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

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

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

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

2.1 System Description TS < OMA-TS-CPM_System_Description-V1_0-20091217-D >

	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	C001
	2010.01.22
	E
	General
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Update to 2010 template. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C002
	2010.01.22
	T


	General

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

Comment: in the RD, CPM message has been changed to CPM standalone Message and CPM Session Message, SD should be changed accordingly
Proposed Change: change “CPM Message” to “CPM standalone Message” or “CPM Session Message”
	Status: OPEN

	C003
	2010.01.22
	T


	General


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

Comment: Editor Note should be delete
Proposed Change: remove EN
	Status: OPEN

	C004
	2010.01.22
	E
	1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  phrase “between the functional components of the architecture of the CPM Enabler” is awkward

Proposed Change: change to “between the functional components of the CPM Enabler”
	Status: OPEN

	C005
	2010.01.22
	T
	2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The GRUU Internet-Draft has been published as an RFC (RFC5627) in the meantime. 

Proposed Change: Convert reference into a reference to RFC5627.
	Status: OPEN

	C006
	2010.01.22
	T
	2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: CPM depends on some of the features of XDM 2.1. 

Proposed Change: Change the references of [OMA-XDM_Core-TS] and [OMA-XDM_Shared_Group-TS] to point to the 2.1 versions of those documents.
	Status: OPEN

	C007
	2010.01.22
	T
	2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Charging has been removed from the scope of CPM v1.0. 

Proposed Change: Remove the [CPM-CPM-CHG] reference.
	Status: OPEN

	C008
	2010.01.22
	T
	2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: References [RFC4234] and [RFC5547] are not used in the document. 

Proposed Change: Remove them.
	Status: OPEN

	C009
	2010.01.22
	T
	2.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  GRUU is an RFC now

Proposed Change: replace draft-ietf-sip-gruu by reference to RFC5627. Update also the occurrences of draft-ietf-sip-gruu in the other sections of the document.
	Status: OPEN

	C010
	2010.01.22
	T
	2.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  contribution 2009-0641 changed header names, eg., CPM Contribution Identity into Contribution Identity. 

Proposed Change: inspect all documents and change consistently
	Status: OPEN

	C011
	2010.01.21
	T
	2.1
	Source:Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: XDMS 2.1 uses the name “Group” instead of the old “Shared Group”

Proposed Change: modify reference accordingly

Change the name to 

[OMA-XDM_ Group-TS]
Change the reference to XDMS 2.1

“Group XDM Specification”, Open Mobile Alliance™, OMA-TS-XDM_ Group-V1_1, URL:http://www.openmobilealliance.org/

	Status: OPEN

	C012
	2010.01.22
	E


	2.1


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

Comment: [draft-ietf-sip-gruu] has been a RFC5627
Proposed Change: changed accordingly.
	Status: OPEN

	C013
	2010.01.22
	T
	2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: References [OMA-IM-TS] is not used in the document. 

Proposed Change: Remove it.
	Status: OPEN

	C014
	2010.01.21
	T
	3.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: Change definition for Shared Group 

Proposed Change: 

Group XDMS
	Status: OPEN

	C015
	2010.01.22
	T
	3.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The CPM Contribution Identity also applies to CPM File Transfers. 

Proposed Change: Add the notion of CPM File Transfer to the definition.
	Status: OPEN

	C016
	2010.01.22
	E
	3.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The Media Stream Type definition is already in the AD. 

Proposed Change: Replace the definition with a pointer to the AD.
	Status: OPEN

	C017
	2010.01.22
	T
	3.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The Reply-to Indication is only applicable to CPM Standalone Messages. 

Proposed Change: In the definition change “CPM Message” to “CPM Standalone Message”.
	Status: OPEN

	C018
	2010.01.22
	T
	3.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the definition of Unique User Agent Identifier, change “of user agent” to “a user agent”. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C019
	2010.01.22
	T
	3.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: There is no justification for having a definition for a non-CPM entity in a CPM enabler package document when there is no instance of its use or impacts on CPM specifications. 

As stated in Comments on the CPM AD document, the CPM-based service client is an external entity to CPM and as such it should be treated the same way as other external CPM clients.

 If convincing clarification is given for not removing it, then its definition should be moved to the AD where it is used for the first time, and then a reference to the definition should be provided in this SD document. Either way, a CR addressing this comment should be submitted.
	Status: OPEN

	C020
	2010.01.22
	E


	3.3


	Source: Huawei

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0020

Comment: wording

Proposed Change: 
GRUU: Globally Routable User Agent URI
	Status: OPEN

	C021
	2010.01.22
	E
	4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In 2nd paragraph change “a.k.a.” into “called”. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C022
	2010.01.22
	E
	4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In 4th paragraph remove “a schematic of”. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C023
	2010.01.22
	E
	4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the figure, change “SIP/IP Core” into “SIP/IP core”. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C024
	2010.01.22
	T
	4.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  UPP functionality is not provided by CPM

Proposed Change: delete bullet
	Status: OPEN

	C025
	2010.01.22
	T
	4.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  multiple address support in CPM 1.0 is very limited. 

Proposed Change: delete their mentioning
	Status: OPEN

	C026
	2010.01.21
	T
	4.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: The following sentence in misleading as it implies that adding and removing media is allowed at session initiation. Actually media cannot be removed at session initiation since no session is ongoing and also adding media is usually done in the middle of the session and not at session initiation

·  Add or remove Media Streams at the CPM Session initiation and at any time during a CPM Session.
Proposed Change: 

· Add or remove Media Streams at any time during a CPM Session. 


	Status: OPEN

	C027
	2010.01.21
	T
	4.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: The following sentence is inconsistent with the SD and the TS, since CPM does not provide any support for presence functionality
· interaction with the Presence Enabler. While the CPM Enabler has to provide the needed support for presence, the CPM Enabler itself does not require the presence service.
Proposed Change: 

interaction with the Presence Enabler. 
	Status: OPEN

	C028
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.1.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: The following sentence does not apply to some of the sub-bullets in the section and should be removed (e.g. does not apply to 5.1.1.9 and 5.1.1.10)
“ The objects described in this section can be addressed in the CPM Enabler. Each object is identified by an absolute URI.”
Proposed Change: 

“ The objects described in this section can be addressed in the CPM Enabler. ”

	Status: OPEN

	C029
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the last sentence, change “the Non-CPM Communication Service Identifier” into “a Non-CPM Communication Service Identifier”. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C030
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.1.3 & 5.1.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The contents of these sections are highly associated with each other. Merge them in a single section.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C031
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.1.1.4
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: GRUU is not a draft anymore. It has become an RFC. 

Proposed Change: Use RFC 5627 instead of the draft reference. This should also be fixed in the reference section 2.2.
http://www.rfc-editor.org/rfc/rfc5627.txt

	Status: OPEN

	C032
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.1.1.6
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: XDMS does not currently support Non-CPM Groups, since the only allowed entries in a <list> elements are SIP URIs and TEL URIs.  Where would the Non-CPM groups be stored?

Proposed Change: remove this section or explain better where those lists are stored.
	Status: OPEN

	C033
	2010.01.22
	E


	5.1.1.6


	Source: Huawei

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0020

Comment: wording

Proposed Change: 
a WV URI as specified in [OMA -IMPS-TS _CSP].
	Status: OPEN
SD Editor: The correct reference to use is [OMA-IMPS_CSP-TS].

	C034
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.1.10
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  add File Transfer to the list of objects carrying a CPM Contribution Identity? Or will we consider FT to be subsumed under the notion of a CPM Session? The latter question relates to many parts of the spec other than CPM Contribution Identity.

Proposed Change: decide on how to handle File Transfer. If it should be listed in parallel to CPM Session and CPM Message, we need to go over all our documents.
	Status: OPEN

	C035
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: 2nd paragraph: Remove the sentence on what the SIP/IP core provides. We are not providing specifications for the SIP/IP core. 

Proposed Change: Remove sentence and move reference to [RFC3840] to the previous sentence.
	Status: OPEN

	C036
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: 4th paragraph: the SIP/IP core also provides the GRUU in the response. 

Proposed Change: Add a bullet describing this.
	Status: OPEN

	C037
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: 6th paragraph: Add a reference to section 5.1.4 for the full procedures of subscribing to the Registration Event Information. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C038
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: 7th paragraph: Don’t make normative statements on an external entity (the SIP/IP core in this case). 

Proposed Change: Remove normative statement.
	Status: OPEN

	C039
	2010.01.22
	Q
	5.1.2.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  what does “contact” mean here?

Proposed Change: clarification CR
	Status: OPEN

	C040
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: 2nd paragraph: How is it determined that signaling compression is to be used. 

Proposed Change: Be more specific.
	Status: OPEN

	C041
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.1.2.3
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  2nd paragraph should not be bulleted. 

Proposed Change: Use ordinary paragraph format.
	Status: OPEN

	C042
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.1.3.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove empty line at the end. 

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	C043
	2010.01.xx
	T
	5.1.3.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP doc
Comment:  The reference [3GPP TS33.178] will be obsolete since it was incorporated into 3GPP TS33.203 as GIBA. It’s suggested deleting this reference.

Proposed Change: 
Secured Client Registration and 

CPM Service Usage Authentication

The SIP security measures applied to client registration and service usage authentication as described in section 5.1.2.1 also apply to the CPM Client registration and authentication of the services used by the CPM User according to [RFC3261], [3GPP TS33.203] /[3GPP2 S.R0086-0] and [3GPP TS33.178].

A CR can be prepared if needed.
	Status: OPEN

	C044
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.1.3.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: The referenced TS 33.178 is withdrawn by 3GPP, the contents of that TS are now in TS 33.203 Annex T.
Proposed Change: 

Remove all references to TS 33.178 from document.
	Status: OPEN

	C045
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.1.3.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove empty line at the end. 

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	C046
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.3.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: We should also have security options that do not depend on TLS, due to additional load induced by TLS. 

