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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 Conversation Functions TS < OMA-TS-CPM_Conv_Fnct-V1_0-20091222-D >

	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	D001
	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, TS should be changed accordingly
Proposed Change: change “CPM Message” to “CPM standalone Message” or “CPM Session Message”
	Status: OPEN

	D002
	2010.01.22
	T


	General


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

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

	D003
	2010.01.22
	T
	General
	Source: Basavaraj

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0023

Comment: Several Editor Notes still present in the specification 

Proposed Change: Close all Editor Notes
	Status: OPEN

	D004
	2010.01.24
	E
	General
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Update to the 2010 template.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D005
	2010.01.24
	T
	General
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

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

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

	D006
	2010.01.24
	T
	General
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

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

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

	D007
	2010.01.24
	T
	General
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Throughout the document there are a lot of statements like “SHOULD include an Allow header with all supported SIP methods”.  However, this is already covered by our reference to RFC3261, as that RFC already describes this as a SHOULD functionality. Therefore these statements are redundant in the CPM specifications.

Proposed Change: Remove all these statements.
	Status: OPEN

	D008
	2010.01.24
	T
	General
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Throughout the document there are a lot of statements like “SHALL store the content of the Contact header field”.  However, this is already covered by our reference to RFC3261, as that RFC already describes that responses and future SIP requests in the same SIP dialog should be sent towards the contents of this Contact header field. Therefore these statements are redundant in the CPM specifications.

Proposed Change: Remove all these statements.
	Status: OPEN

	D009
	2010.01.24
	T
	General
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Throughout the document there are a lot of statements like “SHALL store the list of supported SIP methods, if received in the Allow header”.  However, this is already covered by our reference to RFC3261, as that RFC already describes the functionality around the Allow header. Therefore these statements are redundant in the CPM specifications.

Proposed Change: Remove all these statements.
	Status: OPEN

	D010
	2010.01.24
	T
	General
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

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

Proposed Change: Use “receiving the entire CPM Standalone Message via MSRP”.
	Status: OPEN

	D011
	2010.01.24
	T
	General
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

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

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

	D012
	2010.01.24
	E
	General
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Apply proper capitalization as per editor’s guidelines to all section titles.

Proposed Change: Capitalize all verbs and nouns.
	Status: OPEN

	D013
	2010.01.24
	T
	General
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the cross-references to other sections, remove the section titles (too difficult to keep consistent).

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN
The titles are updated automatically by word in the same manner like the section numbers. I would close this comment without action 
Agreed to close without action

	D014
	2010.01.24
	T
	General
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Throughout the document, the use of the Error-Info and Warning headers in inconsistent and unclear, as both of them are used to give more information about an error situation.

Proposed Change: Only use the Error-Info header.
	Status: OPEN

	D015
	2010.01.24
	E
	General
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Throughout the document, change “according to rules” into “according to the rules”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D016
	2010.01.24
	T
	General
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Throughout the document, the description of the SIP ACK handling for SIP sessions is inconsistent. Sometimes it is mentioned but most of the time it is not.

Proposed Change: Add handling of SIP ACK requests consistently throughout the document.
	Status: OPEN

	D017
	2010.01.24
	T
	General
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Throughout the document, the descriptions of what an SDP needs to contain is very terse, and almost impossible to understand.

Proposed Change: Describe better what an SDP needs to contain, especially for response SDPs (as those relate to the request SDPs).
	Status: OPEN

	D018
	2010.01.24
	T
	1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

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

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

	D019
	2010.01.24
	T
	1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

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

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

	D020
	2010.01.24
	T
	1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: “Technical Specifications” is not a formal definition.

Proposed Change: Change to all lowercase.
	Status: OPEN

	D021
	2010.01.22
	E
	2.1
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: draft-ietf-sip-gruu is now rfc 5627

Proposed Change: 

1) Change the following text as marked:

[RFC5627]  “Obtaining and Using Globally Routable User Agent (UA) URIs (GRUU) in the Session Initiation Protocol (SIP)”, J. Rosenberg, October 2009, URL: http://tools.ietf.org/html/rfc5627
2) Do a global change of reference [draft-ietf-sip-gruu] to [RFC5627]

	Status: OPEN

	D022
	2010.01.22
	T
	Many
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE
Comment: Description according to Content Adaptation is needed to update. 
Proposed Change: Specify it. 
	Status: OPEN

	D023
	2010.01.22
	T
	2.1
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: How to handle an expired draft?

Proposed Change: 

The [draft-drage-service-identification] draft is expired with no updates; how do we handle this situation?
	Status: OPEN

	D024
	2010.01.22
	E
	2.1
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: [draft-ietf-sip-outbound] is now rfc 5626

Proposed Change: 

1) Change the following text as marked:

“Managing Client Initiated Connections in the Session Initiation Protocol (SIP)”, C. Jennings etc, October 2009, URL: http://tools.ietf.org/html/rfc5626
2) Do a global change of reference [draft-ietf-sip-outbound] to [RFC5626]

	Status: OPEN

	D025
	2010.01.22
	E
	2.1
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: typo
Proposed Change:
Change the following text as marked:

[MSRP-SESSMATCH] “Session Matching Update for the Message Session Relay Protocol (MSRP)”, December 2009, URL: http://www.ietf.org/internet-drafts/draft-ietf-simple-msrp-sessmatch-02.txt
	Status: OPEN

	D026
	2010.01.22
	T
	2.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: Draft Drage expired by now 

Proposed Change: drop reference
	Status: OPEN

	D027
	2010.01.22
	E
	2.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  GRUU draft is an RFC now (5627)

Proposed Change: change reference
	Status: OPEN

	D028
	2010.01.22
	T
	2.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  link to sip-outbound does not work anymore

Proposed Change: verify reference
	Status: OPEN

	D029
	2010.01.22
	T
	2.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  link to MSRP ACM does not work anymore. Latest draft is 04.

Proposed Change: verify reference
	Status: OPEN

	D030
	2010.01.22
	T
	2.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  link to MSRP-SESSMATCH seems ill-formed (see end of reference). Latest draft version is 02.

Proposed Change: verify reference
	Status: OPEN

	D031
	2010.01.22
	E
	2.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  reference “Provisioning Client” should be prefixed with OMA

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	D032
	2010.01.21
	T
	2.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  Fix reference to draft GRUU which is now an RFC

Proposed Change: Change reference from “[draft-ietf-sip-gruu]” to “RFC5627]” and fix description and hyperlink accordingly.


	Status: OPEN

	D033
	2010.01.21
	T
	2.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  Fix reference to draft outbound which is now an RFC

Proposed Change: Change reference from “[draft-ietf-sip-outbound]” to “RFC5626]” and fix description and hyperlink accordingly.


	Status: OPEN

	D034
	2010.01.21
	T
	2.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  draft MSRP-ACM is now in revision 4

Proposed Change: Update reference and link accordingly
	Status: OPEN

	D035
	2010.01.21
	T
	2.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  draft MSRP-sessmatch has a newer version than the one referenced in the TS.

Proposed Change: Update reference and link accordingly
	Status: OPEN

	D036
	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

	D037
	2010.01.24
	E
	2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

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

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

	D038
	2010.01.24
	E
	2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

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

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D039
	2010.01.24
	E
	2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

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

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D040
	2010.01.24
	T
	2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The GRUU Internet-Draft has been released as RFC.

Proposed Change: Convert to reference for [RFC5627].
	Status: OPEN

	D041
	2010.01.24
	T
	2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The SIP outbound Internet-Draft has been released as RFC.

Proposed Change: Convert to reference for [RFC5626].
	Status: OPEN

	D042
	2010.01.24
	E
	2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Align the tags of the MSRP-ACM and MSRP-SESSMATCH reference with those for the other Internet drafts.

Proposed Change: Convert to reference for [draft-ietf-simple-msrp-acm] and [draft-ietf-simple-msrp-sessmatch].
	Status: OPEN

	D043
	2010.01.24
	E
	2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove the explicit version number from the [OMA DM] and [Provisioning Content] references. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D044
	2010.01.24
	E
	2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Format the GSMA references to be more like the OMA references: “<title>”, GSM Association, <doc id>, <URL>. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D045
	2010.01.21
	T
	2.1 

and throughout the document
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

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

Proposed Change: modify reference accordingly

Change the name to 

[OMA-XDM_ Policy]
Change the reference to:

“Shared Policy XDM Specification”; Open Mobile Alliance™, OMA-TS-XDM _Policy-V1_1,  URL: http://www.openmobilealliance.org/
	Status: OPEN

	D046
	2010.01.21
	T
	2.1

and throughout the document


	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  Incorrect reference. It  is assumed in the TS that user preferences are store in the Profile XDMS, but they are actually stored in the Core XDMS

Proposed Change: Change reference from [OMA-XDM-Shared-Profile] to [OMA-XDM-Core] and change the description “OMA-TS-XDM_Core-V2_1” accordingly

	Status: OPEN

	D047
	2010.01.21
	T
	2.1 and throughout the document


	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: Change reference name to [OMA-XDM- Group] and change the reference description accordingly.
	Status: OPEN

	D048
	2010.01.24
	E
	2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

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

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D049
	2010.01.22
	E
	3.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU
Comment: CPIM Abbreviation is missing! 

