” to the CPIM Content Disposition does not list all possible instances. So the list should not be referred to as an “i.e.,”, but as an “e.g.,”. 

Proposed Change: Change text to read: 

“Set CPIM:Content-Disposition header to “:notification”.

Set the delivery notification body to the corresponding value of MM4_Delivery_Report (i.e., e.g., X-Mms-MM-Status-Code: Retrieved = delivered; Rejected = failed, Indeterminate = error). “.
	Status: OPEN

	E317
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.3, Table 16, “Sender Address”, “Recipient Address”
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: The mapping of the MMS parameters “Sender Address” and “Recipient Address” is wrong.

Proposed Change: See CR “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0020-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_SenderAdd_RecipientAdd_tb16_19“.  
	Status: OPEN

	E318
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.4


	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Not all MM “read status” codes are mapped.

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

When the IWF receives an MM4_Read_Reply_Report.REQ, it SHALL perform the following

1. If the MM-Read-Status code is “Deleted without being read” then sliently discard this message
Oltherwise, builds a SIP MESSAGE message with a delivery notification as described in Table 19 (below) using a CPIM body per [RFC3862] that carries a Disposition Notification XML document. The MIME type of the Disposition Notification XML document is "message/imdn+xml", and sends it

2. responds with an MM4_Read_Reply_Report.RES, as described in Table 20 and Table 21.


	Status: OPEN

	E319
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: We do not seem to respect IMDN rules with this table. E.g. the IMDN request could contain specific instructions we have to adhere to.

Proposed Change: Explain and update table.
	Status: OPEN

	E320
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 19: The term “corresponding CPM Message” is very unclear.

Proposed Change: Change to “the CPM Message this IMDN relates to”.
	Status: OPEN

	E321
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 19: How do we know if the original message was to a predefined group or an ad-hoc group?

Proposed Change: Rewrite to just check for inclusion of the “Referred-by” header in the original CPM Message.
	Status: OPEN

	E322
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Can we use TEL-URIs to prevent the IWF to do complicated address mappings?

Proposed Change: Specify that TEL URIs will be used for To and From fields.
	Status: OPEN

	E323
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 20: “Mail From” isn’t really a header.

Proposed Change: Change to “command parameter”.
	Status: OPEN

	E324
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.4

Table 19
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: It is not clear from the mapping table which headers are part of the CPIM headers and which are part of the XML body of the notification.

Proposed Change: 

http://member.openmobilealliance.org/ftp/Public_documents/MWG/MWG-CPM/2010/OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0011-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_523114_ReadReplyToPager_MsgID.zip
	Status: OPEN

	E325
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.4, #2
	Source: Michel.Houde@ericsson.com 
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: There could be instances where the IWF needs to respond before getting the CPM system response (service provider policy or risk of time out). This is as discussed in the SD with CRs 2010-0004 and 2010-0016. 

Proposed Change: See “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0024-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_NonCPMrespTimeOut”.
	Status: OPEN

	E326
	2010.01.21
	T 
	5.2.3.1.1.4, table 19, “body: message-id”
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Comment of the “body: message-id” is wrong. 

Proposed Change: See CR “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0011-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_523114_ReadReplyToPager_MsgID”.  
	Status: OPEN

	E327
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.4, Table 19, “Date and Time”
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: The mapping of the MMS “Date and Time” to the CPIM equivalent is not mentioned, nor the fact that the CPIM parameter is mandatory.

Proposed Change: See CR “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0019-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_523114_tb19_DateAndTime “.  
	Status: OPEN

	E328
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.4, Table 19, “Sender Address”, “Recipient Address”
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: The mapping of the MMS parameters “Sender Address” and “Recipient Address” is wrong.

Proposed Change: See CR “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0020-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_SenderAdd_RecipientAdd_tb16_19 “.  
	Status: OPEN

	E329
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.5
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Need to resolve the following Note:

NOTE: If a Success-Report was requested, the IWF must wait for the MM4 Delivery Report message and then start a new MSRP session to deliver the Success-Report as described in the AT&T Internet Draft “xxxx”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E330
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.5

Table 23
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: the CPM Anonymity is handled in the “Sender visibility” parameter

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

P-Asserted-Identity [RFC 3325], if present, otherwise, 

From

Sender address

Mandatory



	Status: OPEN

	E331
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In title change “CPM Large Message Mode” to “Large Message Mode CPM Message”.

Proposed Change:.
	Status: OPEN

	E332
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Explicitly mention the feature tag that the SIP INVITE request must contain for this procedure.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E333
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 3: Make a reference to the ENUM RFC.

Proposed Change:.
	Status: OPEN

	E334
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 4: Only table 23 describes the creation of the MM4_Forward.REQ.