Proposed Change: Make TLS an optional element, dependent on service provider policy and user’s request.
	Status: OPEN

	C047
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.3.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Access to a remote Message Storage Server has been removed from the CPM v1.0 scope. 

Proposed Change: Remove the 3rd and 4th bullets.
	Status: OPEN

	C048
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.1.3.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change beginning of bullets 1 and 2 into “a Message Storage Server authenticates a Message Storage Client …”. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C049
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.3.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: We use the term access control list instead of White/Black list. 

Proposed Change: In the last bullet change “White/Black” into “access control”.
	Status: OPEN

	C050
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.1.3.4
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP doc
Comment: security between the Message Storage Server and the requesting Message Storage Server are not considered for CPMv1.0.

Proposed Change: 
5.1.3.4 Message Storage and 

Communication Security

On receiving the request of the access to the CPM Messages, CPM Session Histories, CPM Conversation Histories, Media Objects attached to them and folders stored in the Message Storage Server from a Message Storage Client, TLS/PSK-TLS will be performed according to [RFC2246], [RFC4279], [OMA-SEC_CF-AD], [3GPP TS33.210], [RFC3501] as following.

· the Message Storage Server authenticate the Message Storage Client by checking the Principal’s address/certificate or by using pre-shared key authentication mechanisms.

· the Message Storage Client authenticate the Message Storage Server by checking the Message Storage Server’s certificate or by using pre-shared key authentication mechanisms.

· the Message Storage Server authenticate a requesting Message Storage Server by checking the requesting Message Storage Server’s certificate if the request is from a remote CPM environment and if the authentication is required by the policy.
· the requesting Message Storage Server authenticate the Message Storage Server by checking the Message Storage Server’s certificate if the request is from a remote CPM environment and if the authentication is required by the policy.
· according to the White/Black list, the Message Storage Server check if the Principal has the right to access the resources stored in the Message Storage Server

If integrity and confidentiality of the message are requested by the Principal and subject to service provider policies, the messages are encrypted with integrity protection before transporting them between a Message Storage Client and a Message Storage Server, and also before transporting them between two Message Storage Servers.
A CR can be prepared if needed.
	Status: OPEN

	C051
	2010.01.22
	Q
	5.1.3.4
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  1st paragraph is another incident where it is to be clarified if CPM File Transfer needs to be added to a list of objects; here the list is “CPM Messages, CPM Session Histories, CPM Conversation Histories, Media Objects …”

Proposed Change: decide on how to proceed and, depending on the outcome, then look at all occurrences of “session” if file transfer need to be added.
	Status: OPEN

	C052
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.1.3.4
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: The black/white list concept does not apply in IMAP but instead access rights are defined to control which rights the user has.

Proposed Change: 

“ according to the  access rights, the Message Storage Server check if the Principal has the right to access the resources stored in the Message Storage Server”

	Status: OPEN

	C053
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: 1st paragraph: Change “The SIP/IP core supports the …” into “The SIP/IP core provides the …”. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C054
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: NOTE: Change “SIP based” into “SIP-based”. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C055
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The CPM Conversation Indications are also applicable to CPM File Transfers. 

Proposed Change: Mention that the CPM Conversation Identities are also used to link CPM File Transfers to a CPM Conversation and a threaded view.
	Status: OPEN

	C056
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: We nowadays have a definition for “CPM Standalone Message” that we can use. 

Proposed Change: Import definition of “CPM Standalone Message” into SD and use the definition consistently instead of “standalone CPM Message”.
	Status: OPEN

	C057
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  Note 1 talks about requests and replies. “requests” seems an inappropriate term here.

Proposed Change: replace “requests” by “original contribution to a CPM Conversation”
	Status: OPEN

	C058
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  the two bulleted lists each talk first about a “CPM Session Invitation” and then about a “CPM Session”. Use terms consistently.

Proposed Change: if group decides to align terms here, this should be done all over the documents.
	Status: OPEN

	C059
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.1


	Source: Christophe Le Thierry D'ennequin

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE
Comment:  using only “CPM Contribution Identity being replied to”, it will be impossible to construct a consistent “threaded view” for a given CPM Conversation, as soon as a CPM Message or CPM Session of the CPM Conversation is not delivered to the CPM Client. This case will often happen as CPM Sessions can be only established with one CPM Client.
 Proposed Change: See if this limitation can be addressed.
	Status: OPEN

	C060
	2010.01.22
	
	5.2.1.1
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: No description for CPM File transfer 
Proposed Change:  Specify CPM File transfer
	Status: OPEN

	C061
	2010.01.22
	Q
	5.2.1.1.4
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE
Comment: Is the replying to groups specified in TS-Conv-Func?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C062
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: We nowadays have a definition for “CPM Standalone Message” that we can use. 

Proposed Change: Import definition of “CPM Standalone Message” into SD and use the definition consistently instead of “standalone CPM Message”.
	Status: OPEN

	C063
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: CPM File Transfers are also part of a CPM Conversation, so they need to be recorded as well. 

Proposed Change: Add description of what needs to be stored for a CPM File Transfer.
	Status: OPEN

	C064
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: 2nd main bullet: Change “accepted CPM Sessions” into “established CPM Sessions”. 

Proposed Change: Add description of what needs to be stored for a CPM File Transfer.
	Status: OPEN

	C065
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: At CPM Session establishment time we should also record the Media Stream Types used within the CPM Session. 

Proposed Change: Add to the list.
	Status: OPEN

	C066
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: We should also record CPM Session modification events. 

Proposed Change: Add to the list.
	Status: OPEN

	C067
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: We nowadays have a definition for “CPM Chat Message” that we can use. 

Proposed Change: Import definition of “CPM Chat Message” into SD and use the definition consistently instead of “CPM Message” when talking about CPM Sessions.
	Status: OPEN

	C068
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  “Conversation Storing” is a slightly ambiguous term. Subsections of 5.2.1.2 use the more appropriate “Recording” term.

Proposed Change: Replace by “Conversation Recording”. This should be applied consistently by checking all occurrences for storing/store, etc and check if they should be reworded.
	Status: OPEN

	C069
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.1.2
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: The following two sentences contradict each other:

· information about accepted CPM Sessions associated to a CPM Conversation to be stored, including:

· CPM Session state information:

· when a CPM Session is established:

· date and time of the occurence of the event; and,

· address of the inviting User; and,

· addresses of the invited Users; and,

· whether the CPM Session Invitation was accepted or not;

Proposed Change: 

Remove last bullet since only accepted sessions will be recorded.
	Status: OPEN

	C070
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.1.2
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: The descrip0tion of the history recording is inconsistent with the definition of conversation history and session history in the SD.  It is a mixture of storing conference event information and actual data sent/received during conversations. There are no requirements for this . There is no format that allows linking the state  information to a conversation or a session.
Proposed Change: Remove session state information

See CR http://member.openmobilealliance.org/ftp/Public_documents/MWG/MWG-CPM/2010/OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0032-CR_CONR_SD_TS__Fix_5.2.1.2.zip
	Status: OPEN

	C071
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.2


	Source: Christophe Le Thierry D'ennequin

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE
Comment: Can a CPM Client upload a CPM Session History to the Message Storage Server? If so, how to handle the case where the CPM Session History is already stored in MSS but does not have the same content? 
Proposed Change:  Provide the possibility to store additional content related to a session that already exists in the MSS.
	Status: OPEN

	C072
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.2.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  replace “forward” by “deliver”

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C073
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: We nowadays have a definition for “CPM Standalone Message” that we can use. 

Proposed Change: Import definition of “CPM Standalone Message” into SD and use the definition consistently instead of “CPM Message” throughout the section.
	Status: OPEN

	C074
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.1.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: 4th paragraph: Editorial update, change “perform filtering the received CPM Message with the criteria and …” into “apply the filtering criteria to the received CPM Message and …”. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C075
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Resolve editor’s note by ensuring that only messages that have been delivered (or interworked or stored in the MSS) are recorded. I.e. No  storing of undelivered messages. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C076
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.1.2.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: The following sentence assumes that messages are recorded before they are delivered. This is not correct, only delivered messages should be recorded. 

“ Upon completion of recording the CPM Message or when user preference was set not to record CPM Messages, the CPM Participating Function SHALL forward the received CPM Message as described in section 5.2.2.1.”

Proposed Change: Clarify that messages are recorded after they have been delivered, as proposed below and also remove the editor’s note which is not needed if messages are delivered first and then recorded.

Upon delivering the received CPM Message as described in section 5.2.2.1. the CPM Participating Function SHALL record the CPM Message. 


	Status: OPEN

	C077
	2010.01.21
	E
	5.2.1.2.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: Missing “it”, in the following sentence, see proposed change

Proposed Change: 

“ If user preference was set to record the CPM File Transfer and if the service provider policy allows it, the responsible CPM, ..”
	Status: OPEN

	C078
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: 1st paragraph: rewrite paragraph to state behavior of a CPM Participating Function rather than all CPM Participating Functions. 

Proposed Change: Rephrase  to “Upon receiving a CPM File Transfer session invitation, a CPM Participating Function SHALL check the user preferences of the CPM User it serves.
	Status: OPEN

	C079
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: 1st paragraph: rewrite paragraph to state behavior of a CPM Participating Function rather than all CPM Participating Functions. 

Proposed Change: Rephrase to “Upon receiving a CPM File Transfer session invitation, a CPM Participating Function SHALL check the user preferences of the CPM User it serves.
	Status: OPEN

	C080
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: 2nd paragraph is very difficult to understand. Rewrite to become clearer. 

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

	C081
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.1.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: 2nd paragraph: Media Path is not a defined term. 

Proposed Change: use all lowercase.
	Status: OPEN

	C082
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Notes are not supposed to have normative statements. 

Proposed Change: Move the normative statement outside of the Note.
	Status: OPEN

	C083
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Note and paragraph below it: CPM File is not a defined term. 