Proposed Change: Add “CPIM: Common Presence and Instant Messaging” 
	Status: OPEN

	D050
	2010.01.24
	T
	3.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the “CPM Feature” definition, what is a basic feature? 

Proposed Change: Explain (give e.g. list).
	Status: OPEN

	D051
	2010.01.22
	E
	3.3
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU
Comment: Definition of CPIM Header is missing. 

Proposed Change: Add “CPIM Header: See [IETF RFC 3862]”
	Status: OPEN

	D052
	2010.01.24
	E
	4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove the empty line between the 1st and the 2nd paragraph. 

Proposed Change: Explain (give e.g. list).
	Status: OPEN

	D053
	2010.01.24
	T
	4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Align with the Introductions of the AD and the SD. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D054
	2010.01.24
	T
	4.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Create a proper version overview, focused on the Conversation Functions. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D055
	2010.01.24
	T
	5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The term “Message” in the section title is confusing. 

Proposed Change: Change to “request” or “data object”.
	Status: OPEN

	D056
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.1
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Typo

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

A SIP session is established between the interested parties (sender and all receivers) with MSRP as the media component. The CPM contents are then transmitted using MSRP, with segmentation if necessary.
	Status: OPEN

	D057
	2010.01.24
	E
	5.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change title to “CPM Standalone Message”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D058
	2010.01.24
	E
	5.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “message” into “CPM Message” (when preceded by Pager Mode or Large Message Mode). 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D059
	2010.01.24
	E
	5.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

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

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D060
	2010.01.24
	E
	5.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “media component” into “Media Stream”. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D061
	2010.01.24
	E
	5.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “using MSRP” into “via MSRP”. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D062
	2010.01.24
	E
	5.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “segmentation” into “chunking”. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D063
	2010.01.24
	E
	5.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “Large Message” into “Large Message Mode CPM Message”. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D064
	2010.01.24
	T
	5.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: We should mention CPIM as the container for the message contents as well.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D065
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Typo

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

A CPM User can invite other CPM and non-CPM Users to a CPM Session. The invitees are either a CPM Pre-defined Group or a member of ad-hoc recipients that the CPM User selects dynamically.
	Status: OPEN
Comment: this is not a typo. “number” is this right word here. Comment will be closed without action
Agreed to close without action

	D066
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Typo

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

A CPM Client can receive a SIP INVITE request to set up a session for four different types of CPM features:


	Status: OPEN

	D067
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  replace “between a CPM User and non-CPM Users” by “between CPM Users and non-CPM Users”

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	D068
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  replace “one to one” by “1-1”

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	D069
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  replace “The invitees are either a CPM Pre-defined Group” by “The invitees are either members of a CPM Pre-defined Group”

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D070
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  in 4th paragraph, switch 3rd and 4th sentence as rationale of 3rd sentence will be easier to understand then. Or combine both sentences into one.

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	D071
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  add space in “requestto”

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	D072
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  add reference to RFC3841 when talking about Accept-Contact for the first time.

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	D073
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  drop “else” clauses from the bulleted list

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	D074
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  refer to Appendix H when listing specific CPM feature tags.

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	D075
	2010.01.21
	T
	5.2 
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  Incorrect reference to the server procedure instead of the client procedure

Proposed Change: 
· If the CPM feature tag ‘3gpp-service.ims.icsi.oma.cpm.deferred’ is received, then the CPM Client SHALL process the INVITE according to 7.2.6.4 “Receiving Push-mode Deferred CPM Message”.

	Status: OPEN

	D076
	2010.01.24
	E
	5.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “chat sessions” into “CPM Chat Messages”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D077
	2010.01.24
	E
	5.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “one to one session” into “CPM 1-1 Session”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D078
	2010.01.24
	E
	5.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “Group Session” into “CPM Group Session”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D079
	2010.01.24
	E
	5.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “1-1 Session” into “CPM 1-1 Session”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D080
	2010.01.24
	E
	5.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove empty line beween 4th and 5th paragraph.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D081
	2010.01.24
	T
	5.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Move the text on the SIP INVITE handling by a CPM Client to chapter 7.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D082
	2010.01.24
	E
	5.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Add space in “reguestto”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D083
	2010.01.24
	E
	5.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “Large Message” in “Large Message Mode CPM Message”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D084
	2010.01.24
	E
	5.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “File Transfer” in “CPM File Transfer”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D085
	2010.01.24
	E
	5.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “Feature-Tag” in “CPM Feature Tag”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D086
	2010.01.24
	E
	5.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “CPM feature tag” in “CPM Feature Tag”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D087
	2010.01.24
	T
	5.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the last bullet refer to a CPM Client section, not a CPM Participating Function section.

Proposed Change: Change “8.3.2.4.1” in “section 7.2.6.4”.
	Status: OPEN

	D088
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.3
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  replace “contains the CPM Contribution Identity of” by “identifies”

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	D089
	2010.01.22
	E
	5.3
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  remove dash in “the-Contribution”

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	D090
	2010.01.21
	E
	5.3
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: editorial update 

Proposed Change: change bullet 3 as follows:

· InReplyTo-Contribution-ID: this is a header that, in case of a reply to an earlier received CPM Message, CPM File Transfer or CPM Session, contains the CPM Contribution-ID Identity of the CPM Message, CPM File Transfer or CPM Session that is being replied to.


	Status: OPEN

	D091
	2010.01.22
	T
	5.3
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: the definition of start and end of a conversation is not described
Proposed Change: clarify

	Status: OPEN

	D092
	2010.01.24
	T
	5.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The SIP headers described here are no longer positioned to be CPM-specific.

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

	D093
	2010.01.24
	T
	5.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Last two paragraphs on the “Session-Replaces” header are not on CPM Conversation Identification.

Proposed Change: Put them in a section of their own, or remove them altogether (the Session-Expires header is properly described later).
	Status: OPEN

	D094
	2010.01.24
	E
	5.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Throughout the document, the term “Authenticated Originator’s” is capitalized, but it is not a defined term.

Proposed Change: Decapitalize in the whole document, or create a definition for it.
	Status: OPEN

	D095
	2010.01.21
	T
	6.x
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: whenever a Warning header is mentioned, the actual text to include is required to be described as well as the assigned number as per POC. A new section is proposed to explain this. 

Proposed Change: See CR http://member.openmobilealliance.org/ftp/Public_documents/MWG/MWG-CPM/2010/OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0044-CR_CONR_Conv_TS__WarningHeaders.zip

	Status: OPEN

	D096
	2010.01.21
	T
	6.x
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018
Comment: whenever a Warning header is mentioned, the actual text to include is required to be described as well as the assigned number as per POC. New numbers may need to be assigned for OMA CPM. In particular, these sections mention the warning header and may require an update and there may be more: 8.3.2.4.2, 8.4.2, 9.1.1, 9.1.2, 9.1.3, 9.2.1.1, 9.2.1.2, 9.2.1.3, 9.2.1.4, 9.2.1.6, 9.2.3.1, 9.2.1.9, 9.4

Proposed Change: make appropriate updates throughout the TS. If new warning header values for OMA CPM are required they need to be defined.
	Status: OPEN

	D097
	2010.01.24
	E
	6.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: “CPM Group Identity” is not a defined term.

Proposed Change: Decapitalize Identity (CPM Group is a defined term).
	Status: OPEN

	D098
	2010.01.24
	E
	6.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “a client preferred identity” into “the CPM Client’s preferred identity”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D099
	2010.01.24
	E
	6.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the 2nd paragraph, start a new paragraph at “If privacy is required, …”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D100
	2010.01.24
	E
	6.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the 3rd paragraph, start a new paragraph at “When the Referred-By header …”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D101
	2010.01.24
	T
	6.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: It is odd that in the description of the SIP/IP core no reference to RFC 3261 is made.

Proposed Change: Add a reference to [RFC3261] as an applicable standard.
	Status: OPEN

	D102
	2010.01.22
	T
	6.3
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Server shall always support an optional client function

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

The CPM Client MAY support the use of a display name.

The CPM Participating Function and CPM Controlling Functions SHALL support the use of a display name.


	Status: OPEN

	D103
	2010.01.22
	E
	6.3
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  add a full stop after “to an initial INVITE request”

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	D104
	2010.01.22
	T
	6.3
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  bullet 2 on “no anonymous request” and following text just give fragments of sentences. 

Proposed Change: re-write
	Status: OPEN

	D105
	2010.01.24
	T
	6.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Also define how the display name is used; not just how it is set / determined.