Proposed Change: remove reference to table 12.
	Status: OPEN

	E335
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 5: Create reference to table 22 for the details of sending the MM4 request.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E336
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 6 and below: Success-Report and Failure-Report are not applicable for Large Message Mode. We are using IMDN.

Proposed Change: Update.
	Status: OPEN

	E337
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 23: Change “assigned by the IWF” to “generated by the IWF”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E338
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 23: the “STD 11” additions are confusing.

Proposed Change: Remove them.
	Status: OPEN

	E339
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 23: the Note in the Recipient(s) address row is confusing. MMS Client will only see translated addresses?

Proposed Change: Clarify and remove note.
	Status: OPEN

	E340
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 23: how will the sender address be populated when anonymity is requested?

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

	E341
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 23: Why isn’t the Acknowledgement Request field set to yes, just as for Pager Mode.

Proposed Change: Set to yes, instead of service provider policy dependent.
	Status: OPEN

	E342
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 24: This table isn’t needed, but a table to convert to an IMDN (already in a previous section).

Proposed Change: Include pointer to sections 5.2.3.1.1.3 & 5.2.3.1.1.4.
	Status: OPEN

	E343
	2010.01.21
	T 
	5.2.3.1.1.5
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Refers to ENUM/DNS as being normative. 

Proposed Change: See CR “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0008-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_ENUM_DNS_IsEG”.  
	Status: OPEN

	E344
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.5, #5
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: the MM4_Forward.REQ is SMTP carried & not kept open to wait for the  MM4_Forward.RES

Proposed Change: Change text to read: 

“5. When an acknowledgement has been requested in the MM4_Forward.REQ, the IWF keeps the transaction open to wait for the upon receipt of the MM4_Forward.RES … “.
	Status: OPEN

	E345
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.5, #6
	Source: Michel.Houde@ericsson.com 
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: There could be instances where the IWF needs to respond before getting the non-CPM system response (service provider policy or risk of time out). This is as discussed in the SD with CRs 2010-0004 and 2010-0016. 

Proposed Change: See “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0024-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_NonCPMrespTimeOut”.
	Status: OPEN

	E346
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.5, Note & 2 subsequent editor’s notes.
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: the Note & 2 following editor’s notes need to be resolved. 

Proposed Change: See CR “OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0673-CR_TS_intrwrk_EN_523115_DeliverSuccessReport”.
	Status: OPEN

	E347
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.5, table 22, “MAIL From”
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: The content of the “MAIL From” field is wrong. 

Proposed Change: See CR “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0010-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_CPMtoMMS_SMTP_MailFrom”.
	Status: OPEN

	E348
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.5, table 23, “Failure-Report and/or Success-Report”
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Need to solve the Editor’s note WRT “Failure-Report and/or Success-Report”. 

Proposed Change: See CR “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0002-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_DispositionNotif_Tb23_38_43_47”.
	Status: OPEN

	E349
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.5, table 23, “Read reply”
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Need to solve the Editor’s note WRT “Read reply”. 

Proposed Change: See CR “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0005-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_ReadReply_Tb23”.
	Status: OPEN

	E350
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.5, table 23, Display Name/Sender Visibility/Anonymous
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Even the display name shall be set to "Anonymous", there may be cases where a client does not add a display-name value at all. Therefore the Privacy header value shall be checked to determine if a request is expected to be handled as anonymous.

Proposed Change: See CR “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0028-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_CorrectingAnonymous”.
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: Not editorial

	E351
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.3.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Let the section title be a bit more verbose.

Proposed Change: Change into “Interworking from MMS to CPM”.
	Status: OPEN

	E352
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Include a little introduction providing a “roadmap” through the procedures in this section.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN


	E353
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: For this introduction it is enough to just mention the conversion to MM4 requests.

Proposed Change: Remove the SMTP details from the bullets.
	Status: OPEN

	E354
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Bullet style for MM4 request/response descriptions is inconsistent with other bullets.

Proposed Change: Change bullet style.
	Status: OPEN

	E355
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In theory multiple RCPT TO commands can be received for a single message.

Proposed Change: Handle this case.
	Status: OPEN

	E356
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.2

Table 26
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Should use the operator provisioned “Expire” time

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

Time of Expiry

Expires

Optional

set to service provider rovisioned value if esxists; otherwise set to the “Time of Expiry” value if received.


	Status: OPEN

	E357
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.2

Table 29
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Need to fill Table 29 with appropriate inforamtion

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E358
	2010.01.21
	E
	5.2.3.1.2.2, #1
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: The text does not mention the “units”. Should say these are “bytes” as in 5.2.3.1.2.5. 