Proposed Change: Use “file” instead.
	Status: OPEN

	C084
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.1.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: 3rd paragraph: Editorial update, change “perform filtering the received CPM File with the criteria and …” into “apply the filtering criteria to the received CPM File and …”. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C085
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Ensure that only files that have been delivered (or interworked or stored in the MSS) are recorded. I.e. No storing of undelivered files. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C086
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.1.2.2
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: The following sentence implies that file transfer is first recorded before the file is transferred to the user. This is incorrect, only delivered file transfers should be recorded. 

“Upon completion of recording the CPM File Transfer or when user preference was set not to record CPM File Transfer, the CPM Participating Function SHALL transfer the received file as described in section 5.2.4.”
Proposed Change: 

Upon completion of the transfer of the received file as described in section 5.2.4, the CPM Participating Function SHALL record the file transfer as described above.

	Status: OPEN

	C087
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.1.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Media Path is not a defined term. 

Proposed Change: use all lowercase for the term throughout the section.
	Status: OPEN

	C088
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.1.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Add ‘the’ before CPM PF.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C089
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.1.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: 1st paragraph: Don’t use the abbreviation PF for Participating Function. 

Proposed Change: Spell it out completely.
	Status: OPEN

	C090
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: 2nd paragraph: rewrite paragraph to state behavior of a CPM Participating Function rather than all CPM Participating Functions. 

Proposed Change: Rephrase to “Upon receiving a CPM Session Invitation, a CPM Participating Function SHALL check the user preferences of the CPM User it serves.
	Status: OPEN

	C091
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: 3rd paragraph is very difficult to understand. Rewrite to become clearer. 

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

	C092
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: There is no need to state to record to temporary storage. 

Proposed Change: Remove the mentioning of temporary storage.
	Status: OPEN

	C093
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.1.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: 3rd paragraph: Add a space in “andcache”. 

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	C094
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: 3rd paragraph: We also need to record the exchanged CPM Chat Messages besides the Media. 

Proposed Change: In last sentence of paragraph change “Media” into “Media and CPM Chat Messages”.
	Status: OPEN

	C095
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Notes are not supposed to have normative statements. 

Proposed Change: Move the normative statement outside of the Note.
	Status: OPEN

	C096
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: 4th paragraph is very difficult to understand. Rewrite to become clearer. 

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

	C097
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: We need to give a bit more detail as to how a CPM User requests recording of a CPM Session (i.e. how it sends a CPM Session recording request). E.g. is it a separate transaction, will it be part of invitation and response, or something else.
Proposed Change: Add more detail here, and add flows and normative text later in the document
	Status: OPEN

	C098
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: 5th paragraph needs to be aligned with 3rd paragraph with respect to when data is uploaded to the MSS.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C099
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: 5th paragraph: We also need to record the exchanged CPM Chat Messages besides the Media. 

Proposed Change: In last sentence of paragraph change “Media” into “Media and CPM Chat Messages”.
	Status: OPEN

	C100
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Ensure that only sessions that have been successfully been set up are recorded. I.e. No storing of failed session set ups. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C101
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.1.2.3
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  Do not start a new paragraph after “… indicated by the request”. Start a new paragraph after “… appropriate error.”

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C102
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.2.3
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  in the 2nd-to-last paragraph clarify that uploading media only occurs upon session end (or when recording stop request is issued). Also, we might need text on how the upload at session end actually works.

Proposed Change: CR needed
	Status: OPEN

	C103
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.1.2.3
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: Session State information should not be recorded. See comment C011. See proposed change

Proposed Change: 

“ If user preference was set to record CPM Session and if the service provider policy allows it, the responsible CPM Participating Function SHALL record the CPM Session by staying in the Media Path of the CPM Session during the session, and caching the received Media until the session recording ends . “


	Status: OPEN

	C104
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.1.2.3
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: The following sentence assumes that session state is recorded but there are no requirements for that.

“Upon completion of initial recording of the CPM Session state information or when the user preference was set not to store CPM Session, the CPM Participating Function SHALL perform the session establishment as described in section 5.2.3.1.1 or 5.2.3.2.1”.

Proposed Change: delete the sentence



	Status: OPEN

	C105
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.1.2.3
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: The following sentence assumes that session state info is recorded, but there are no requirements to do that.

“ If the CPM Participating Function is staying in the Media Path of the CPM Session, it SHALL record the CPM Session state information as defined in section 5.2.1.2, update it whenever it changes and upload the received Media via the CPM Session to Message Storage Server of the CPM User”

Proposed Change: 

If the CPM Participating Function is staying in the Media Path of the CPM Session, it SHALL record the CPM Session information and upload the received Media via the CPM Session to Message Storage Server of the CPM User at the end of the session or when session recording is stopped by the user.


	Status: OPEN

	C106
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.1.2.3
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE
Comment:  Does the recording request mean that the recording starts SINCE the request is made or that the recording is only the media that user selected? Please see the quotes from SD below.

In order to record an ongoing CPM Session, the CPM Client SHALL send a CPM Session recording request to the CPM Participating Function it belongs to.
Proposed Change: Clarify it.
	Status: OPEN

	C107
	2010.01.21
	T
	
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: Change name of Shared Group XDMS

Proposed Change: 

Upcon receiving a CPM Message targeted to a CPM Pre-defined Group, the CPM Controlling Function SHALL fetch the CPM Pre-defined Group members as well as the policies from the Group XDMS
	Status: OPEN

	C108
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2 (and sub-sections)
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: The whole section is specifically about CPM Standalone Messages. 

Proposed Change: Update terminology throughout the section (and all subsections) to use the term CPM Standalone Message consistently.
	Status: OPEN

	C109
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Add sentence to 1st paragraph that the recipient address is the target address of the CPM Message, for consistency with paragraphs below it.
Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	C110
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.1.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  The SD talks often about “the CPM Feature Tag”. Appendix H of the Conversation TS however lists quite a number of Feature Identifiers instead of just one Feature tag. 

Proposed Change: decide if we should be more precise in the SD.
	Status: OPEN

	C111
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.1.1 and 5.2.3.2.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  a message to a pre-defined group is targeted to the address of the pre-defined group. Clarify how this relates to routing to a CF.

Proposed Change: clarify that address of CF is part of the pre-defined group address. Also, mention that this can be a CF different from the CF pre-configured to the originating client.

Also, reflect this in the Conv TS.
	Status: OPEN

	C112
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Add a note that the procedures in the section are only relevant for CPM Standalone Messages that are sent to a CPM Group.
Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	C113
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.1.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  the term “request” seems to unspecific. 

Proposed Change: Replace by “message request” upon first occurrence.
	Status: OPEN

	C114
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Handle the editor’s note along the lines of the agreement in Bangalore on user preferences.
Proposed Change: Describe that device-specific user preferences can only indicate what kind of messages may be delivered to it.
	Status: OPEN

	C115
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: sub-bullets on defer: Remove the 2nd sub-bullet, as we won’t have these kinds of device-specific user preferences in CPM v1.0.
Proposed Change: Describe that device-specific user preferences can only indicate what kind of messages may be delivered to it.
	Status: OPEN

	C116
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: sub-bullets on defer: 3rd sub-bullet is not under the condition of user preferences. We don’t have specific user preferences for when no CPM Client of a user is available.
Proposed Change: Rephrase to “user preferences of the recipient indicate delivery of the CPM Standalone Message, but no CPM Client is available that is capable of receiving the CPM Standalone Message”.
	Status: OPEN

	C117
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: The paragraphs below the bullet list suggest that they are generally applicable, but in reality they only apply to the last bullet (i.e. delivery towards a CPM Client).
Proposed Change: Provide proper indentation or other rewriting to make this clear.
	Status: OPEN

	C118
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.1.3
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  the redirect case is missing

Proposed Change: CR needed
	Status: OPEN

	C119
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.1.3
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  align this section with the Bangalore agreement recorded in 2009-0704r01

Proposed Change: CR needed
	Status: OPEN

	C120
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.1.3
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  move the paragraph “Subsequently …” up before NOTE 3.

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C121
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.2.1.3
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: It was agreed to not have device based user preferences except for delivery.

Proposed Change: Delete the following sentence

· 

	Status: OPEN

	C122
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.2.1.3
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: The following sentence is true for two separate and different cases: If there are no registered CPM Clients OR if the user preferences are set to “defer”.

Proposed Change: Use “or” instead of “and” to clarify that those two different cases are possible.

· no CPM Client of the recipient is registered or the user preferences of the recipient indicate deferring.


	Status: OPEN

	C123
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: In the 2nd paragraph the Reply-to Indication should not be used unconditionally but used as a hint to the CPM User. The CPM User must have the possibility to override the Reply-to Indication to prevent unwanted messages to unwanted destinations and security risks.
Proposed Change: Provide proper indentation or other rewriting to make this clear.
	Status: OPEN

	C124
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.1.4
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  replace “included” by “if included”

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C125
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.1.4
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  NOTE 3 is irrelevant and confusing

Proposed Change: delete NOTE 3
	Status: OPEN

	C126
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.2.1.4
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: The following sentence Implies that the use of the non-CPM Service identifier is mandatory, but here is no such parameter in the Conv-TS or in the Interworking TS.

“ When replying to a received CPM Message from a non-CPM User, the CPM Client SHALL accompany the target non-CPM User address with the Non-CPM Communication Service Identifier included in the received CPM Message.”
Proposed Change: remove that sentence as well as the following three notes.

“





	Status: OPEN

	C127
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.1.4
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE
Comment:  Regarding how to select the reply target address, the 1st paragraph and 2nd paragraph looks conflict. The 1st paragraph says that the reporting user can choose the target as either the originator or all participants. However, the 2nd paragraph says that the reply target address shall be the one set in the reply-to header.
Proposed Change: Resolve the conflict.
	Status: OPEN

	C128
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the 1st paragraph change “using Pager Mode” into “as a Pager Mode CPM Standalone Message”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C129
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the 2nd paragraph, remove etc. from the e.g. list. It is not needed there.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C130
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: In the 2nd paragraph, there should not be a possibility for a CPM User to cancel a Large Message Mode message transfer, Large Message Mode CPM Messages are invisible and not distinguishable from Pager Mode CPM Messages.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C131
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.1.5
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  mention that before session setup, it needs to be decided that delivery happens at all (see 5.2.2.1.3 for this decision process). Also, realize that this applies then only to the terminating leg. What about the originating leg, and the leg(s) between server-side entities?