Proposed Change: Add a note or paragraph on how a CPM Client would handle a display name.
	Status: OPEN

	D106
	2010.01.24
	T
	6.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: 2nd paragraph: Why would the CPM PF and CPM CF send a display name?

Proposed Change: For CPM PF and CPM CF state that they should support forwarding display names they receive in SIP requests.
	Status: OPEN

	D107
	2010.01.24
	T
	6.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: 3rd & 4th paragraph: Be more specific on what the “use of a display name” means.

Proposed Change: For CPM Client specify setting / receiving / displaying. For CPM PF and CPM CF state forwarding display names they receive in SIP requests.
	Status: OPEN

	D108
	2010.01.24
	E
	6.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Start a new paragraph at “The CPM Controlling Function SHALL …”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN


	D109
	2010.01.24
	E
	6.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change  “The CPM Controlling Function SHALL define” into “The CPM Controlling Function SHALL determine”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D110
	2010.01.24
	T
	6.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: For step 2, define in what order the two options should be evaluated.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D111
	2010.01.22
	Q
	6.1. / 6.3
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  the concepts of privacy, anonymity, pseudonym, chat alias, privacy and nick name are all mentioned/used without clear differentiation. See also sections 5.2.3.6 and 5.3.2.7 in the SD which might be affected.

Proposed Change: overall clarification and consistent vocabulary needed.
	Status: OPEN

	D112
	2010.01.24
	T
	7
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The structure of the chapter is a bit of a mess and has a non-intuitive order of sections.

Proposed Change: Change the structure of the chapter to:

1. Registration

2. Initiating Communications

a. Pager Mode

b. Large Message Mode

c. Sessions

d. File Transfer

3. Receiving Communications:

a. Pager Mode

b. Large Message Mode

c. Deferred Messages

d. Disposition Notifications

e. Sessions

f. File Transfer
	Status: OPEN

	D113
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.1
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: need to resolve the editor’s note

Proposed Change: 

Need to have a resolution of the following editor’s note:

Editor's note: The sentence above needs further investigation about a CPM User can actually stop a service.

	Status: OPEN

	D114
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.1
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: need to obtain the new event package from IETF

Proposed Change: 

Need to replace “XXX” in the following text with the real event package name from IETF.

To receive information about messages that were deferred while the subscriber was not registered , the CPM Client MAY subscribe to the “XXX” event package as described in section 7.2.6.1 ”Subscribe to deferred message info”.

	Status: OPEN

	D115
	2010.01.22
	Q
	7.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  step 7 uses display-name for the CPM Client. This is in conflict with use of display-name for CPM User, see section 6.3

Proposed Change: decide one way or the other and use consistently
	Status: OPEN

	D116
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.1
	Source: Nokia

Comment: “To receive information about messages that were deferred while the subscriber was not registered , the CPM Client MAY subscribe to the “XXX” event package as described in section 7.2.6.1 ”Subscribe to deferred message info”.”

If the “XXX” event package have not been defined now , then I think it will take a while and almost the same time as the SIP specific headers for CPM

Proposal: Use XDM and use XCAP/HTTP GET to retrieve the info about the messages…Or use other mechanism than SUBS/NOTIFY
	Status: OPEN

	D117
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: “When the CPM Service is no longer required and upon the CPM User’s request, the CPM Client SHALL send the SIP REGISTER request according to rules and procedures of [RFC3261] terminating the existing CPM registration”

Elaborate on how this would be done according to 3261

Proposed Change: add that that particular service’s feature tag is not included in the re-regsitration according XXXX
	Status: OPEN

	D118
	2010.01.21
	T
	7.1 
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  Missing event package name for deferred messages

Proposed Change: 

See CR http://member.openmobilealliance.org/ftp/Public_documents/MWG/MWG-CPM/2010/OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0036-CR_CONR_Conv_TS__Eventpackage.zip
	Status: OPEN

	D119
	2010.01.21
	T
	7.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  There is still an editor’s note in this section about sending the deregistration message. Since this is normal procedure for any client, the editor note should e removed.

Proposed Change: Remove editor’s note 


	Status: OPEN

	D120
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.1
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment: Editor’s note in section 7.1 can be removed because it can be implementation issue. 

Proposed Change: Editor’s note is removed 
	Status: OPEN

	D121
	2010.01.22
	Q
	7.1
	Source: Hansol Inticube

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0021-CPM_V1_0_Comments_Hansol
Comment: Unresolved sentence at the end of the section. 
the CPM Client MAY subscribe to the “XXX” event package as described in section 7.2.6.1 ”Subscribe to deferred message info”.

Proposed Change: replace “the XXX event package” with “deferred message information” under the assumption that the exact event package name will be defined in 7.2.6.1.
	Status: OPEN

	D122
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: 2nd paragraph: Change “re-registering for CPM Service” to “re-registering for the CPM Service”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D123
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Editorial improvements are needed for step 7.

Proposed Change: Change to “7. MAY indicate the name of the CPM Client, as provided by the CPM User, in the display-name part of the Contact header; and,”
	Status: OPEN

	D124
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the 4th paragraph, change “the SIP REGISTER request” to “a SIP REGISTER request”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D125
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The editor’s note can be removed, as this describes implementation detail.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D126
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The ‘XXX’ event package has to be named and defined.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D127
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The whole section is about standalone messages.

Proposed Change: Consistently use the term CPM Standalone Message instead of CPM Message.
	Status: OPEN

	D128
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.1
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: need to resolve the editor’s note

Proposed Change: 

Need to have a resolution of the following editor’s note:

Editor's note: The addition of the CPM Conversation identity, the CPM Contribution identity and the CPM Contribution identity being replied to, is FFS
	Status: OPEN

	D129
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Add a little descriptive introduction to explain what the procedure is about.

Proposed Change: Add explanation that procedure is for sending CPM Standalone Messages that are smaller than 1300 bytes.
	Status: OPEN

	D130
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In first line add “request” after “SIP MESSAGE”.

Proposed Change: Add explanation that procedure is for sending CPM Standalone Messages that are smaller than 1300 bytes.
	Status: OPEN

	D131
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 1, the “in all initial SIP requests” seems out of place.

Proposed Change: Remove it
	Status: OPEN

	D132
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 5 is difficult to understand.

Proposed Change: Rewrite to: “5. If anonymity is requested, SHALL include value “id” in the Privacy header according to the rules and procedures of [RFC3325].”
	Status: OPEN

	D133
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In steps 7 & 8 the Reply-To header 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 to prevent unwanted messages to unwanted destinations and security risks.

Proposed Change: Rephrase to include user interaction.
	Status: OPEN

	D134
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 8 replace the semi-colon at the end by a colon.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D135
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 8b state that the addresses of the receiving CPM Users  and non-CPM users will be included, instead of themselves.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D136
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 8b change “receiving” in “target” or “recipient”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D137
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 11 change “SIP MESSAGE message” in “SIP MESSAGE request”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D138
	2010.01.21
	T
	7.2.1 and other sections
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  There is still an editor’s note in this section about the new parameters for identifying a conversation.

Proposed Change: See CR http://member.openmobilealliance.org/ftp/Public_documents/MWG/MWG-CPM/2010/OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0035-CR_CONR_Conv_TS__Fix_7.2.1.zip

	Status: OPEN

	D139
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.1 & 7.2.2
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment: To request a disposition notification, the sending client shall include the GRUU.  

Proposed Change: The steps for including GRUU should be added
	Status: OPEN

	D140
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.1 & 7.2.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: TS-Convct_funct

Comment: RFC 5365 is reference for both Page Mode and Large mode messages …the procedures are different for Uri-list server and conferencing server 

Proposed Change: reference the appropriate RFCs
	Status: OPEN

	D141
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.1 and 7.2.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  phrase “in all initial SIP requests” is misleading as this action only happens when a SIP MESSAGE is being built.

Proposed Change: drop phrase
	Status: OPEN

	D142
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.1 and 7.2.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  why “authenticated” address in step 2? At this point of time, the user is not authenticated yet. Issue re-occurs in these sections and in later sections.

Proposed Change: re-phrase, potentially talking about P-Preferred-Identity.
	Status: OPEN

	D143
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.1 and 7.2.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  Client needs to generate and include Conversation ID, Contribution ID and, if appropriate, Contribution ID being replied to.

Proposed Change: add corresponding bullet and delete Editor’s Note.
	Status: OPEN

	D144
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.2
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: need to resolve the editor’s notes

Proposed Change: 

Need to have a resolution of the following editor’s notes

Editor's note: How to express “CPM release version” is FFS.
Editor's note: The addition of the CPM Conversation identity, the CPM Contribution identity and the CPM Contribution identity being replied to, is FFS.