Proposed Change: Change text to read: “When the message is short (e.g., 1300 bytes) it builds a Pager Mode CPM Message  request as described in Table 25 and Table 26 below, by mapping the relevant headers and body from the MMS message to the Pager Mode CPM Message “.  
	Status: OPEN

	E359
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.2, #3
	Source: Michel.Houde@ericsson.com 
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: There could be instances where the IWF needs to respond before getting the CPM system response (service provider policy or risk of time out). This is as discussed in the SD with CRs 2010-0004 and 2010-0016. 

Proposed Change: See “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0024-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_NonCPMrespTimeOut”.
	Status: OPEN

	E360
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.2, Intro text & Table 29
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Table 29 is solely a place holder. 

Proposed Change: See CR “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0022-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_523122_MMStoPagr_MM4FwdRES_Tb29”.
	Status: OPEN

	E361
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.2, Table 26
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Check is there is a need to map Message_ID to Conversation_ID

Proposed Change: None yet, need to check.
	Status: OPEN

	E362
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.2, table 26,  Sender Visibility
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Even the display name shall be set to "Anonymous", there may be cases where a client does not add a display-name value at all. Therefore the Privacy header value shall be checked to determine if a request is expected to be handled as anonymous.

Proposed Change: See CR “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0028-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_CorrectingAnonymous”.
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: Not editorial

	E363
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Can we make a reference to the appropriate section in the Conversation Functions TS (CPM Client sending a Pager Mode CPM Message) and only give clarifications with respect to selected fields?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E364
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 25: Can we use TEL-URIs to prevent the IWF to do complicated address mappings?

Proposed Change: Specify that TEL URIs will be used for To and Request-URI fields.
	Status: OPEN

	E365
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 26: In row on recipient address(es) mention in the comment field that a proper mapping between To, Cc, and Bcc fields needs to be made.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E366
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 26: What has service provider policy to do with the setting of the Expires header.

Proposed Change: Specify that header won’t be present if MM4 didn’t supply a Time of Expiry.
	Status: OPEN

	E367
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 26: What are “corresponding body types”?.

Proposed Change: Explain.
	Status: OPEN

	E368
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In table 26, for Via header specify that address is a SIP-URI.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E369
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 27: “Mail From” isn’t really a header.

Proposed Change: Change to “command parameter”.
	Status: OPEN

	E370
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 28: Remove all “by the MMS IWF”. This is unneeded information.

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	E371
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 28: Describe how to populate the response code if an error status code is received.

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	E372
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove table 29 placeholder.

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	E373
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.3

Table 31
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: the CPM Anonymity doesn’t make sense in the Delivery report message

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

P-Asserted-Identity [RFC 3325], if present, otherwise, 

From

Sender Address 

Mandatory

.


	Status: OPEN

	E374
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.3

Table 31
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Not all content disposition values are covered.

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

Content-Disposition : notification

Body: delivery-notification,

processing-notification
MM Status

Mandatory

Set to corresponding value of MM4_Delivery_Report (i.e., X-Mms-MM-Status-Code: 

delivered = Retrieved, failed = Rejected,  processed = Indeterminate, stored- deferred).


	Status: OPEN

	E375
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 2 is unclear, if we created the REQ, then why do we also have to generate the RES?

Proposed Change: Explain or update.
	Status: OPEN

	E376
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 31: Change “assigned by the IWF” to “generated by the IWF”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E377
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 31: be more specific whether the SIP Date or the IMDN date will be used to populate the Date and time field.

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

	E378
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 31: how will the sender address be populated when anonymity is requested?

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

	E379
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 31: Why would Acknowledgement ever be enabled? There is no use for it in our procedure.

Proposed Change: Unconditionally set field to no, instead of dependant on service provide policy.
	Status: OPEN

	E380
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove table 32, we don’t have to generate the RES request.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E381
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.3,  #2
	Source: Michel.Houde@ericsson.com 
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: There could be instances where the IWF needs to respond before getting the CPM system response (service provider policy or risk of time out). This is as discussed in the SD with CRs 2010-0004 and 2010-0016. 

Proposed Change: See “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0024-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_NonCPMrespTimeOut”.
	Status: OPEN

	E382
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.3, Intro text & Table 32
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: In the MMS to CPM scenario, the IWF receives a CPM Delivery Notification and responds to it. 5.2.3.1.2.3 rather shows that the IWF responds with a MM4_Delivery_Report.RES.

Proposed Change: See CR “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0021-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_GenerateRelRep_ReadRep_CPMresponses”.  
	Status: OPEN

	E383
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.3, Table 31, “MM Status”
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: The mapping of the CPIM Content notification to the MM Status does not list all possible instances (i.e., “forbidden” is missing). So either:

1)  the list should not be referred to as an “i.e.,”, but as an “e.g.,”.    or

2) add “forbidden”.