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C132
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.1.5
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  replace “unidirectional” by “to uni-directional”.

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C133
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.1.6
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: In 2nd paragraph, detail what will happen if the supplied reference cannot be resolved.
Proposed Change: Add error handling.
	Status: OPEN

	C134
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.1.6
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Why is the conversion in a Large Message Mode CPM Message only a SHOULD statement. What else can a CPM PF do?
Proposed Change: Change into SHALL.
	Status: OPEN

	C135
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.1.6
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  reference 5.2.2.1.3 instead of 5.2.2.1

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C136
	2010.01.22
	Q
	5.2.2.1.6
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  the NOTE is confusing: what communication is meant when referring to “this communication”? What is Pager Mode behaviour?

Proposed Change: CR needed
	Status: OPEN

	C137
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.1.7
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: In the TS no user preference has been defined to steer this functionality.
Proposed Change: Either remove the functionality here or define the user preference in the TS.
	Status: OPEN

	C138
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.1.7
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The CPM PF doesn’t receive references from the MSS out of the blue, it needs to request them.

Proposed Change: Change “receive references” into “request references”.
	Status: OPEN

	C139
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.1.7
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Add a note under the last paragraph to indicate that retrieval of the stored Media Objects doesn’t have to be immediate, but can be done later as well (e.g. at user request); otherwise the whole functionality doesn’t make any sense.
Proposed Change: Add note.
	Status: OPEN

	C140
	2010.01.22
	Q
	5.2.2.1.7
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  why is first sentence restricted to “Media Objects” while first sentence of 5.2.2.1.6 talks about “Media Objects, CPM Messages, CPM Session Histories or CPM Conversation History”?

Proposed Change: clarification needed
	Status: OPEN

	C141
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.1.7
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  reference 5.2.2.1.3 instead of 5.2.2.1

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C142
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.1.7
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  to clarify the sentence, add “(as requested by the CPM User)” after “… to fetch specific Media Objects”

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C143
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.1.7 and 5.2.2.4


	Source: Christophe Le Thierry D'ennequin

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE
Comment: How can content adaptation and delivery with reference be supported by Message Storage Server? 
Proposed Change: 

Either :

· find a solution to ensure that content adaptation and delivery with reference  to the Media can be performed identically by both PF and MSS, or

· agree not to provide a similar user experience when messages are delivered through PF or through MSS.
	Status: OPEN

	C144
	2010.01.22
	
	5.2.2.1.8
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE
Comment: To divide "MAY and "SHALL" is needed. 
Proposed Change: Specify it
	Status: OPEN

	C145
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: In the TS no user preference has been defined to steer the push/pull distinction, nor the behavior upon expiry.
Proposed Change: Either only support push-mode deferred message delivery with discarding after expiry or define the user preference in the TS.
	Status: OPEN

	C146
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: In the last paragraph, why is the behavior described as a SHOULD? What else can the PF do?
Proposed Change: Change to SHALL.
	Status: OPEN

	C147
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: In the last paragraph, change “could be” to “will be”.
Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	C148
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  reference 5.2.2.1.3 instead of 5.2.2.1.1

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C149
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.2.2
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: User willingness has not defined

Proposed Change: 

As described in section 5.2.2.1.1, the CPM Participating Function may decide to defer a CPM Message for later delivery. For the delivery of Deferred CPM Messages, the CPM Participating Function SHALL support two options, to be taken depending on CPM User preferences and availability:


	Status: OPEN

	C150
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.2.2.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: There is no agreement to use the Push enabler to send off-line notification to the CPM User due to the complexity of handling that type of notification in the client when the CPM Client is not registered. It is not desirable to force the CPM Client to register automatically.

Proposed Change: Remove Push Enabler.

NOTE 1:
Notifications can be sent in-band or out-of-band, depending to the CPM registration state of the CPM Client. In-band notifications are sent via SIP NOTIFY while out-of-band notifications are handed over to the ISF for delivery using a Non-CPM service.
	Status: OPEN

	C151
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.2.2.
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: There is no agreement to use the Push enabler to send off-line notification to the CPM User due to the complexity of handling that type of notification in the client when the CPM Client is not registered. It is not desirable to force the CPM Client to register automatically.

Proposed Change: Remove Push Enabler.

NOTE 1:
These notifications will always be sent out-of-band.


	Status: OPEN

	C152
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.2.2
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: It is not desirable to force the CPM Client to register when it receives an out of band notification. It is better to allow the CPM User to initiate the CPM Client upon receiving this notification.

Proposed Change: 

NOTE 2: These notifications can be used by the CPM User to register the CPM Client to the CPM Service to be able to receive these Deferred CPM Messages as defined further down in this section.

	Status: OPEN

	C153
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: In the first paragraph it is unclear if the notification is sent to all CPM Clients of a recipient, or to a subset.
Proposed Change: Describe.
	Status: OPEN

	C154
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: In Note 1 the use of SIP NOTIFY is not true.
Proposed Change: Change to SIP MESSAGE.
	Status: OPEN

	C155
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: In the 2nd paragraph turn the statements in proper normative statements.
Proposed Change: Change “shall” to “SHALL”.
	Status: OPEN

	C156
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: The last part of the 1st paragraph it is unclear where the “while these CPM Clients are not registered at this point in time” is applicable.
Proposed Change: Rephrase paragraph to make clear.
	Status: OPEN

	C157
	2010.01.22
	Q
	5.2.2.2, 5.2.2.2.2

C.3.3.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: The Pull Method of delivery, which may not be a direct delivery of the CPM Message to a CPM Client was not considered!

Was this a conscious omission? 

Proposed Change: A clarification could be that in the Push method, the PF will store the CPM Message, if there is a Message Store available, and push a pointer (locating the stored objects in the Message Storage) to the CPM Client. Doing so, it relieves the PF from a number of monitoring operations, will provide functional parity between the Push and Pull methods of delivery with respect to the message store and web messaging (requiring messages to be stored) as well as facilitating multi-device scenario for synchronization.

CR to be provided if needed. 
	Status: OPEN

	C158
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.2.2.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: In NOTE 1, the text “…depending to…” should be fixed as “…..depending on ….”

Proposed Change: Change as suggested. 
	Status: OPEN

	C159
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.2.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: Why CPM User on the terminating side to select for his/her deferred CPM Messages to be “Interworked”?  

Proposed Change: Delete the word “interworked” from the 3rd line of the paragraph under NOTE1. 
	Status: OPEN

	C160
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: We are missing a description of Delivery Notifications for CPM Chat Messages.
Proposed Change: Add a description of this.
	Status: OPEN

	C161
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Everything in this section (and it subsections) is only applicable to CPM Standalone Messages.
Proposed Change: Use the term “CPM Standalone Message” consistently throughout the section and the subsections, instead of “CPM Message” or even “message”.
	Status: OPEN

	C162
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: It is unclear which entity is responsible for creating the aggregate disposition notifications.
Proposed Change: Also describe that CPM CF MAY support the creation of aggregated disposition notifications.
	Status: OPEN

	C163
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.2.3
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: The following sentence Implies that the use of the non-CPM Service identifier is mandatory, but here is no such parameter in the Conv-TS or in the Interworking TS.

Proposed Change: Remove this sentence



	Status: OPEN

	C164
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.3.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Rewrite 1st paragraph to describe in a clearer manner about the two types of delivery notifications.
Proposed Change: Acision will provide a CR.
	Status: OPEN

	C165
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.3.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: In the 2nd paragraph, delivery towards MSS or successful interworking can also result in a positive delivery notification.
Proposed Change: Update paragraph.
	Status: OPEN

	C166
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.3.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: In the 3rd paragraph, only full failure to deliver a CPM Message (including to MSS or via interworking) will result in a negative delivery notification.
Proposed Change: Update paragraph.
	Status: OPEN

	C167
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.3.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: In paragraph 7, 8, and 9, change “based on service provider policies” into “unless service provider policies prevent this”..
Proposed Change: Update paragraph.
	Status: OPEN

	C168
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.3.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: In paragraph 10, having the CF generate negative delivery notifications can be problematic, as the terminating PFs may already have generated and sent these.
Proposed Change: Resolve.
	Status: OPEN

	C169
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.3.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: In paragraph 11, it is unclear how the CF will receive these disposition notifications, and DNs normally are sent to the originator of a message.
Proposed Change: Resolve.
	Status: OPEN

	C170
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.3.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  making sending of positive-delivery reports mandatory seems too strong.

Proposed Change: replace SHALL by MAY in 5th paragraph, and make it dependent on user preferences. CR needed.
	Status: OPEN

	C171
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.3.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  make delivery notifications dependent on user preferences

Proposed Change: change 5th, 7th, 8th and 10th paragraph accordingly. CR needed.
	Status: OPEN

	C172
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.3.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  in last paragraph, aggregation of delivery notifications is missing

Proposed Change: CR needed
	Status: OPEN

	C173
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.2.3.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: There is no mention of the CPM CF aggregating the received delivery notifications

Proposed Change: 

When receiving a CPM Message delivery notification, the CPM Controlling Function hosting a CPM Pre-defined Group MAY aggregate several delivery notifications and compose one final deliver report before forwarding the received CPM Message delivery notifications to the CPM Client originating the CPM Message.

	Status: OPEN

	C174
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.2.3.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: In the 1st paragraphs, put commas around “if authorized by the recipient” to be better readable.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C175
	2010.01.21
	Q
	5.2.2.4
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: Is it allowed to modify the received message or media by doing content adaptation on it?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C176
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Be a bit more verbose in explaining what these procedures are about, or remove the entire paragraph.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C177
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Add a statement that the CPM Client SHALL include the GRUU in the sent CPM Session Invitation (private of public GRUU, depending on whether anonymity is requested). This is needed to change a 1-1 session into a group session.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C178
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: In the 2nd bullet change “route” into “send”, as the interface to the ISF is not across the SIP/IP core.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C179
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: Interworking on the originating side only happens when there is an error in sending the session invitation to the terminating side, so the originating side cannot determine that interworking should be performed before routing the session invitation.