	Status: OPEN

	D145
	2010.01.22
	E
	7.2.2
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Redundant text

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

When the last chunk of the MSRP SEND request has been sent and acknowledged, the CPM Client:

1. SHALL generate a SIP BYE request according to rules and procedures of [RFC3261];

2. SHALL send a SIP BYE request according to rules and procedures of SIP/IP Core.

	Status: OPEN

	D146
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.2
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: The “active’ side should send “MSRP SEND” right after setting up the connection

Proposed Change: 

Add the following bullet point as marked:

5. SHALL act as an "active" endpoint to open the transport connection according to [MSRP ACM]; and
6. SHALL establish the MSRP connection according to the MSRP connection parameters in the SDP answer received in the 200 OK response according to [MSRP ACM];
7. SHALL initiate the Media Plane as in section 7.5.1 “Media Plane for CPM Large Message”.
8. send empty MSRP SEND message to bind MSRP connection to MSRP session from the perspective of the passive endpoint according to rules and procedures of [RFC4975].

	Status: OPEN

	D147
	2010.01.21
	T
	7.2.2 and other sections
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  There is still an editor’s note in this section about the user agent headers

Proposed Change: See CR http://member.openmobilealliance.org/ftp/Public_documents/MWG/MWG-CPM/2010/OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0034-CR_CONR_Conv_TS__UserAgentHeaders.zip

	Status: OPEN

	D148
	2010.01.22
	E
	7.2.2
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment:  There is an useless bullet in last paragraph. “SHALL send a SIP BYE request according to rules and procedures of SIP/IP Core”
Proposed Change: the bullet is removed. 
	Status: OPEN
Comment: I do not have this bullet
Agreed to close without action

	D149
	2010.01.22
	Q
	7.2.2
	Source: Hansol Inticube

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0021-CPM_V1_0_Comments_Hansol
Comment: Duplicated sentence in last paragraph.

“SHALL send a SIP BYE request according to rules and procedures of SIP/IP Core.”
Proposed Change: delete the sentence.
	Status: OPEN

	D150
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In section title “Large Message” is not a defined term.

Proposed Change: Change to “Large Message Mode CPM Standalone Message”.
	Status: OPEN

	D151
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Add a little descriptive introduction to explain what the procedure is about.

Proposed Change: Add explanation that procedure is for sending CPM Standalone Messages that are larger than 1300 bytes.
	Status: OPEN

	D152
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 1, the “in all initial SIP requests” seems out of place.

Proposed Change: Remove it
	Status: OPEN

	D153
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 5 is difficult to understand.

Proposed Change: Rewrite to: “5. If anonymity is requested, SHALL include value “id” in the Privacy header according to the rules and procedures of [RFC3325].”
	Status: OPEN

	D154
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Move steps 6 & 7 down for getting similarity with section 7.2.1.

Proposed Change: Rewrite to: “5. If anonymity is requested, SHALL include value “id” in the Privacy header according to the rules and procedures of [RFC3325].”
	Status: OPEN

	D155
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Handling of the Reply-To header for a reply is missing.

Proposed Change: Add it.
	Status: OPEN

	D156
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Exchange positions of steps 10a and 10b for getting similarity with section 7.2.1.

Proposed Change: Add it.
	Status: OPEN

	D157
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 12, the ‘and’ is strangely placed in the list of RFCs.

Proposed Change: Move it between [RFC4975] and [MSRP-ACM].
	Status: OPEN

	D158
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 12b, ensure that also the sub-types of the content are added. Downstream entities (e.g. terminating PF and ISF) will need to know what kind of content is inside the message.

Proposed Change: Add it.
	Status: OPEN

	D159
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: CPM User is not aware about the Large Message Mode mechanics, so also can’t cancel a session.

Proposed Change: Remove the paragraph about cancelling a session invitation.
	Status: OPEN

	D160
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 3 of receiving the response, add “request” after “SIP ACK”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D161
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 4 of receiving the response, add “an” before “MSRP client”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D162
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 7, instead of pointing to another section, integrate contents of that section in this section (the section being pointed to is not used anywhere else in the document). This will make this procedure much more readable

Proposed Change:.
	Status: OPEN

	D163
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove misplaced “SHALL send a SIP BYE request according to rules and procedures of SIP/IP Core” in the last paragraph.

Proposed Change:.
	Status: OPEN

	D164
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Don’t use sloppy MSRP terms in the last paragraph.

Proposed Change: Change to “Once the CPM Standalone Message has been successfully transferred via MSRP, the CPM Client:”.
	Status: OPEN

	D165
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.2 & 8.3.1.2
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment:  We have still Editor’s notes related to Conversation-id , contribution id and Contribution-id being replied to. 

Proposed Change: Related Editors noted should be replaced based on appendix c
	Status: OPEN

	D166
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Handle editor’s note by explicitly mentioning the feature tag that the SIP INVITE must contain.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D167
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Mention CPM Client being able to reject the INVITE due to insufficient resources, just as in step 1a of section 7.2.5, for alignment with the Pager Mode procedures.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D168
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 1 of the ACK handling, add “an” before “MSRP client”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D169
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Add handling of a received message, just as steps 2-4 of section 7.2.5, for alignment with the Pager Mode procedures.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D170
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Instead of pointing to section 7.5.1, include the text on “Media Plane” here (the section being pointed to is not used anywhere else in the document). This will make this procedure much more readable.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D171
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Add handling of BYE request at the end of the section.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D172
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.3
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Remove the editor’s note which is no longer needed

Proposed Change: 

Remove the following editor’s note:

Editor’s note: It is FFS how the CPM Client knows that the SIP INVITE is for a Large Message Mode.

	Status: OPEN
Already closed by 0014R02

	D173
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.3
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Should set a-setup to “passive” for receiving side

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

v. SHALL set the a=setup attribute as “passive”.


	Status: OPEN

	D174
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.3
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: The empty MSRP SEND should be sent by the “active” side

Proposed Change: 

Remove the following text as marked:

4 

	Status: OPEN

	D175
	2010.01.22
	Q
	7.2.3
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  should clients have the possibility to reject LMM requests? Pager Mode description mentions the reject case.

Proposed Change: Discuss in group
	Status: OPEN

	D176
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.3
	Source: Nokia
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia
Comment: Remove the Editor note : 

Editor’s note: It is FFS how the CPM Client knows that the SIP INVITE is for a Large Message Mode.
Proposed Change: UAC will determine that through the LMM feature tag
	Status: OPEN

	D177
	2010.01.21
	T
	7.2.3
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  Remove editor’s note by adding the feature tag that allows a CPM Client to recognize that a SIP INVITE is for a Large Message
Proposed Change: 

When the CPM Client receives a SIP INVITE request with a ‘3gpp-service.ims.icsi.oma.cpm.largemsgxxx’ feature tag to set up a session for Large Message Mode CPM Message, the CPM Client:
.

	Status: OPEN

	D178
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.3 & 7.3.1 & 7.6.3 & 8.4.2
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment: We have still Editor’s notes and unclear expression(e.g. ‘xxx’) related to CPM Feature tag

Proposed Change: Related Editors noted should be replaced based on appendix H. 
	Status: OPEN

	D179
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.2.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Decapitalize “The” in the first paragraph.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D180
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.2.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 2 is unreadably worded.

Proposed Change: Change to ‘2. SHALL include a Content-Type header as specified in [RFC4483] (i.e. type set to “message/external-body”, access-type set to “URL”, and the URL obtained in step 1 in the URL parameter). When including the URL, the URL SHALL be modified to include the extension “?action=fetch”.’
	Status: OPEN

	D181
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.2.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Style of the NOTEs is not correct.

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

	D182
	2010.01.22
	E
	7.2.4
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  replace “with the references to the stored data” by “with references to stored data”

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	D183
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.4
	Source: Nokia
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: description of this procedure has some issues

no indication of capability of the external/message body..

Access-type is OK and the idea to modify the URL is OK but “action=fetch” could be very misleading.

There maybe possibility where there could be multiple URL…and multipart/mixed or any multipart body content type does not tell the server anything unless the server is required to process the payload of every message
Proposed Change: 1) add the support of message/external body  in the Accept header of the SIP

2) use other indicators commonly use in SIP and which will be more specific to intended purpose (both action & the responsible entity to take the action). I will use “actor = ID of your own conversation server” i.e. “ actor = my_server,com”  that way your server gets a specific to take action on this URL ….
	Status: OPEN

	D184
	2010.01.22
	E
	7.2.5
	Source: Hansol Inticube

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0021-CPM_V1_0_Comments_Hansol
Comment: misleading header name in step2 for the CPM Client. 

2.SHALL include the CPM release version in the User Agent header;

Proposed Change: replace User-Agent with Server.
	Status: OPEN

	D185
	2010.01.22
	E
	7.2.5
7.2.6.2.2
	Source: Hansol Inticube

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0021-CPM_V1_0_Comments_Hansol
Comment: section number missed in front of ”Receiving a notification for expiry of deferred message”
Proposed Change: insert “7.2.6.3” in fron of each section title.
	Status: OPEN

	D186
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.5
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: need to resolve the “xxx”

Proposed Change: 

Need to resolve the xxx in the following text:

4. if the xxx header is included, SHALL store the UID value in conjunction with the message if storing the  CPM Message in the local storage. 