Proposed Change: Change text to read: 

1) “Set to corresponding value of MM4_Delivery_Report (i.e., e.g., X-Mms-MM-Status-Code: 

delivered = Retrieved, failed = Rejected,  error = Indeterminate). “. 

2)  “Set to corresponding value of MM4_Delivery_Report (i.e., X-Mms-MM-Status-Code: 

delivered = Retrieved, failed = Rejected,  forbidden = Rejected, error = Indeterminate). “. 


	Status: OPEN

	E384
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.4
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Only sends the MM4 Read_Reply Report,REQ if the “Display-notification” is received.

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

When the IWF receives a CPM with Display Notification:

1. It SHALL build a MM4 Read_Reply_Report.REQ as described in Table 33 and Table 34 (below) by mapping the relevant headers and body from the CPM Delivery Notification to the MMS message.


	Status: OPEN

	E385
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.4

Table 34
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Not sure if the CPM Message that carry the disposition notification will have “Conversation ID” and “Contribution ID” headers.

Proposed Change: 

Delete the “Conversation ID and Contribution ID” row from the table.
	Status: OPEN

	E386
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.4

Table 34
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: the CPM Anonymity doesn’t make sense in the Delivery report message

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

P-Asserted-Identity [RFC 3325], if present, otherwise, 

From

Sender Address 

Mandatory

.


	Status: OPEN

	E387
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The section is about Read replies, not about delivery notifications.

Proposed Change: In first sentence change “CPM Delivery Notification” to “CPM Message disposition notification with status displayed”.
	Status: OPEN

	E388
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Don’t understand what the note means. What is the original CPM message sender? There isn’t one as the read reply is going to MMS.

Proposed Change: Explain.
	Status: OPEN

	E389
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 2 is unclear, if we created the REQ, then why do we also have to generate the RES?

Proposed Change: Explain or update.
	Status: OPEN

	E390
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 34: Change “assigned by the IWF” to “generated by the IWF”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E391
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 34: be more specific whether the SIP Date or the IMDN date will be used to populate the Date and time field.

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

	E392
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 34: how will the sender address be populated when anonymity is requested?

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

	E393
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 34: Why would Acknowledgement ever be enabled? There is no use for it in our procedure.

Proposed Change: Unconditionally set field to no, instead of dependant on service provide policy.
	Status: OPEN

	E394
	2010.01.21
	E
	5.2.3.1.2.4
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: extra comma at end of section heading

Proposed Change: remove comma


	Status: OPEN

	E395
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.4
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: text in the Note is incorrect since the message is originated by an MMS user and not be a CPM user. This section describes a CPM delivery Notification received in response to an MMS message being translated to a CPM message.

Proposed Change: delete the Note



	Status: OPEN

	E396
	2010.01.23
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.4,  #2
	Source: Michel.Houde@ericsson.com 
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: There could be instances where the IWF needs to respond before getting the CPM system response (service provider policy or risk of time out). This is as discussed in the SD with CRs 2010-0004 and 2010-0016. 

Proposed Change: See “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0024-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_NonCPMrespTimeOut”.
	Status: OPEN

	E397
	2010.01.23
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.4, Intro text & Table 35
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: In the MMS to CPM scenario, the IWF receives a CPM Delivery Notification from CPM and responds to it. 5.2.3.1.2.4 rather shows that the IWF responds with a MM4_Read_Reply_Report.RES.

Proposed Change: See CR “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0021-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_GenerateRelRep_ReadRep_CPMresponses”.  
	Status: OPEN

	E398
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.5
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: The Large Message Mode session should be created between IWF and the targeted user

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

When the IWF receives an MM4_Forward.REQ, it SHALL perform the following

1. When the message is long (e.g., more than 1300 bytes) it buffers all parameters and sends the MM4_FORWARD.RES.

2. It initiates a session toward the targeted CPM User thru the CPM Participating Function ( with the 3gpp-service.ims.icsi.oma.cpm.largemsg feature tag)  of the receiver by sending a SIP INVITE. The mapping the relevant headers and body of the MM4_FORWARD.REQ to the SIP INVITE is shown in Table 36 and Table 37.


	Status: OPEN

	E399
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.5

Table 36
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Set the address accordingly

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

SMTP/MM4_Forward.REQ

CPM SIP INVITE header

[headers from [RFC 3261] unless otherwise noted]
Comment

 RCPT To:

Request-URI 
and 

To

set to the targeted CPM User CPM address.


	Status: OPEN

	E400
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In theory multiple RCPT TO commands can be received for a single message.