Proposed Change: remove this sentence

Upon receiving a CPM Session Invitation, the CPM Participating Function SHALL:

· determine whether or not to continue CPM Session establishment; and

· 
· route the CPM Session Invitation to the invited CPM User through the SIP/IP core.


	Status: OPEN

	C180
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: No user preferences for CPM Sessions have been described in the TS.
Proposed Change: Remove notion of user preferences for CPM Sessions, or add the user preferences in the TS.
	Status: OPEN

	C181
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Merge the 2nd and 3rd bullets as they relate to the same logical step.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C182
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: In step 1 of the 3rd bullet, what does “If CPM Session” denote to?
Proposed Change: Change to “If continuing with the CPM Session, “.
	Status: OPEN

	C183
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: In step 2 of the 3rd bullet change “route” into “send” and remove “through the SIP/IP core”, as the interface to the ISF is not across the SIP/IP core.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C184
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.3.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove the title of the section in the cross-reference to section 5.3.1.1.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C185
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.3.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the last paragraph change “recipients” into “recipient”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C186
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.3.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Use the term “Signalling Path” consistently instead of “the route determined during CPM Session establishment”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C187
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.1.2
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: Missing description of session release at CPM client 

Proposed Change: Add the following

The CPM Client receiving the session leaving request shall close the session and release all resources associated with that session.


	Status: OPEN

	C188
	2010.01.22
	Q
	5.2.3.1.3
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  clarify if CPM client is the only entity initiating session modifications

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C189
	2010.01.21
	E
	5.2.3.1.3
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: Current section says: CPM Client MAY initiate modifications of a CPM session. 

To be consistent with RD doc-(ref to CPM_CONV_031: The CPM Enabler SHALL allow a CPM User to dynamically add/modify/remove continuous Media during a CPM Session, according to group and service provider policies ) it is proposed to  to add ‘according to group and service provider policies ‘ 

Proposed Change: Bold text to be added: CPM Client MAY initiate modifications of a CPM session, according to group and service provider policies

	Status: OPEN

	C190
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Be a bit more verbose in explaining what these procedures are about, or remove the entire paragraph.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C191
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: For consistency with the CPM 1-1 Session procedures, add a statement that the CPM Client SHALL include the GRUU in the sent CPM Session Invitation (private of public GRUU, depending on whether anonymity is requested). This is needed to change a 1-1 session into a group session.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C192
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: In the 2nd bullet change “route” into “send”, as the interface to the ISF is not across the SIP/IP core.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C193
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: In the 3rd bullet remove “from which the CPM Session Invitation was received”. This is deployment choice, not a specification choice.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C194
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.2.1.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  the bullet list mentions interworking. It is not clear if this relates to interworking a non-CPM Predefined Group or to individual non-CPM participants in an adhoc group. Assuming the latter, 2nd and 3rd bullet need to be clarified. Also reference to 5.3.1.1 is dubious as 5.3.1.1 is on interworking decision.

Proposed Change: CR needed
	Status: OPEN

	C195
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.2.1.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: Interworking on the originating side only happens when there is an error in sending the session invitation to the terminating side, so the originating side cannot determine that interworking should be performed before routing the session invitation.

Proposed Change: remove this sentence

Upon receiving a CPM Session Invitation, the CPM Participating Function SHALL:

· determine whether or not to continue the CPM Session establishment; and,

· 
route the CPM Session Invitation to the CPM Controlling Function  hosting the CPM Session via the SIP/IP core from which the CPM Session Invitation was received
	Status: OPEN

	C196
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.2.1.2

2nd para
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: Change the name of Shared Group XDMS
Proposed Change: 

the CPM Controlling Function SHALL fetch the CPM Pre-defined Group members as well as the policies from the Group XDMS and….
	Status: OPEN

	C197
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Throughout the section change “CPM Session” into “CPM Group Session”. We are talking about CPM Group Sessions here.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C198
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: In the paragraph about storing the CPM Conversation Identifications, explain why this needs to be done.
Proposed Change: Give a pointer to the section detailing the procedure that uses this stored information.
	Status: OPEN

	C199
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.3.2.1.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  copy phrase “the CPM Session Invitation is” from 4th to 3rd bullet (to land before “… for a CPM Ad-hoc Group”)

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C200
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Be a bit more verbose in explaining what these procedures are about, or remove the entire paragraph.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C201
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.2.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: In the 3rd bullet remove “from which the CPM Session Invitation was received”. This is deployment choice, not a specification choice.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C202
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.2.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: In the last paragraph explain when these CPM Conversation Identifications have been stored.
Proposed Change: Give a pointer to the section detailing the storing of these identifications.
	Status: OPEN

	C203
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: It depends on the group policy whether the leaving of a Participant results in the closure of the group session
Proposed Change: Update bullet list to be correct in the possibilities.
	Status: OPEN

	C204
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.3.2.3
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  copy phrase “belonging to the CPM Group Session” to land after “discard any Media”. Apply the same change to 1st bullet in 5.2.3.2.6

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C205
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.2.3
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  clarify that CF executes bullets 2 and 3 only if the leave of this user causes the group session to end (e.g. if this was originator or the second-to-last user)

Proposed Change: CR needed
	Status: OPEN

	C206
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.2.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Give more detail on how routing of the request is done (e.g. via Feature Tag, Signalling Path, Group Session Identity, etc.)
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C207
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.2.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: In the 3rd paragraph the cross-reference should be to section 5.2.3.2.1.2, instead of section 5.2.3.2.1
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C208
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.2.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Give more detail on how routing of the request is done (e.g. via Feature Tag, Signalling Path, Group Session Identity, etc.)
Proposed Change: Update bullet list to be correct in the possibilities.
	Status: OPEN

	C209
	2010.01.22
	Q
	5.2.3.2.7
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  what is the relevance of NOTE 2 when talking about the CF initiating a session modification?

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C210
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.2.7.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: What happens if the CPM Session modification request does not satisfy user preference and service provider policies?
Proposed Change: Add error handling.
	Status: OPEN

	C211
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.2.7.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: What happens if the CPM Session modification request does not satisfy user preference and service provider policies?
Proposed Change: Add error handling.
	Status: OPEN

	C212
	2010.01.22
	Q
	5.2.3.2.7.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  is this section needed considering that only clients can initiate a session modification?

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C213
	2010.01.21
	E
	5.2.3.2.7
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: Current section says: CPM Client MAY initiate modifications of a CPM session. 

To be consistent with RD doc-(ref to CPM_CONV_031: The CPM Enabler SHALL allow a CPM User to dynamically add/modify/remove continuous Media during a CPM Session, according to group and service provider policies ) it is proposed to  to add ‘according to group and service provider policies ‘ 

Proposed Change: Bold text to be added: CPM Client MAY initiate modifications of a CPM session, according to group and service provider policies

	Status: OPEN

	C214
	2010.01.21
	E
	5.2.3.2.7
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: Current section says: CPM Controlling Function MAY initiate modifications of a CPM session. 

To be consistent with RD doc-(ref to CPM_CONV_031: The CPM Enabler SHALL allow a CPM User to dynamically add/modify/remove continuous Media during a CPM Session, according to group and service provider policies ) it is proposed to  to add ‘according to group and service provider policies ‘ 

Proposed Change: Bold text to be added: CPM Controlling Function MAY initiate modifications of a CPM session, according to group and service provider policies

	Status: OPEN

	C215
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: In 5th paragraph, remove “from the CPM Participating Function”. It is not important where the CPM Client got it from, and it won’t check it anyway.
Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	C216
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.3
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  it is confusing to understand who is Client A and who is Client B. Clarify along the lines of flow C.2.2.1

Proposed Change: CR needed
	Status: OPEN

	C217
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.4
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: Change the name of Shared Group XDMS
Proposed Change: 

CPM Pre-defined Groups are stored as defined in the Group XDM specification [OMA-XDM_ _Group-TS].


	Status: OPEN

	C218
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.3.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Rephrase the note to “CPM Ad-hoc Groups are note stored in the network”, for better readability.

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	C219
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Paragraphs 2 are about CPM Standalone Messages and CPM Sessions.
Proposed Change: Use the term CPM Standalone Message instead of CPM Message.
	Status: OPEN

	C220
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: It is unclear why the CPM Participating Function SHALL support requesting Participant Information.
Proposed Change: Rephrase so that it becomes clear that this is about routing Participant Information requests.
	Status: OPEN

	C221
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Give more detail on how routing of the request is done (e.g. via Feature Tag, Signalling Path, Group Session Identity, etc.)
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C222
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: In the last paragraph, what happens with the request is not successfully authorized?
Proposed Change: Add error handling.
	Status: OPEN

	C223
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.6
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: The note seems to restate what is in the paragraph before it, and is very unclear?
Proposed Change: remove note.
	Status: OPEN

	C224
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.7
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: in the 6th paragraph: describe that a Invitation response can be rejected when Pseudonyms are not allowed and when the particular provided Pseudonym is not allowed, instead of only when Pseudonyms are not allowed.
Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	C225
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.3.7
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove the spurious space at the beginning of the 1st bullet.

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	C226
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2.3.7
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: The word revise does not explain exactly what the CPM CF does 

Proposed Change: Modify as proposed (two different occurences)

· assign a different  Pseudonym if the requested Pseudonym is not unique for the CPM Group Session

	Status: OPEN

	C227
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.3.8
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Capitalize “usage” in the section title.