	Status: OPEN

	D187
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.5
	Source: Nokia
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  what is this ? “if the xxx header is included, SHALL store the UID value in conjunction with the message if storing the  CPM Message in the local storage. “?
Proposed Change : Fix “xxx” stuff
	Status: OPEN

	D188
	2010.01.22
	E
	7.2.5
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  move section up to land after section on sending pager mode messages.

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	D189
	2010.01.22
	Q
	7.2.5
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  what does “xxx” stand for in step 4?

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	D190
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.5
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment:   xxx header is not clear

Proposed Change:  The definition of xxx header should be added. 
	Status: OPEN

	D191
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

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

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D192
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: State that the response should be a 200 OK response.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D193
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.6
	Source : Nokia

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment : This event type  “SHALL set the Event header to ‘XXX’”..who is going to define that and when?
Proposed change: use system message : send a simple SIP MESSAGE  with feature tag : +3gpp.oma.cpm.system_message-defferedInfo to CPMDeferredMsgMgmt@hostname …and give the semantics that the should return info about the deferred message
	Status: OPEN

	D194
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.2.6
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Consistently use the term “Deferred CPM Message” in this section and its subsections.

Proposed Change: Replace all variations of “deferred message” with this term.
	Status: OPEN

	D195
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.6.1
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Need to resolve the “XXX” and Editor’s note

Proposed Change: 

Resolve the “XXX” and Editor’s note in the following text:

4. SHALL set the Event header to ‘XXX’;
5. SHALL set the Expires header to “0”;
6. SHALL send the SUBSCRIBE message to the CPM Participating Function through the SIP/IP Core. 
Editor’s Note: To use the Subscribe/Notify feature a new event package “XXX”  needs to be generated and submitted to IETF as described in RFC 3265. 

	Status: OPEN

	D196
	2010.01.22
	Q
	7.2.6.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  is this section still needed after the Bangalore agreements?

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	D197
	2010.01.22
	E
	7.2.6.1
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment:   After receiving out-of –notification, client can subscribe for deferred messages info

Proposed Change:  The bullet like “or receving out-of –band notification for deferred message” can be added on the first bullet
	Status: OPEN
Already closed by 0061

	D198
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.6.1
	Source: Christophe Le Thierry D'ennequin
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE
Comment: Authenticated Originator's CPM Address is not set. 
Proposed Change: Set the Authenticated Originator's CPM Address to the proper value
	Status: OPEN

	D199
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.6.1
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment:   xxx Event header is not clear

Proposed Change:    The definition of xxx event header should be added
	Status: OPEN

	D200
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.6.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove “based on CPM User request or after registration”. It is not important for this procedure.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D201
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.6.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 4: Name the value of the Event header.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D202
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.6.2.1
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: For interworking; more information may needed to complete the task

Proposed Change: 

When sending deferred messages to interwork, 1. the following text needs to be changed as marked:

iii. in the case of interworking one or more selected deferred messages, for each deferred message the CPM User chooses to interwork, that entry in the URI-list includes the parameter “?cpm_action=interwork”; 
PF needs more information to perform the interworking so add text to describe it.
	Status: OPEN

	D203
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.6.2.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  replace “interworked and stored” by “interworked or stored”

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	D204
	2010.01.22
	Q
	7.2.6.2.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  Should Client also be given the capability to indicate forwarding (the PF has this possibility for incoming messages)?

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	D205
	2010.01.21
	T
	7.2.6.2.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  remove the editor’s note and add the proposed NOTE instead. 

Proposed Change: 

Editor’s note: The case of keeping a message deferred in the PF needs to be spelled out more clearly on the client side and in the PF.
NOTE: If there exist entries in the URI-list, and not all deferred messages are listed in the URI-list, then those messages not listed remain deferred.

	Status: OPEN

	D206
	2010.01.22
	E
	7.2.6.2.1
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment:  on step 1-c-iii is an interworking case 

Proposed Change: “to store” can be changed “to interwork”
	Status: OPEN
Type aligned to D202
Already closed by 0059R01

	D207
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.6.2.1
	Source: Christophe Le Thierry D'ennequin
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE
Comment: 

Steps 3 :sets the Request-URI to “CPMDeferredMsgHndlg@<hostname>”

However, in 8.3.2.4.2, the value CPMDeferredMsgMgmt@<hostname> is expected.
Proposed Change: 

Replaces occurrences of CPMDeferredMsgMgmt@<hostname>  by  CPMDeferredMsgHndlg@<hostname> throughout the document.
	Status: OPEN

	D208
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.2.6.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: “Public Service Identifier” is not a formally defined term.

Proposed Change: Change to all lowercase.
	Status: OPEN

	D209
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.2.6.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: “Message-URI-ID” is not a formally defined term.

Proposed Change: Change to all lowercase.
	Status: OPEN

	D210
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.6.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Steps 1ci-1civ are difficult to grasp.

Proposed Change: Rephrase to make it clearer.
	Status: OPEN

	D211
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.2.6.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: “Home CPM Network” is not a formally defined term.

Proposed Change: Change to all lowercase.
	Status: OPEN

	D212
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.6.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: This section is lacking procedures for receiving the response to the SIP INVITE, the MSRP transfer, and the SIP BYE handling.

Proposed Change: Add this.
	Status: OPEN

	D213
	2010.01.22
	E
	7.2.6.2.2
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: missing reference

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

a. MAY send a request to fetch the stored messages as described in section 6.2.1.2 “Fetch Operation” in [OMA-CPM_TS_MessageStorage]. The request SHALL use the UID which was obtained in section 7.2.6.3 “Receiving a notification for expiry of deferred message”; or, alternatively


	Status: OPEN

	D214
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.6.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Terminology used in this section is incorrect. Once a message has expired it is no longer a deferred message.

Proposed Change: Find another term to use.
	Status: OPEN

	D215
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.6.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: How does the client know what has happened to the deferred message? How can the client make a distinction between the two cases?

Proposed Change: Explain.
	Status: OPEN

	D216
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.6.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 2a, include the section number for the cross-reference

Proposed Change: Add “7.2.6.3”.
	Status: OPEN

	D217
	2010.01.22
	E
	7.2..6.3
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: typo

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

1. SHALL store the notification;

2. MAY let a CPM User know the messages are expired and process according to the user preferences.


	Status: OPEN
No typo, comment should be closed without action
Agreed to close without action
But please remove the blank between “M” and “A” in “MAY”

	D218
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.6.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The first sentence of this section is completely incomprehensible. What are “proceeding messages”? What does the “if included” point to? What do the “the UID(s)” between the commas mean?

Proposed Change: Rewrite the sentence to proper English.
	Status: OPEN

	D219
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.6.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: “When the CPM Client receives a SIP INVITE request containing the Deferred CPM Message feature tag ‘3gpp-service.ims.icsi.oma.cpm.deferred’ to set up a session for Deferred CPM Message, the CPM Client:“

What if the feature tag is missing ? Is it considererd error case?  I should not think so because the fact is that invoking the deferred function signal the request to interact with deffered message storage which is a reserved ID already provisioined by the network. So I think this feature tag is redundant and should be used for determination of execution of any procedure …

Proposed Change: Do not use the deferred feature tag as determination criteria/factor for execution of this procedure
	Status: OPEN

	D220
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.6.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: “SHALL act as an "active" endpoint to open the transport connection according to [RFC4975]; and “ 
This is not according to 4975. Accoring 4975,the initiating endpoint MUST act as the active point . In this section, the initiation end point is the server
Proposed Change: Align procedure to the right reference ,whether 4975 or MSRP-ACM..
	Status: OPEN

	D221
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.6.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the first sentence, change “to set up a session for Deferred CPM Message” into “to set up a session to deliver the Deferred CPM Messages”.

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	D222
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.2.6.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In step 1 of ACK handling, add “an” before “MSRP client”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D223
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.6.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The procedure needs to detail what happens once the client has received the deferred messages, similar to steps 2-4 of section 7.2.5, for alignment with the Pager Mode procedures

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D224
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.6.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The procedure needs to detail what happens once the client has received the deferred messages, similar to steps 2-4 of section 7.2.5, for alignment with the Pager Mode procedures

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D225
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.6.5
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment:   The format of notification (both in-band and out-band) for deferred messages is not decided yet. 

Proposed Change: find a solution
	Status: OPEN

	D226
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.6.5.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  more detail needed on how such an out-of-band notification looks like.

Proposed Change: CR needed
	Status: OPEN

	D227
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.6.5.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  step 2b not in line with SD section 5.2.2.2.2. There it is described that the PF will initiate a session once client(s) connect. No need for subscribe/notify scheme.