Proposed Change: Handle this case.
	Status: OPEN

	E401
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Can we make a reference to the appropriate section in the Conversation Functions TS (CPM Client sending a Large Message Mode CPM Message) and only give clarifications with respect to selected fields?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E402
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: step 1: why do we need to buffer the parameters?

Proposed Change: Remove that part of step 1.
	Status: OPEN

	E403
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: step 1: why do we send the RES before even forwarding the message?

Proposed Change: Move sending the RES to later in the procedure.
	Status: OPEN

	E404
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: step 3: what is “content of the Content”?

Proposed Change: Explain.
	Status: OPEN

	E405
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 36: Can we use TEL-URIs to prevent the IWF to do complicated address mappings?

Proposed Change: Specify that TEL URIs will be used for To and Request-URI fields.
	Status: OPEN

	E406
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 37: In row on recipient address(es) mention in the comment field that a proper mapping between To, Cc, and Bcc fields needs to be made.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E407
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 37: We don’t need to set the Expires header, but the Message-Expires header.

Proposed Change: Treat similar as the Expires header in the Pager Mode case.
	Status: OPEN

	E408
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.5

Table 37
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: Missing Message-Expires header mapping

Proposed Change: 

Add mapping from Message-Expires to Time of Expiry
	Status: OPEN

	E409
	2010.01.23
	E
	5.2.3.1.2.5, table 37,  Sender Visibility
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Even the display name shall be set to "Anonymous", there may be cases where a client does not add a display-name value at all. Therefore the Privacy header value shall be checked to determine if a request is expected to be handled as anonymous.

Proposed Change: See CR “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0028-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_CorrectingAnonymous”.
	Status: OPEN

	E410
	2010.01.23
	T
	5.2.3.1.2.5, table 38,  “DeliveryReport”
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: The mapping of “Delivery report” is missing. 

Proposed Change: See CR “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0002-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_DispositionNotif_Tb23_38_43_47”.
	Status: OPEN

	E411
	2010.01.23
	T 
	5.2.3.2.1.1, Figure 4
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Done to be consistent with change of 5.2.3.1.1.1, Figure 3. 

Proposed Change: See CR “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0007-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_IntOnOrigOrTerminSide”.  
	Status: OPEN

	E412
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Delete the text cut and paste from MMS section

Proposed Change: 

Delete the following text:

When interworking messages between CPM and MMS, with respect to handling SMIL content, since MMS supports SMIL [3GPP26.140] compatible with CPM [3GPP26.141]:

· The IWF receiving a message (that either uses SMIL for media synchronization and scene description, or not) SHALL provide it to MMS unmodified.

The IWF receiving an MMS (that either uses SMIL for media synchronization and scene description, or not) SHALL provide it to CPM unmodified.


	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: TS may be unclear, but the text is not a cut/paste, rather a clarification of MMS vs CPM SMIL usage/encoding.

	E413
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “seen” into “acting” in the 1st paragraph.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E414
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “STMP client” into “SMTP MTA” in the 1st paragraph. (also in the figures later in the subsections).

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E415
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove “in the CPM System”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E416
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Why are we talking about MMS in the email section?

Proposed Change: Change to email.
	Status: OPEN

	E417
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Rephrase the last 2 bullets of the section to be clearer about what direction of interworking is meant.

Proposed Change: Change to “When interworking from X to Y, the Interworking Function SHALL …)”.
	Status: OPEN

	E418
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Interworking of Reply-To headers is missing.

Proposed Change: Add them to the translation tables.
	Status: OPEN

	E419
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Interworking of messages sent to groups is missing.

Proposed Change: Add them to the translation tables.
	Status: OPEN

	E420
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Explain who will assign these email addresses.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E421
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Explain what this “pre-established mapping” is.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E422
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Completely don’t understand the note.

Proposed Change: Clarify what is being meant.
	Status: OPEN

	E423
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Explain to what entity the SHALL applies.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E424
	2010.01.21
	E
	5.2.4.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: missing some “the” 

Proposed Change: 

“SHALL use the target address…”

:… SHALL be used in the RCPT TO command..”
	Status: OPEN

	E425
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The interworking of CPM Sessions is missing.

Proposed Change: Add it.
	Status: OPEN

	E426
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Structure of the entire section needs to be improved for better readability.

Proposed Change: Change section structure to:

2. Introduction (combined 5.2.4.2.1 and 5.2.4.3)

3. Interworking from CPM to email.

d. Pager Mode

e. Large Message Mode

f. Session Mode

4. Interworking from email to CPM.
	Status: OPEN

	E427
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The whole section is specific for CPM Standalone Messages.

Proposed Change: Use term CPM Standalone Message consistently in the while section and the subsections.
	Status: OPEN

	E428
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.2.1
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Delete the text that is redundant and not totally true

Proposed Change: 

Delete the following text:

The IWF receives from the ISF a Pager Mode CPM Message, or a Large Message Mode CPM Message.