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	C228
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.8.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: In the 9th paragraph it is unclear what CPM Session Invitation response the CPM Controlling Function will use to populate its own CPM Session Invitation response.
Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	C229
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.8.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: The entire section is very difficult to grasp. For instance it is not described what will happen with the Media Streams when a modification request succeeds and when it fails. Also, for the group session case it is not described what happens if not all Participants accept the modifications.
Proposed Change: Make the section clearer.
	Status: OPEN

	C230
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.8.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: What is meant with the term “terminating CPM user policies”?
Proposed Change: Change it to “the user preferences of the terminating CPM User”.
	Status: OPEN

	C231
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.8.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: In the last paragraph, why do we stop sending Media when the modification request fails?
Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

	C232
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.3.8.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  in 2nd bullet, inject “anymore” after “not offered”. Same change in 3rd bullet.

Replace “current” by “currently” in 3rd bullet.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C233
	2010.01.22
	Q
	5.2.3.8.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  which PF is meant in “When handling the Media Streams offered by the originating CPM Client, the CPM Participating Function SHALL ignore offered Media Streams with no characteristics supported by the CPM Participating Function”?

Also, what does “ignore” mean here

Proposed Change: CR needed
	Status: OPEN

	C234
	2010.01.21
	E
	5.2.3.8.2
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: The word “current” is not used properly

Proposed Change: Modify “current” to “currently”
	Status: OPEN

	C235
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.9
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Floor control is not supported in CPM v1.0.
Proposed Change: Remove the bullets dealing with floor control.
	Status: OPEN

	C236
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.3.9
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Generalize the statements about the CPM Participating Function behavior, as there isn’t much difference between the CPM 1-1 Session and the CPM Group Session case.
Proposed Change: Combine last 2 paragraphs into a single generalized paragraph.
	Status: OPEN

	C237
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove “the” before “transferring one or more files”, for better readability.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C238
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: The reference to [RFC5547] shouldn’t be in the SD, as it is technical specification material.
Proposed Change: Remove the last sentence of the section.
	Status: OPEN

	C239
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Make use of the terminology around CPM File Transfer consistently throughout the section and its subsections. Also, use the other defined terms consistently as well.
Proposed Change: Acision will submit a CR.
	Status: OPEN

	C240
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Rename section to “CPM File Transfer to a Single CPM User”.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C241
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Instead of just mentioning the procedures for CPM 1-1 Sessions, also include a cross-reference to the section describing these.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C242
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Give a small overview of the changes to the CPM 1-1 Sessions (i.e. filename provided, unidirectional, single Media Stream).
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C243
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2.4.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Decapitalize “Sessions”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C244
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Rephrase the section to be more specific that we are talking about the CPM 1-1 Session initiation procedures, rather than just repeating the statement of the previous section.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C245
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Make a normative statement around the fact that a CPM File Transfer session only contains a single Media Stream.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C246
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Rephrase the section to be more specific that we are talking about the CPM 1-1 Session closing procedures, rather than just repeating the statement of the previous section.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C247
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Rephrase the section to be more specific that we are talking about the CPM 1-1 Session modification procedures, rather than just repeating the statement of the previous section.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C248
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Remove the reference to [ RFC5547], as it is too much technical detail for the SD.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C249
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Changing towards a group session is not considered to be a session modification in the context of CPM.
Proposed Change: Remove the last sentence of the section.
	Status: OPEN

	C250
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Use CPM File Transfer in the section title.
Proposed Change: Remove the last sentence of the section.
	Status: OPEN

	C251
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Rephrase the section to be more specific that we are talking about the CPM Group Session initiation procedures, rather than just repeating the statement of the previous section.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C252
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Move the specifics of the differences to the more general section.
Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	C253
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.2.4.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Make the statement about transferring the file via MSRP less technical.
Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	C254
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Throughout the whole section (and the subsections) when CPM Message is used, then actually CPM Standalone Messages are meant.
Proposed Change: Change CPM Standalone Message as a term, rather than CPM Message.
	Status: OPEN

	C255
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Interworking of CPM File Transfer is missing.
Proposed Change: Add it.
	Status: OPEN

	C256
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.3.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: The wording of “transport level” can be confusing as it is used in one of the interworking cases (SMS interworking) to denote a specific set of functionality which is not supported for CPM-SMS interworking.
Proposed Change: Remove this wording

NOTE:
responses to a CPM Session Invitation, a CPM Message or a disposition notification follow the reverse path of the CPM Session Invitation or the CPM Message
	Status: OPEN

	C257
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.3.1.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  the scenario of interworking being triggered due to target user having set his user preferences accordingly is missing

Proposed Change: CR needed
	Status: OPEN

	C258
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.3.1.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: The section is very difficult to read.
Proposed Change: Simplify it.
	Status: OPEN

	C259
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.3.1.1.5
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  add email as an example URI scheme not routable in SIP (or replace wv by email)

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C260
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.3.1.1.6
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Capitalize “supported” in the section title.

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	C261
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.3.1.1.6
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: With the new interworking routing architecture, it seems to be easier to let the ISF be in control of involving a different IWF, otherwise SIP behavior becomes difficult with the ISF having to act as a SIP Proxy.
Proposed Change: Reconsider the decision to not include the ISF on the signaling path of CPM Session modification requests.
	Status: OPEN

	C262
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.3.1.1.6
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Why are we only supporting involving another IWF only for session modification? We should also be able to support this for session initiation.
Proposed Change: Either add similar procedures for session initiation, or remove the feature for session modification.
	Status: OPEN

	C263
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.3.1.1.6
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  this section does not fit into Interworking Decision as it is about session modification rather than interworking decision

Proposed Change: delete section
	Status: OPEN

	C264
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.3.1.1.6
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: Is the error described here supposed to happen? Why would a IWF be selected if it cannot handle the requested media?

Proposed Change:
Remove this section
	Status: OPEN

	C265

	2010.01.22
	E
	5.3.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove “then” in the 2nd paragraph.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C266
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.3.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Capitalize “media” in the last bullet.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C267
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.3.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Disposition Notifications without a Non-CPM Communication Service Identifier should be rejected, as it makes no sense to just send it across a random Non-CPM Communication Service.
Proposed Change:  Add a statement to capture this.
	Status: OPEN

	C268
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.3.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Add statement that the target address of the interworked request MAY also be determined via other, implementation-dependent, means, rather than just mentioning the user preferences.
Proposed Change:  Add a statement to capture this.
	Status: OPEN

	C269
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.3.1.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  replace “IWF” by “Interworking selection”

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C270
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.3.1.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  replace “ISF” by “Interworking Selection Function”

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C271
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.3.1.2
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: The following sentence should be removed, since the non-CPM Service identifier has not been defined in the Conv-TS or in the Interworking TS

Proposed Change: 

· 


	Status: OPEN

	C272
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.3.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Change “route” into “send” in the 1st and 2nd paragraphs to reflect the new interworking routing architecture.
Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN

	C273
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.3.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: In the 4th paragraph, explain for what purpose the CPM Contribution Identity and identifying information is being stored.
Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN

	C274
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.3.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The bullet style used in this section is inconsistent with the rest of the document.

Proposed Change:  Update bullet style.
	Status: OPEN

	C275
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.3.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Acision is still unsure as to why the difference between CPM Ad-hoc Groups and CPM Predefined Group needs to be made.
Proposed Change:  Revalidate the need for this against the TS.
	Status: OPEN

	C276
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.3.1.3
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  2nd paragraph: An IWF may serve or continue to serve a non-CPM recipient even if it does not support a particular Media Stream. Example: in a Conference Call, it might make sense to participate even if the chat on the side is not supported as a mediat stream.

Proposed Change: CR needed
	Status: OPEN

	C277
	2010.01.22
	Q
	5.3.1.3
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  in 4th paragraph, the Contribution ID is being stored. Why not the Conversation ID as well?

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C278
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.3.1.3
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  To reflect that session establishment does not happen in all interworking cases, replace “Once” by “When”. Re-occurs in 5.3.2.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C279
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.3.1.3
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: Does an ad-hoc group have an address? 

Proposed Change: 

· For a CPM Message that was sent to CPM Ad-hoc Group with request of disposition notification, the selected Interworking Function SHALL store the ad-hoc group address of the CPM Message, if available, for the CPM Message disposition notification.
NOTE 2:
The Ad-hoc Group address needs to be stored because it is not carried in the non-CPM message.

	Status: OPEN

	C280
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.3.1.3.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the 1st paragraph, change “if” in “when”.

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN

	C281
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.3.1.3.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: What does “construct the identifying information in the same way as it would when interworking in the reverse direction” mean?
Proposed Change:  Clarify what is meant.
	Status: OPEN

	C282
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.3.1.3.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: This is section is too implementation specific and does not convey what the actual desired outcome is. Fir example it is not clear what the validity period is used for.

Proposed Change: 

See CR http://member.openmobilealliance.org/ftp/Public_documents/MWG/MWG-CPM/2010/OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0033-CR_CONR_SD_TS__Fix_5.3.1.3.1.zip
	Status: OPEN

	C283
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.3.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: In the 1st paragraph change “route” into “send”, as the IWF is the originator of the request.
Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN

	C284
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.3.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: In Note 3 add that the Non-CPM Communication Service Identifier is also used to delivery CPM Message disposition notifications to the correct Non-CPM Communication Service.
Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN

	C285
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.3.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: In the paragraph below the notes, the SHOULD for Large Message Mode is strange. What else can an IWF do?
Proposed Change:  Change into a SHALL.
	Status: OPEN

	C286
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.3.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Decapitalize “Non-CPM Message”. It is not a defined term.

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN

	C287
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.3.2
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: The following paragraph should be fixed, since the non-CPM Service identifier has not been defined in the Conv-TS or in the Interworking TS

Proposed Change: 

Upon receiving a non-CPM session invitation or a non-CPM message from a Non-CPM Communication Service, the respective Interworking Function SHALL convert the non-CPM session invitation to a CPM Session Invitation or the non-CPM message to a CPM Message, and route the CPM Session Invitation or the CPM Message to either the CPM Participating Function or the CPM Controlling Function via the SIP/IP core.


	Status: OPEN

	C288
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.3.2
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: The wording of “transport level” can be confusing as it is used in one of the interworking cases (SMS interworking) to denote a specific set of functionality which is not supported for CPM-SMS interworking.