Proposed Change: CR needed
	Status: OPEN

	D228
	2010.01.22
	T


	7.2.6.5.2


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

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

	D229
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.6.5.2
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Need to resolve the Editor’s note.

Proposed Change: 

Need to resolve the following Editor’s note:

Editor’s note: The CPM Client processing of in-band notifications is FFS.

	Status: OPEN

	D230
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.7
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Should include GRUU in Contact header when requesting the disposition notification

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

When a CPM User requests to obtain the disposition-state of the sent CPM Message, the CPM Client SHALL include a disposition notification request in a CPIM header field  of the sent CPM Message OR a Contact header with GRUU in the SIP INVITE for Large Message Mode CPM Message. Disposition notifications for CPM are delivery notification and read report. 
Another fix for this is to add it to section 7.2.2 to include a Contact header with GRUU
	Status: OPEN

	D231
	2010.01.22
	Q
	7.2.7
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: Assuming the intent of this section is to specify Message Disposition Notification for large message mode as well as SIP pager mode, there is a missing description of where the IMDN header fields are packaged in the originating side for the large message mode.  

Proposed Change: Needs to add the missing requirement that the same IMDN trace fields defined for SIP Message be present in the SIP invite of the MSRP session as a CPIM header of original MSRP SEND or SIP MESSAGE as defined in [RFC5438].
CR to be prepared.
	Status: OPEN

	D232
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.7
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  sending of delivery reports and read reports should also be dependent on target user settings.

Proposed Change: rewrite 7.2.7 and subsections such that “SHALL” on these features is being made conditional on target user’s permission.
	Status: OPEN

	D233
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.7
	Source: Christophe Le Thierry D'ennequin
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE
Comment: following is not fulfilled yet.

" the originating user MAY receive aggregated disposition notifications."

CPM Client sets the Request-URI to the address included in Referred-By header of SIP MESSAGE or SIP INVITE, which makes impossible for the aggregation.

Also, there is no procedure description for the aggregation at the server side.

Proposed Change: find a solution.
	Status: OPEN

	D234
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.7
	Source: Basavaraj

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0023

Comment: Clarify handling of Read Report and Delivery report handling when message is stored in the MSS 

Proposed Change: Update proposal as in OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0539R01 addressing R&A comments
	Status: OPEN

	D235
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.2.7
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “SIP MESSAGE” to “SIP MESSAGE request”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D236
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.7
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: It is unclear under what conditions an aggregated disposition notification would be received.

Proposed Change: Explain when this happens, and which entity is responsible for creating the aggregated disposition notifications.
	Status: OPEN

	D237
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.7
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The creation of aggregated disposition notifications is not explained in the server side chapters.

Proposed Change: Describe it there or remove the paragraph here.
	Status: OPEN

	D238
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.x
	Source: Basavaraj

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0023

Comment: Handling dynamic query and response needs to be addressed based on overall user preferences agreement

Proposed Change: Update proposal in OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0540R01 aligning overall user preferences agreement
	Status: OPEN

	D239
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.7.1
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: resolve the Editor’s note

Proposed Change: 

Need to resolve the following Editor’s note:

Editor’s note: Disposition notification for ad-hoc groups is FFS

	Status: OPEN

	D240
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.7.1
	Source : Nokia

Comment : “ If the received  request is for a CPM Group, the CPM Client SHALL set the Request-URI to the address included in Referred-By header of SIP MESSAGE or SIP INVITE.” 

CPM Group is an intermediary node according to 5348 and therefore must act as such. Also receiving client must process the message according 5348 with clarification of the above sentence i.e. if there is IMDN-Record-Route header and Refer-by header 

Propose change: add description of handling record header and show clearly that Refer-by header will be used in Group instead From header  in all cases
	Status: OPEN

	D241
	2010.01.21
	T
	7.2.7.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  it is not clear in RFC 5438 how a generated delivery notification will pass through the CPM Controlling Function if it added itself in the IMDN-Record-Route. 

Proposed Change: 

add step 2c as follows, and change 2c to 2d: 

c. if the incoming SIP MESSAGE or MSRP SEND contained an IMDN-Record-Route header, ensure that the topmost entry in that header is added to the Delivery Notification in the Route header, as well as to the IMDN-Route header.

c.d. The CPM Client SHALL send the SIP MESSAGE for a read report.
	Status: OPEN

	D242
	2010.01.21
	T
	7.2.7.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  it is not clear in RFC 5438 how a generated delivery notification will pass through the CPM Controlling Function if it added itself in the IMDN-Record-Route. 

Proposed Change: 

add step 2c as follows, and change 2c to 2d: 

c. if the incoming SIP MESSAGE or MSRP SEND contained an IMDN-Record-Route header, ensure that the topmost entry in that header is added to the Delivery Notification in the Route header, as well as to the IMDN-Route header.

c.d. The CPM Client SHALL send the SIP MESSAGE for a read report.
	Status: OPEN

	D243
	2010.01.22
	Q
	7.2.7.1
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment:   Does Authenticated Originator’s CPM Address have GRUU?

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	D244
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.2.7.1
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment:   Editor’s note can be removed because ad-hoc case was already described on step b

Proposed Change: Editor’s note can be removed without any change
	Status: OPEN

	D245
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.7.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Add an introductory sentence to describe when this procedure needs to be executed.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D246
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.7.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Generalize “SIP MESSAGE or MSRP SEND” into “CPM Standalone Message”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D247
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.7.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: How does the CPM Client know if the original message was to a CPM Group?

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

	D248
	2010.01.22
	T
	Many
	Source: Christophe Le Thierry D'ennequin
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE
Comment: There are not enough description for the setup attribute (actpass, active, passive) for the session establishment.

Proposed Change: Add clarifications on the use of the setup attributes
	Status: OPEN

	D249
	2010.01.22
	E
	7.2.7.2
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: typo?

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

2. If true, when the CPM Client determines that the CPM User has read the message(e.g. by user confirmation), the CPM Client SHALL construct a  read report according to the rules and procedures of [RFC5438] and with following additional clarifications.  Otherwise, no further steps are required;

	Status: OPEN
No Typo. The  keyword in RFC5438 is display notification

	D250
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.7.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Add an introductory sentence to describe when this procedure needs to be executed.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D251
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.7.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: How does the CPM Client know if the original message was to a CPM Group?

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

	D252
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.7.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Don’t specify implementation detail on what a client does with a delivery notification.

Proposed Change: Just say that the CPM Client handles the delivery notification as specified in [RFC5438].
	Status: OPEN

	D253
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.2.7.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: add space in “action(e.g.”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D254
	2010.01.21
	E
	7.2.7.4
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  text “action(e.g. display and alert message) need to be fixed – add space, comma and change and to an 
Proposed Change: 

change to “action (e.g., display and alert message”
	Status: OPEN

	D255
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.2.7.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Don’t specify implementation detail on what a client does with a read report.

Proposed Change: Just say that the CPM Client handles the read report as specified in [RFC5438].
	Status: OPEN

	D256
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.2.7.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: add space in “action(e.g.”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D257
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.3.1
	Source : Nokia

Comment : what is this “SHALL include the CPM Feature Tag 'xxx’ in the Contact header;? 

Propose change : replace ‘xxx’ with actual value
	Status: OPEN

	D258
	2010.01.22
	E
	7.3.1
	Source: Hansol Inticube

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0021-CPM_V1_0_Comments_Hansol Comment: unresolved tag name in step6.

Proposed Change: delete “xxx” and put “as defined in Appendix H” at the end of the sentence.
	Status: OPEN

	D259
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.3.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: As indicated in the SD, we need to supply the GRUU of the CPM Client in the sent SIP INVITE.

Proposed Change: Provide details as to where the GRUU will be included.
	Status: OPEN

	D260
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.3.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 6, include the proper feature tag value.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D261
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.3.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 7 is difficult to understand.

Proposed Change: Rewrite to: “7. If anonymity is requested, SHALL include value “id” in the Privacy header according to the rules and procedures of [RFC3325].”
	Status: OPEN

	D262
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.3.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 11: CPM also supports real-time media.

Proposed Change: Don’t mandate the [RFC4975] support. Clarify how to include real-time media streams.
	Status: OPEN

	D263
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.3.2
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: need to resolve the Editor’s note

Proposed Change: 

The following Editor’s note need to be resolved:

Editor’s note: the notion of auto-accept of a CPM Session Invitation needs to be addressed, including for multi-device environment.


	Status: OPEN

	D264
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.3.2
	Source : Nokia

Comment :  “SHALL render the CPM Session Invitation to the CPM User; “ 

This is a bold statement and might be applicable to every scenario : may applicable to real time communication (Voice, file transfer) but for interactive (like chat , one shot message ).