	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: text won’t read well, any replacement for deleted sentence?

	E429
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.4.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Let the section title be a bit more verbose.

Proposed Change: Change into “Interworking from CPM to email”.
	Status: OPEN

	E430
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Include a little introduction providing a “roadmap” through the procedures in this section.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E431
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.4.2.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: Missing word

Proposed Change: 

When the IWF receives a Pager Mode CPM Message (SIP MESSAGE) [RFC3428] it translates it into an SMTP command [RFC2821] whose DATA carries the e-mail message [RFC2822] as specified in the sections below.


	Status: OPEN

	E432
	2010.01.21
	E
	5.2.4.2.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: editorial
Proposed Change: 

The IWF SHALL: 

1. -  translate CPM Messages to SMTP [RFC2821] commands and Internet Message Format [RFC2822], and 

2. - translate SMTP [RFC2821] commands and Internet Message Format [RFC2822] to CPM Messages 

as specified in the following sections.


	Status: OPEN

	E433
	2010.01.23
	T 
	5.2.4.2.1, Figure 5
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Done to be consistent with change of 5.2.3.1.1.1, Figure 3. 

Proposed Change: See CR “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0007-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_IntOnOrigOrTerminSide”.  
	Status: OPEN

	E434
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.2.2.

Table 40
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Need to either fill the comment column or remove the “See Comment” for the following row.

See Comment.

Sender

Optional

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: Not editorial

	E435
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.4.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “SIP MESSAGE message” into “SIP MESSAGE request”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E436
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Exchange the positions of steps 2 and 3.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN


	E437
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 40: how will the From field be populated when anonymity is requested?

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

	E438
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 40: be more specific whether the SIP Date or the IMDN date will be used to populate the Date and time field.

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

	E439
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 40: Change ‘orig-date’ in ‘Date’.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E440
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 40: Why do we need to specify a ‘Sender’ header?

Proposed Change: Remove the row.
	Status: OPEN

	E441
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 40: Move the handling of the Expires header to table 39, as it relates to the MAIL FROM SMTP command.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E442
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 40: What are “corresponding body types”?

Proposed Change: Explain.
	Status: OPEN

	E443
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 41: Explain what value the response code and phrase will get in case of an error.

Proposed Change: Explain.
	Status: OPEN

	E444
	2010.01.21
	E
	5.2.4.2.2
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: missing “an” 

Proposed Change: add “an” before email inn steps 3 and 4
	Status: OPEN
Closed by 0047R03

	E445
	2010.01.23
	T
	5.2.4.2.2, #5 “Editor’s note:”
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Need to solve the Editor’s note. 

Proposed Change: None yet, but Ericsson could volunteer to work on this with other interested companies.
	Status: OPEN

	E446
	2010.01.23
	T
	5.2.4.2.2, table 40,  “Editor’s note:”
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Need to solve the Editor’s note WRT e-mail disposition notification 

Proposed Change: None yet, but Ericsson could volunteer to work on this with other interested companies.
	Status: OPEN

	E447
	2010.01.23
	T
	5.2.4.2.2, table 40, “P-Asserted-ID” and “From”
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Need to solve the Editor’s note WRT fields “P-Asserted-ID” and “From”. 

Proposed Change: See CR “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0006-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_FromField_Tb40_43”.
	Status: OPEN

	E448
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 43: how will the From field be populated when anonymity is requested?

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

	E449
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 43: be more specific whether the SIP Date or the IMDN date will be used to populate the Date and time field.

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

	E450
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 43: Change ‘orig-date’ in ‘Date’.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E451
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 43: Why do we need to specify a ‘Sender’ header?

Proposed Change: Remove the row.
	Status: OPEN

	E452
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 43: Move the handling of the Expires header to table 42, as it relates to the MAIL FROM SMTP command.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E453
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 43: The Message-Expires header should be taken into account instead of the Expires header.

Proposed Change: Change “Expires” into “Message-Expires”.
	Status: OPEN

	E454
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 43: Success-Report and Failure-Report are not applicable for Large Message Mode. We are using IMDN.

Proposed Change: Update.
	Status: OPEN

	E455
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.4.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 43: Style of the table caption isn’t correct.

Proposed Change: Update style.
	Status: OPEN
Closed by 0031R02

	E456
	2010.01.21
	E/T
	5.2.4.2.3

Table 43
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: Errors in table 43

Proposed Change: 

See CR http://member.openmobilealliance.org/ftp/Public_documents/MWG/MWG-CPM/2010/OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0031-CR_CONR_TS_IWK_Table_43.zip
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: not solely editorial
Closed by 0031R02

	E457
	2010.01.23
	T
	5.2.4.2.3, #4 “Editor’s note:”
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Need to solve the Editor’s note. 