Proposed Change: Remove text from Note 2

NOTE 2:
responses to a CPM Session Invitation or a CPM Message follow the reverse path of the CPM Session Invitation or the CPM Message

	Status: OPEN

	C289
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.3.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the 1st paragraph, change “if” in “when”.

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN

	C290
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Rewrite the 2nd paragraph based on the agreements on user preferences reached at the Bangalore interim meeting
Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN

	C291
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: There will be only 1 active User Preference Profile.
Proposed Change:  In the 3rd   paragraph, remove “(s)”.
	Status: OPEN

	C292
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: The CPM PF also needs to retrieve the device-specific user preferences in addition to the active User Preference Profile.
Proposed Change:  Add this in the 6th paragraph, remove “(s)”.
	Status: OPEN

	C293
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Update the list of user preferences based upon the latest understanding after the Bangalore interim meeting.
Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN

	C294
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Several of the user preferences mentioned here are not covered in the TS.
Proposed Change: Either remove them here or update the TS to include these user preferences.
	Status: OPEN

	C295
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Extending time is not a valid option for handling expired deferred message in CPM v1.0.
Proposed Change: Remove from item C.
	Status: OPEN

	C296
	2010.01.22
	Q
	5.4
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  what does phrase “retrieve the CPM User Preferences Profile applicable to the active User Preference Profile” mean?

Proposed Change: see comment
	Status: OPEN

	C297
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.4
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  This section must be aligned with agreed CR 2009-704r01

Proposed Change: CR needed
	Status: OPEN

	C298
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.4
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C299
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.4
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  delete phrase “extend timer”

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C300
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.4


	Source: Christophe Le Thierry D'ennequin

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE
Comment: 

paragraph 2: 

In Bangalore meeting, it was agreed that some preferences are not bound to any specific UPP.
Proposed Change: 

Need to clarify this paragraph once user preferences are clearly defined.
	Status: OPEN

	C301
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: The list of objects mentioned here is inconsistent with descriptions in all the other documents.
Proposed Change: Either update all other documents to add the Media Object, or remove it here.
	Status: OPEN

	C302
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Resolve the editor’s note by making the storage model normative to prevent interoperability issues.
Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	C303
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.5
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: There is still an editor’s not in this section

Proposed Change: remove the editor’s not by providing description of needed functionality.
	Status: OPEN

	C304
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.5.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: In the paragraph below the figure also Media Object should be mentioned.
Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	C305
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.5.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: Use of the name “Object” and its definition for Folder is not consistent with the use of various IMAP operations and their separation into Folder Operations and Object Operations in the TS SD & TS MS. 

Proposed Change: Change the paragraph as follows:

Within the CPM Message Storage four types of objects can be distinguished:

1. A message object, which is a container for a CPM Message (including any Media objects attached to the CPM Message).

2. A session history object, which is a container for a CPM Session History. The session history object includes all information to be stored for a CPM Session as described in section 5.2.1.2 in a single object.

3. A conversation history object, which is a special kind of folder to store all items related to a single CPM Conversation. The conversation history objects are not represented towards the end-user as folders, but as separate threads in a folder.

4. A stand-alone media object, which is a “stand-alone” media wrapped as a MIME formatted object with no requirement to be [RFC2822] conforming, but it may include an indication to its content type.
A folder is a container for grouping objects, and each folder may contain any number of conversation history objects.

A CR can be prepared if needed.

	Status: OPEN

	C306
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.5.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: The text of “Note 1” in this section seems to be inconsistent with what IMAP4 commands can perform:

“NOTE 1: In this release of the CPM Enabler it is not possible to move message objects or Session history objects out of the conversation history object they are stored in. Only full conversation history objects can be moved between folder objects.”

Proposed Change: Provide Clarification and remove Note 1 from this section.

A CR will be submitted.
	Status: OPEN

	C307
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.5.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: In the first paragraph of this section the Stand-alone Media object should be added.

Proposed Change: Change the paragraph as follows:

The CPM Message Storage allows for the storage of CPM Messages, CPM Session Histories, CPM Conversation Histories, Stand-alone Media Objects as well as any  Media objects attached to CPM Messages and CPM Session Histories.

A CR will be provided if needed.

	Status: OPEN

	C308
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.5.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: add  File Transfer to the Storage Model.

Proposed Change: CR needed
	Status: OPEN

	C309
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.5.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the bullet list, exchange the positions of “get access control list” and “get access rights” to match order of subsections.

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	C310
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.5.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Note 1 is inconsistent with the described storage model.
Proposed Change: Add Media Object to the list of what an object can be.
	Status: OPEN

	C311
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.5.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: In the last paragraph, in the first bullet, change “Message Storage Client” into “requestor” as the Message Storage Server will serve anybody using the interface, not just Message Storage Clients.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C312
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.5.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: We don’t support “proxying” requests to a remote Message Storage Server in CPM v1.0.
Proposed Change: Remove the 2nd part of the last  bullet of the last paragraph (“, if the identifier of the …”).
	Status: OPEN

	C313
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.5.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  investigate where File transfer needs to be added in this section and its subsections

Proposed Change: CR needed
	Status: OPEN

	C314
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.5.2.20
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: This is a too simplified overview of the synchronization process. Synchronizing doesn’t happen with a single request / response pair.
Proposed Change: Update text to reflect the real process.
	Status: OPEN

	C315
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.5.2.20
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Notifications are optional.
Proposed Change: Update the 2nd paragraph to a MAY.
	Status: OPEN

	C316
	2010.01.22
	Q
	5.5.2.20
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  why does synchronization only affect the client-side resources? Why is server-side not synced when e.g. a message is deleted in the client?

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C317
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.6
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Charging has been removed from the CPM v1.0 scope.
Proposed Change: Remove the entire section.
	Status: OPEN

	C318
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.6
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  delete section

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C319
	2010.01.22
	E
	App B
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove the yellow comment box.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C320
	2010.01.22
	T
	App B
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: SCR tables contain the default examples, instead for real SCR entries.
Proposed Change: Provide real SCR tables, or remove the entire appendix.
	Status: OPEN

	C321
	2010.01.22
	T
	App B
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  SCR tables are empty

Proposed Change: CR needed
	Status: OPEN

	C322

	2010.01.22
	E
	C.1.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “is” into “are” in note 2.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C323
	2010.01.22
	E
	C.1.2.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  replace “get later” by “later get”.

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C324
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.1.2.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  replace “performs” by “may perform” as a PF is not forced to do so.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C325

	2010.01.22
	E
	C.2.1.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Tie description of step 5 together with the paragraph following it, as they belong together.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C326
	2010.01.22
	E
	C.2.1.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the figure, exchange the positions of ‘SIP/IP Core X’ and ‘CPM Controlling Function X’ for better readability.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C327
	2010.01.22
	E
	C.2.1.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The arrow of step 14 is too long in the figure.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C328
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.2.1.2.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  in text for steps 11-15, add the possibility of auto-accept where user is not prompted.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C329
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.2.1.2.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  step 5, authorizing CPM Address: before initiating a session, a CF checks many things, see 5.2.3.2.1.2. Just talking about authorizing a CPM Address seems not enough. Authorizing a request might do, or wording similar to 5.2.3.2.1.2.

Proposed Change: CR needed
	Status: OPEN

	C330
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.2.1.2.2 & C.2.1.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Combine these two sections in a single section to signal that multi-device is not a special case.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C331
	2010.01.22
	E
	C.2.1.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the figure, exchange the positions of ‘SIP/IP Core X’ and ‘CPM Controlling Function X’ for better readability.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C332
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.2.2.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  replace “Steps 9 to 14 happen independently of steps 15-18” by “Steps 3 to 14 can be processed in paralle to steps 15-18” 

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C333
	2010.01.22
	E
	C.2.3.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The cross-reference in step 11 should point to section C.2.3.4, instead of section C.2.3.3.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C334
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.2.3.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  in step 6, add a phrase to explain that only Media belonging to this session are affected

Proposed Change: replace “discarding Media” by “discarding Media (belonging to this CPM Session)”
	Status: OPEN

	C335
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.2.3.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C336
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.2.3.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  step 11 refers co C.2.3.3 for description of how CF releases participants. However, C.2.3.3 describes a participant releasing participants.

Proposed Change: drop the phrase “as described in C.2.3.3”
	Status: OPEN

	C337

	2010.01.22
	E
	C.2.3.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Capitalize “being released” in the section title.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C338
	2010.01.22
	E
	C.2.3.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the figure, exchange the positions of ‘SIP/IP Core X’ and ‘CPM Controlling Function X’ for better readability.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C339
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.2.4.2.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  step 6 talks only about additional Media Streams while the first sentence of this section also talks about removing or changing Media Streams. 

Also, the phrase “those affected CPM Users” is vague. We need better explanation what parties are affected.

Proposed Change: CR needed
	Status: OPEN

	C340
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.2.4.2.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  flow talks only about additional Media Streams while preceding flow (and parent section title) talks about modifying Media Streams.

Proposed Change: CR needed
	Status: OPEN

	C341
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.2.4.2.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  step 1 references wrong section

Proposed Change: change to reference C.2.4.2.1
	Status: OPEN

	C342
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.2.4.2.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  steps 5-6 state that PF checks Group policies. Only CF can do that.

Proposed Change: remove phrase
	Status: OPEN

	C343
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.2.4.2.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  step 7 talks about confronting user. That may not always be necessary.

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C344
	2010.01.22
	E
	C.2.5.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the figure, the line for ‘CPM Participating Function A’ needs to be extended to be just as long as the lines for the other entities.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C345
	2010.01.22
	E
	C.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: The whole section (including subsections) is about CPM Standalone Messages.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C346
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.3.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Change the section title to “Sending a Pager Mode CPM Message to a Single Recipient”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C347
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.3.1.1.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  Why do we need to show multiple devices at the originating side? There seems no benefit in doing so.

Proposed Change: Show only one device and change text accordingly.
	Status: OPEN

	C348
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.3.1.1.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  As this is the first occurrence of “CPM System B” in the flows section, explain why we only show that rather than more detail on the terminating side.