Propose change: Remove from the General “receiving CPM session” to specific location where we know what the session are for 
	Status: OPEN

	D265
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.3.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  always sending 486 Busy Here, takes away the possibility to broker between calls or, e.g., sending newly incoming call to voicemail. Also, see offline email exchange b/w Samsung and NSN dated 20090918.

Proposed Change: discuss in group first
	Status: OPEN

	D266
	2010.01.21
	T
	7.3.2
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  Missing feature code to identify CPM Session

Proposed Change: 

On receipt of the initial SIP INVITE request of a CPM 1-1 Session with the CPM Feature Tag ‘3gpp-service.ims.icsi.oma.cpm.session', the CPM Client: 


	Status: OPEN

	D267
	2010.01.21
	T
	7.3.2
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  There is still an editor’s note in this section wrt session auto accept. This concept has not been defined so far in the CPM SD, so the editor’s note should be deleted.

Proposed Change: Delete the editor’s note



	Status: OPEN

	D268
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.3.2
	Source: Hansol Inticube

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0021-CPM_V1_0_Comments_Hansol Comment: In step5, the error response 480 is returned when the CPM Client or the CPM User declines the received CPM Session Invitation. The error response 603 “Decline” is supposed to be sent when the User declines the message according to [RFC3261].

Proposed Change: split the response code based on the entity(i.e, CPM Client or CPM User) declining the message. 
	Status: OPEN

	D269
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.3.2
	Source: Hansol Inticube

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0021-CPM_V1_0_Comments_Hansol 
Comment: In step5, the error response 480 is returned when the CPM Client or the CPM User declines the received CPM Session Invitation. 603 “Decline” is supposed to be sent when the User declines the message according to [RFC3261].

Proposed Change: split the response code based on the entity(i.e, CPM Client or CPM User) declining the message. 
	Status: OPEN
Closed (duplicate of D268)

	D270
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.3.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Reflect in section title that we are talking about a CPM 1-1 Session.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D271
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.3.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

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

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D272
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.3.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 8: CPM also supports real-time media.

Proposed Change: Clarify how to include real-time media streams.
	Status: OPEN

	D273
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.3.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Add ACK handling and Media handling.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D274
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.3.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: This single sentence is very unclear.

Proposed Change: Remove the sentence and add the reference to [RFC3261] to the subsections.
	Status: OPEN

	D275
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.3.3.1
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Should not wait for 200OK to release resources

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:


3. SHALL release all Media Plane resources corresponding to the CPM Session being closed.


	Status: OPEN

	D276
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.3.3.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 2: This only determines implementation detail. It is not up to us to define client UI behavior.

Proposed Change: Remove the step.
	Status: OPEN

	D277
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.3.3.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 3: This only determines implementation detail. It is not up to us to define client UI behavior.

Proposed Change: Remove the step.
	Status: OPEN

	D278
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.3.4
	Source : Nokia

omment : “The CPM Client SHALL generate a SIP re-INVITE request according to rules and procedures of [RFC3261] and section 7.3.1 ”Initiating a CPM 1-1 Session” with the following additional clarifications. “

Confusing and duplication: Section 7.3.1 already references FC3261 . Also the two references are just mentioned and no description on how to use them with no clear indication o what each reference is suppose to do

Propose change : The CPM Client SHALL generate a SIP re-INVITE request according section 7.3.1 with the following clarification ……
	Status: OPEN

	D279
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.3.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 2: To and From are headers.

Proposed Change: Change “tag” in “header”.
	Status: OPEN

	D280
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.3.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 3: CPM also supports real-time media.

Proposed Change: Clarify how to include real-time media streams.
	Status: OPEN

	D281
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.3.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 1 of response handling: it is unclear what the “receiving procedures” are.

Proposed Change: Better describe what is meant.
	Status: OPEN

	D282
	2010.01.22
	
	7.3.5
	Source : Nokia

Comment : 

“SHALL for the originally invited user identity in the MIME resource list, include  the Session-Replaces header with the Contribution_ID corresponding to the original session”

Contribution ID is not the session ID ..

Propose change : first insert the session and then you can add whatever parameter you ..
	Status: OPEN

	D283
	2010.01.22
	E
	7.3.5
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  replace “Contribution_ID” by “Contribution Identity”

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D284
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.3.5
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  7.3.5 should be almost identical to 7.4.2 (except for conveying Session-Relaces to the original peer) but, in fact, both sessions differ quite a bit in detailed writing.

Proposed Change: Rewrite 7.4.2 to integrate useful text from 7.3.5 and then rewrite 7.3.5 to mostly just refer to 7.4.2, and just list the diff.
	Status: OPEN

	D285
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.3.5
	Source: Christophe Le Thierry D'ennequin
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE
Comment: step 9: is it allowed to change the SDP parameters when extending a CPM Session?  
Proposed Change: if the answer is no, indicate in step 9 that SDP parameters SHALL be identical to the current 1-1 CPM Session.
	Status: OPEN

	D286
	2010.01.22
	Q
	7.3.5
	Source: Hansol Inticube

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0021-CPM_V1_0_Comments_Hansol Comment: In step 3, it seems better to clarify the reference for the User-Agent header.

Proposed Change: put “based on Appendix D” at the end of the sentence.
	Status: OPEN

	D287
	2010.01.22
	E
	7.3.5
	Source: Hansol Inticube

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0021-CPM_V1_0_Comments_Hansol Comment: In step 5, Controlling Function URI isn’t defined anywhere.

Proposed Change: replace it with “the address of CPM Controlling Function”.
	Status: OPEN

	D288
	2010.01.22
	E
	7.3.5
	Source: Hansol Inticube

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0021-CPM_V1_0_Comments_Hansol Comment:.In step 10, “controlling CPM Server” isn’t correct term.

Proposed Change: replace it with CPM Controlling Function.
	Status: OPEN

	D289
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.3.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 3: Make cross-reference to appendix for definition of the format.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D290
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.3.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 6: Why the public GRUU. What if the originator was anonymous, then no public GRUU will be present.

Proposed Change: Remove the “public” and just take whatever GRUU was provided.
	Status: OPEN

	D291
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.3.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 6a: Change the underscore in a hyphen in “Conversation_ID”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D292
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.3.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 7: Why is notifying the CPM User a SHOULD? What else can be done?

Proposed Change: Change into a SHALL.
	Status: OPEN

	D293
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.3.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 9: CPM also supports real-time media.

Proposed Change: Don’t mandate the [RFC4975] support. Clarify how to include real-time media streams.
	Status: OPEN

	D294
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.3.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 9: Explain that the SDP should be the same as the agreed SDP of the existing CPM 1-1 Session.

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	D295
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.3.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 10: Change “controlling CPM Server” into “CPM Controlling Function”.

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	D296
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.3.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Handle anonymity properly in this procedure.

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	D297
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.3.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 4 of response handling: Change “User Plane” into “Media Plane”.

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	D298
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.3.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: What does “interact with the User Plane” mean?

Proposed Change: Be more specific on what this means (i.e. reconnecting the Media Plane to the CPM Controlling Function, instead of the peer CPM Client).
	Status: OPEN

	D299
	2010.01.22
	E
	7.3.5 &

7.4.9
	Source: Hansol Inticube

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0021-CPM_V1_0_Comments_Hansol Comment:.CPM Session Identity isn’t defined anywhere. 

Proposed Change: replace CPM Session Identity with CPM Group Session Identity.
	Status: OPEN

	D300
	2010.01.22
	Q
	7.3.5 &

9.3
	Source: Hansol Inticube

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0021-CPM_V1_0_Comments_Hansol Comment:.In step4, User Plane should  be changed into Media Plane. The same goes for the section titile 9.3 and many references to the section in the document.

Proposed Change: replace User Plane with Media Plane
	Status: OPEN

	D301
	2010.01.21
	T
	7.4
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  procedures for dynamic enabling and disabling of history recording during  a session are missing

Proposed Change: 

Ericsson to supply CR
	Status: OPEN

	D302
	2010.01.22
	T


	7.4.1


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

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

	D303
	2010.01.22
	E
	7.4.1
	Source: Hansol Inticube

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0021-CPM_V1_0_Comments_Hansol 
Comment:.section 7.4.2 and 7.4.3 are sub-sections of the section 7.4.1. Therefore the level of the section 7.4.2 and 7.4.3 should be lowered accordingly and the ripple effect to the rest of the following sections should be corrected.

Proposed Change: see comment.


	Status: OPEN

	D304
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.4.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove section (it is empty and already covered by next 2 sections).