Proposed Change: None yet, but Ericsson could volunteer to work on this with other interested companies.
	Status: OPEN

	E458
	2010.01.23
	E
	5.2.4.2.3, Table 43 caption
	Source: Michel.Houde@ericsson.com 
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: The caption style differs from other tables. 

Proposed Change: Fix the caption style.
	Status: OPEN

	E459
	2010.01.23
	E
	5.2.4.2.3, table 43,  “Conversation-I,  Contribution-ID and ReplyTo-Contribution-ID”
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Typo. 

Proposed Change: Change text to read:

“Conversation-ID,  Contribution-ID and ReplyTo-Contribution-ID “.
	Status: OPEN

	E460
	2010.01.23
	T
	5.2.4.2.3, table 43,  “Failure-Report and/or Success-Report”
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Need to solve the Editor’s note WRT “Failure-Report and/or Success-Report”. 

Proposed Change: See CR “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0002-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_DispositionNotif_Tb23_38_43_47”.
	Status: OPEN

	E461
	2010.01.23
	T
	5.2.4.2.3, table 43, “P-Asserted-ID” and “From”
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Need to solve the Editor’s note WRT fields “P-Asserted-ID” and “From”. 

Proposed Change: See CR “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0006-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_FromField_Tb40_43”.
	Status: OPEN

	E462
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.4.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “MESSAGE message” into “SIP MESSAGE request”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E463
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Include a little introduction providing a “roadmap” through the procedures in this section.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E464
	2010.01.23
	T
	5.2.4.3, #3 “Editor’s note:”
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Need to solve the Editor’s note. 

Proposed Change: None yet, but Ericsson could volunteer to work on this with other interested companies.
	Status: OPEN

	E465
	2010.01.23
	T 
	5.2.4.3, Figure 6
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Done to be consistent with change of 5.2.3.1.1.1, Figure 3. 

Proposed Change: See CR “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0007-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_IntOnOrigOrTerminSide”.  
	Status: OPEN

	E466
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.3.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Move the EHLO handling to a generic section. This is independent of the type of message that is being interworked.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E467
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.3.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Move the note to a generic section. This is independent of the type of message that is being interworked.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E468
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.3.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 44: The SMTP side of things is not headers.

Proposed Change: Change into “command”.
	Status: OPEN

	E469
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.3.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 45: Procedure needs to be updated to create a CPIM message rather than an unspecified message.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E470
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.3.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 45: Change ‘orig-date’ in ‘Date’.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E471
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.3.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 45: Clarify whether DELIVERBY or MAIL FROM BY needs to be used. This is unclear.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E472
	2010.01.23
	T
	5.2.4.3.1, table 44, “RCPT To: Editor’s note
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Resolve the editor’s note about FFS interworking. 

Proposed Change: See CR “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0009-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_emailToPager_AlternateInterwork”.
	Status: OPEN

	E473
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.3.2
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Correct text

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

When the e-mail IWF receives SMTP session initiation request to receive an e-mail, it SHALL perform the following

1. It accepts & acknowledges the EHLO and subsequent SMTP commands (i.e. MAIL FROM, RCPT TO) and performs MX lookup verification.

2. Once the DATA receipt is completed, if the size of the message is greater than the maximum size of a Pager Mode CPM Message, the IWF initiates a MSRP session with the targeted CPM User including the 3gpp-service.ims.icsi.oma.cpm.largemsg feature tag. The mapping of the relevant headers and body of the Internet Message Format [RFC2822] to the SIP INVITE is shown in Table 46 and Table 47.

3. When the SMRP session is established, the IWF sends the content received in the body of SMTP DATA protocol unit to the CPM User via MSRP SEND according to rules and procedures of [RFC4975]. The mapping of the relevant headers and body of the Internet Message Format [RFC2822] to the MSRP SEND is shown in Table 38
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Table 48.


	Status: OPEN

	E474
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.3.2

Table 46
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Use the CPM Address for To:

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

RCPT To:

Request-URI and 

To


Set to the target user’s CPM Address

	Status: OPEN

	E475
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.3.2

Table 47
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Resolve the From/To addresses

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

From

From
Mandatory

Copy from the SMTP From
To

Request-URI, To

Mandatory


Set to the targeted user’s CPM Address

	Status: OPEN

	E476
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.3.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 2: Remove “with the Participating Function”. It is unneeded information.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E477
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.4.3.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 2: “Internet Message Format” is not a defined term. Proposed Change: Change to all lowercase.
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: it is the title of the RFC, should it be put in quotes instead?
Agreed as per the editor’s suggestion

	E478
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.3.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 3:  Rewrite to not assume an entity that responds.