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C349
	2010.01.22
	Q
	C.3.1.1.2 

& C.3.1.1.3
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: The Pull Method of delivery, which may not be a direct delivery of the CPM Message to a CPM Client was not considered!

Was the coverage of Push in this appendix purposely meant to exclude the Pull method? 

Proposed Change: Clarification that in the Push method the PF may store the CPM Message and push a pointer (to the stored message) to the CPM Client. Doing so, it will provide functional parity between the Push and Pull methods of delivery with respect to the message store and web messaging (which must be stored) as well as facilitating multi-device scenario for synchronization.
	Status: OPEN

	C350
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.3.1.1.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  Notes 1 and 2 are imprecise as there certain order restrictions (e.g. step 3 must occur before step 4). 

Proposed Change: clarify the two Notes
	Status: OPEN

	C351
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.3.1.1.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  in step 25-32, replace CPM Client A by CPM System A.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C352
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.3.1.1.3
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  the phrase “fails to reach any of the terminating CPM User’s CPM Clients permanently” is unnecessarily restrictive (delivery can also happen via interworking, for example). 

Proposed Change: replace the phrase by “fails to reach the target”
	Status: OPEN

	C353
	2010.01.22
	Q
	C.3.1.1.3
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  What is an “Accepted response”?

Proposed Change: clarify term
	Status: OPEN

	C354
	2010.01.22
	E
	C.3.1.2.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  in step 1, replace “an CPM Ad-hoc Group” by “to a CPM Ad-hoc Group”

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C355
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.3.1.2.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  In step 1, 2nd sentence about ad-hoc group raises reader’s expectation to also see a corresponding sentence on pre-defined group.

Proposed Change: add a sentence on pre-defined group.
	Status: OPEN

	C356

	2010.01.22
	E
	C.3.1.2.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  in step 6, delete “or”

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C357
	2010.01.22
	E
	C.3.1.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the figure, exchange the positions of ‘SIP/IP Core X’ and ‘CPM Controlling Function X’ for better readability.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C358
	2010.01.22
	E
	C.3.1.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the figure, there are some strange formatting of text boxes.

Proposed Change: Fix.
	Status: OPEN

	C359
	2010.01.22
	E
	C.3.1.2.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  replace the NOTE text “To send the CPM Message to another member of the CPM Group, the flows are the same as steps 2-11” by “To send the CPM Message to all other members of the CPM Group, steps 2-11 are repeated as often as there are other members”

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C360
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.3.1.2.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  right behind the existing NOTE, add another NOTE describing multi-device scenario on terminating side: “When a recipient receives this CPM Message on multiple devices, handling is similar to how described in flow C.3.1.1.2”.

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C361
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.3.1.2.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  expand the NOTE under steps 17-21 to cover aggregation. 

Proposed Change: add sentence “CPM Controlling Function X may incorporate the received CPM Message delivery notifications into a new, aggregated, CPM Message delivery notification.”
	Status: OPEN

	C362
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.3.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Remove mentioning of the Content Storage Server, as it is no longer in scope of CPM v1.0.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C363
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.3.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: The interactions with the Message Storage Server are “fetch by reference” requests.
Proposed Change: Change the “Retrieve Message Request” into “Fetch by Reference Request”.
	Status: OPEN

	C364
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.3.1.3
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  delete box “Content Storage Server A” and adjust step numbering accordingly.

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C365
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.3.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: The interactions with the Message Storage Server are “Object Store” requests.
Proposed Change: Change the “CPM Message Store Request” into “Object Store Request”.
	Status: OPEN

	C366
	2010.01.22
	E
	C.3.1.4
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  step 4, replace “selected in step 1” by “selected in step 2”

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C367
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.3.1.4
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: step 8, replace “CPM User” by “CPM User or CPM Client” 

Proposed Change: see comment
	Status: OPEN

	C368
	2010.01.22
	E
	C.3.2.1.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  in the figure, shorten bracket over CPM System B and shorten the arrows going in and out of CPM System B. Issue re-occurs in flow C.3.2.2 and, to a lesser degree, in flow C.5.2

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C369
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.3.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Steps 13 and 14 should be in the reverse order.
Proposed Change: Exchange the steps.
	Status: OPEN

	C370
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.3.2.1.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  the flow misses out on the possibility of not sending an LMM invite to certain devices although they are registered (see flow C.2.1.2.3 for such description). 

Proposed Change: add a NOTE under steps 3-4 that there might be a CPM Client B3 which the PF chooses not to send an invite to.  
	Status: OPEN

	C371
	2010.01.22
	E
	C.3.2.1.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  in step 18, replace “RESPONSE” by “OK response”, just like in step 14.

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C372
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.3.2.1.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  replace B2 by B1 in step 18

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C373
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.3.2.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  to be consistent with the corresponding mandatory text in 5.2.2.1.6, replace “Fetching Media” by “fetching Media Objects, CPM Messages, CPM Session Histories or CPM Conversation History stored in the Message Storage Server”. To not make the sentence too twisted, drop the phrase “due to Pager Mode size limitations” or make this its own sentence. Replace “fetches the Media” in step 3 by corresponding text
Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C374
	2010.01.22
	E
	C.3.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The style of the figures is completely different from all the other flow figures.

Proposed Change: Align style.
	Status: OPEN

	C375
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.3.3.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  align with mandatory text in 5.2.2.2.2, especially on what devices to push the messages to

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C376
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.3.3.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  align with mandatory text in 5.2.2.2.1

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C377

	2010.01.22
	E
	C.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change section title in “CPM File Transfer Flows”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C378
	2010.01.22
	E
	C.4.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change section title in “Transferring a File”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C379
	2010.01.22
	E
	C.4.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Use term “CPM File Transfer” instead of just “File Transfer”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C380
	2010.01.22
	Q
	C.4.1.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  in steps 2 and 3, it is unclear whether the PF or the SIP/IP Core makes the decision to what devices to send the request to.

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C381
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: CPM File Transfer interworking flow is missing.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C382
	2010.01.22
	E
	C.5.1.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  in section heading, replace “Origination” by “Originating”

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C383
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.5.1.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  sub-bullets of step 5 trying to explain the interworking selection process are very vague and cause more confusion than they help.
Same issue re-occurs in C.5.1.2

Proposed Change: refer to mandatory text in 5.3.1.2 rather than trying to re-explain interworking selection process 
	Status: OPEN

	C384
	2010.01.23
	T
	Appendix C.5.1.1, figure 34, steps 10-14
	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). The IWF should then have the possibility to initiate steps 10-14 before getting the acknowledgement (step 9) from the Non-CPM system. 

Proposed Change: See “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0004-CR_CONR_TS_CONV_AppC_NonCPMrespTimeOut”.
	Status: OPEN

	C385
	2010.01.23
	T
	Appendix C.5.1.1, figure 34, steps 10-14
	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). The IWF should then have the possibility to initiate steps 10-14 before getting the acknowledgement (step 9) from the Non-CPM system. 

Proposed Change: See “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0004-CR_CONR_TS_CONV_AppC_NonCPMrespTimeOut”.
	Status: OPEN

	C386
	2010.01.23
	T
	Appendix C.5.1.2, figure 35, steps 12-16
	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). The IWF should then have the possibility to initiate steps 12-16 before getting the acknowledgement (step 11) from the Non-CPM system. 

Proposed Change: See “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0004-CR_CONR_TS_CONV_AppC_NonCPMrespTimeOut”.
	Status: OPEN

	C387
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.5.1.1 & C.5.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: These flows are the same; combine them in a single flow.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C388
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.5.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: The user preferences retrieved in step 3 are not interworking user preferences, but general request routing user preferences.
Proposed Change: Update terminology used in this step.
	Status: OPEN

	C389
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.5.1.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  “preference XDMS” is a vague term. Occurs in steps 3 and 6. 

Proposed Change: replace by proper reference
	Status: OPEN

	C390
	2010.01.23
	T
	Appendix C.5.1.2, figure 35, steps 12-16
	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). The IWF should then have the possibility to initiate steps 12-16 before getting the acknowledgement (step 11) from the Non-CPM system. 

Proposed Change: See “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0004-CR_CONR_TS_CONV_AppC_NonCPMrespTimeOut”.
	Status: OPEN

	C391
	2010.01.23
	T
	Appendix C.5.1.3, figure 36, steps 10-11
	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). The IWF should then have the possibility to initiate steps 10-11 before getting the acknowledgement (step 9) from the Non-CPM system. 

Proposed Change: See “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0004-CR_CONR_TS_CONV_AppC_NonCPMrespTimeOut”.
	Status: OPEN

	C392
	2010.01.23
	T
	Appendix C.5.1.4, figure 37, steps 9-10
	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). The IWF should then have the possibility to initiate steps 9-10 before getting the acknowledgement (step 8) from the Non-CPM system. 

Proposed Change: See “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0004-CR_CONR_TS_CONV_AppC_NonCPMrespTimeOut”.
	Status: OPEN

	C393
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.5.1.5.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: The flow needs to be updated to reflect the resolutions to the Acision comments on the corresponding normative text.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C394
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.5.1.5.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  the NOTE under step 5 seems problematic as it is unclear how to detect that it was the non-CPM User declining the session modification. All over, the scenarios and mechanisms underlying this flow are not well understood.

Proposed Change: delete flow
	Status: OPEN

	C395
	2010.01.22
	E
	C.5.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  replace “CPM Message as a delivery notification request” with “CPM Message with delivery notification request”

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	C396
	2010.01.23
	T
	Appendix C.5.2, figure 39, steps 14-17
	Source: Michel.Houde@Ericsson.com 

Form: 

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). The IWF should then have the possibility to initiate step 17 before getting the acknowledgement (step 16) from the Non-CPM system. 

Proposed Change: See “OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0004-CR_CONR_TS_CONV_AppC_NonCPMrespTimeOut”.
	Status: OPEN

	C397
	2010.01.22
	T
	D.3 & D.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Update the flows to the terminology of the normative text in section 5.5.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN
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