Proposed Change: Remove mentioning of the CPM Participating Function.
	Status: OPEN

	E479
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.3.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 3:  Remove the “Table 38”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E480
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.3.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 47: Procedure needs to be updated to create a CPIM message rather than an unspecified message.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E481
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.3.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 47: Change ‘orig-date’ in ‘Date’.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E482
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.3.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 47: Clarify whether DELIVERBY or MAIL FROM BY needs to be used. This is unclear.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E483
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 47: Success-Report and Failure-Report are not applicable for Large Message Mode. We are using IMDN.

Proposed Change: Update.
	Status: OPEN

	E484
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.4.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Table 47: Remove the empty row

Proposed Change: Update.
	Status: OPEN

	E485
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.4.3.2 
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: extra table reference in step 3

Proposed Change: remove reference to table 38


	Status: OPEN

	E486
	2010.01.23
	E
	5.2.4.3.2 table 47
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Typo 

Proposed Change: Remove blank line.
	Status: OPEN

	E487
	2010.01.23
	T
	5.2.4.3.2, table 46, RCPT To:, “Editor’s note:”
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Need to solve the Editor’s note WRT RCPT To 

Proposed Change: None yet, but Ericsson could volunteer to work on this with other interested companies.
	Status: OPEN

	E488
	2010.01.23
	T
	5.2.4.3.2, table 47, “Failure-Report and/or Success-Report”
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Need to solve the Editor’s note WRT “Failure-Report and/or Success-Report”. 

Proposed Change: See CR “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0002-CR_CONR_TS_intrwrk_DispositionNotif_Tb23_38_43_47”.
	Status: OPEN

	E489
	2010.01.23
	T
	5.2.4.3.2, table 47, From/From
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Need to solve the Editor’s note WRT construction of the “From” to “From” mapping. 

Proposed Change: None yet, but Ericsson could volunteer to work on this with other interested companies.
	Status: OPEN

	E490
	2010.01.23
	T
	5.2.4.3.2, table 47, To/Request-URI
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Need to solve the Editor’s note WRT construction of the “To” to “Request-URI, To” mapping. 

Proposed Change: None yet, but Ericsson could volunteer to work on this with other interested companies.
	Status: OPEN

	E491
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “user plane” into “Media Plane”.

Proposed Change: Update.
	Status: OPEN

	E492
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 2 is very unclear. Why do the capabilities of SMS have effect on MMS?

Proposed Change: Rephrase to make more sense.
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: will split step 2 in a) SMS, and b) MMS.

	E493
	2010.01.22
	T
	B.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove entire section.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: as the section is part of the template, should we  as well add a note saying there is no SCR for client in this TS?
Agreed to remove entire section

	E494
	2010.01.23
	E
	Appendix B.3, Editor’s note”
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Editor’s note. 

Proposed Change: Delete the Editor’s note once table renumbering is completed.
	Status: OPEN

	E495
	2010.01.22
	T
	App C
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Add a NOTE about the extensibility of the “iwf-type-token” values, for non-standardized IWFs towards other Non-CPM Communication Services.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E496
	2010.01.22
	T
	App C
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove the “Where:” paragraph. It doesn’t seem to add value.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E497
	2010.01.22
	E
	App D
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove the spurious page breaks between the sections.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E498
	2010.01.22
	E
	App D
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove the note. Most reader won’t know how to get to that document.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: will remove note when doing last cleanup, may replace by an Editor’s note to make it more visible.
See E498, E502.
Agreed as per the editor’s suggestion

	E499
	2010.01.22
	T
	D.2.2
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Inconsistent parameters

The first flow CPM( Email says it is the first message to the EMAIL user, if it is true why is the first step CPM(IWF message contains the InReplyTo-Contribution-ID=C?

Proposed Change: 

Remove the InReplyTo-Contribution-ID=C parameter or set it to NIL.
	Status: OPEN

	E500
	2010.01.23
	E
	Appendix D.2.2
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: Extraneous page after the last figure. 

Proposed Change: Delete the extraneous page.
	Status: OPEN

	E501
	2010.01.22
	E/T/Q
	x.y
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: Does step 6 make sense? The non-CPM Comm service needs to support sessions. Otherwise, the original INVITE wouldn’t have been accepted. 

Proposed Change: <Recommended action>
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: where does this comment apply? Doubt it is editorial?
Closed without action


	E502
	2010.01.22
	E
	App D
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: Do not quote internal documents 

Proposed Change: Remove the NOTE
	Status: OPEN
Editor’s question/comment: will remove when doing last cleanup, may replace by an Editor’s note to make it more visible.

See E498, E502.
Agreed with the editor’s suggestion
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