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D305
	2010.01.22
	E
	7.4.2
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Editors

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

Upon receiving a request from a CPM User to establish a CPM Group Session, the CPM Client:
1. SHALL generate an initial SIP INVITE request according to rules and procedures of [RFC3261
2. SHALL include an Accept-Contact header with the CPM feature-tag ‘3gpp-service.ims.icsi.oma.cpm.session’, according to rules and procedures of [RFC3841];

3. SHALL set the Request-URI of the SIP INVITE request to the Controlling Function URI provisioned in the device;
4. SHALL include a MIME resource-list body with the invited CPM Users as specified in [RFC5366];

5. SHALL check that the number of Invited CPM Users on the URI-list does not exceed the maximum number of Participants allowed in an Ad-hoc CPM Group Session, as provisioned to the device. If exceeded, the CPM Client SHOULD notify the CPM User. Otherwise, continue with the rest of the steps;


	Status: OPEN

	D306
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.4.2
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: need to resolve the Editor’s note

Proposed Change: 

Need to resolve the following Editor’s note:

Editor's note: Priority: the step above needs to be made more generic than just for messaging.

	Status: OPEN

	D307
	2010.01.21
	T
	7.4.2 
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  There is still an editor’s note in this section wrt the other formats allowed in the SDP.

Proposed Change: Remove the editor’s note



	Status: OPEN

	D308
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.4.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: “Ad-hoc CPM Group Session” is not a defined term.

Proposed Change:.Change to “CPM Group Session for a CPM Ad-hoc Group” in the whole section.
	Status: OPEN

	D309
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.4.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the first sentence be a bit more specific that we are talking about CPM Ad-hoc Groups.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D310
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.4.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 1: It is unclear where the last “and the CPM Client SHALL” is applicable to.

Proposed Change: Remove it or explain where it is applicable to.
	Status: OPEN
Closed as duplicate of D305

	D311
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.4.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Exchanges steps 2 and 3.

Proposed Change:.
	Status: OPEN

	D312
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.4.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 3: Add “CPM” before “Controlling Function”.

Proposed Change:.
	Status: OPEN

	D313
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.4.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 5: Why is notifying the CPM User a SHOULD? What else can be done?

Proposed Change: Change into a SHALL.
	Status: OPEN

	D314
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.4.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Handle anonymity properly in this procedure.

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	D315
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.4.3
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: need to resolve the Editor’s note

Proposed Change: 

Need to resolve the following Editor’s note:

Editor's note: Priority: the step above needs to be made more generic than just for messaging.

	Status: OPEN

	D316
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.4.3
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Editor

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

1. SHALL generate an initial SIP INVITE request according to rules and procedures of [RFC3261]
a. set the Request-URI of the SIP INVITE request to the CPM Pre-Defined Group URI;
b. include an Accept-Contact header with the CPM feature-tag ‘3gpp-service.ims.icsi.cpm.session’, according to the rules and procedures of [RFC3841];

c. SHALL include in the SIP INVITE request a MIME SDP body as a SDP offer according to rules and procedures of [RFC3264], [RFC4566] and [RFC4975] with the following additional clarification: 
i. SHALL set the SDP “accept-types” attribute to  a = accept-types: message/cpim; and, 
ii. MAY list other formats or use ‘*’ as defined in [RFC4975];


	Status: OPEN

	D317
	2010.01.22
	E
	7.4.3
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  steps d and e are sub-items of step c. Make this clear by proper indentation and numbering.

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	D318
	2010.01.21
	T
	7.4.3
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  There is still an editor’s note in this section wrt the other formats allowed in the SDP.

Proposed Change: Remove the editor’s note



	Status: OPEN

	D319
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.4.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: “Pre-Defined CPM Group Session” is not a defined term.

Proposed Change:.Change to “CPM Group Session for a CPM Pre-defined Group” in the whole section.
	Status: OPEN

	D320
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.4.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the first sentence be a bit more specific that we are talking about CPM Pre-defined Groups.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D321
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.4.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 1c: CPM also supports real-time media.

Proposed Change: Don’t mandate the [RFC4975] support. Clarify how to include real-time media streams.
	Status: OPEN

	D322
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.4.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove steps 1d and 1e, they are not applicable to generic CPM Sessions.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D323
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.4.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Handle anonymity properly in this procedure.

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	D324
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.4
	Source : Nokia

Comment : In group communication according to your service definition, the group host might modified your display identity if already take by the somebody in the chat ..so it is only via subscription that you would identify your id in the chat room …this makes subscription to conf event mandatory. At the moment it is missing in the specification …

.Infact in  a general sense , it will be useless to join the conference without wanting to know the participants in the conference

Proposed Change: add for the clients creating & joing group session : SHALL subscribe to the conference event package ….
	Status: OPEN

	D325
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.4.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 4: explain what replace means.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D326
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.4.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 7: CPM also supports real-time media.

Proposed Change: Clarify how to include real-time media streams.
	Status: OPEN

	D327
	2010.01.22
	E
	7.4.4.1
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Editor

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

5. If the CPM user accepts the CPM Session invitation, perform steps 6, 7, 8 and 9. If the CPM Client declines the CPM Session invitation, perform steps 10 and 11; 

	Status: OPEN
Fine, but it must read “steps 10 or 11”
CR needed

	D328
	2010.01.22
	
	7.4.4.1
	Source : Nokia

Comment : 1) It is missing how the client will determine the session invitation is for group

2) missing subscription or reference of subscription to conference event package

Proposed Change: include these 2 steps : client checks for isFocus Feature tag in the Contact header field…2) client subscribes conf. event pkg
	Status: OPEN

	D329
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.4.4.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  step 1 denies to be specific about failure codes. However section 7.3.2, step 5, is. Issue re-occurs in other sections

Proposed Change: align with 7.3.2
	Status: OPEN

	D330
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.4.4.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  steps 5-11 seem sub-steps of step 4. 

Proposed Change: Clarify if this is the case. If yes, use proper indentation or other means.

If not, the section might need to be re-written.
	Status: OPEN

	D331
	2010.01.21
	T
	7.4.4.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  :  Missing feature code to identify file transfer

Proposed Change: 

On receipt of the initial SIP INVITE request containing the CPM Feature Tag ‘3gpp-service.ims.icsi.oma.cpm. session', the CPM Client: 


	Status: OPEN

	D332
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.4.4.1
	Source: Christophe Le Thierry D'ennequin
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE
Comment: step 10 is applicable only in case CPM-Replaces header is included in SIP INVITE.
Proposed Change: clarify step 10.
	Status: OPEN

	D333
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.4.4.1
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment:   on step4, user’s accept is also needed in case of extending 1-1 CPM Session. 

Proposed Change: Specify it. 
	Status: OPEN

	D334
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.4.4.1
	Source: Hansol Inticube

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0021-CPM_V1_0_Comments_Hansol Comment:.In step5 & 11, the error response 480 is returned when the CPM Client or the CPM User declines the received CPM Session Invitation. The error resposponse 603 “Decline” is supposed to be sent when the User declines the message according to [RFC3261].

Proposed Change: split the response code based on the entity(i.e, CPM Client or CPM User) declining the message.


	Status: OPEN

	D335
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.4.5
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Don’t need to wait for 200OK to release resources

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:


6 SHALL release all Media Plane resources corresponding to the CPM Group Session being closed.


	Status: OPEN

	D336
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.4.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 3 is difficult to understand.

Proposed Change: Rewrite to: “3. If anonymity is requested, SHALL include value “id” in the Privacy header according to the rules and procedures of [RFC3325].”
	Status: OPEN

	D337
	2010.01.22
	Q
	7.4.6
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  does anonymity make any sense in this scenario?

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	D338
	2010.01.22
	E
	7.4.6
	Source : Nokia
Comment : please make sure “NOTE1” is under step 1d . it looks the NOTE is for the whole section …it takes time to figure that out
	Status: OPEN

	D339
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.4.6
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: ” SHALL set the Refer-Sub header to “true” according to rules and procedures of [RFC4488] and [RFC5368]; and,”

Should rather set this to false? You conference event subscription as the general feature to get all info and most likely maybe active by that time …

Proposed Change: consider changing the value
	Status: OPEN

	D340
	2010.01.21
	T
	7.4.6
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: There is no need to use the implicit subscription of the REFER, and in fact no procedure exists to handle receiving the REFER defined NOTIFYs. A CPM Client is only expected to handle NOTIFYs containing the conference-state event package. Therefore, the Refer-Sub header shall always be set to “false”, and the Require header shall always contain the “norefersub” option tag. 

Proposed Change: 
- in step 3b, change “true” to false,

- add new step 3c:

c. SHALL include the “norefersub” option-tag in the Require header field of the REFER according to rules and procedures of [RFC 4488]

- in step 4c, change “true” to :false”

- update step 4d as follows:

d. SHALL include the “norefersub” and “multiple-refer” option-tags in the Require header field of the REFER according to rules and procedures of [RFC 4488] and [RFC 5368].
	Status: OPEN

	D341
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.4.6
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 1b: Make cross-reference to appendix for definition of the format.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D342
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.4.6
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 1d is difficult to understand.

Proposed Change: Rewrite to: “1d. If anonymity is requested, SHALL include value “id” in the Privacy header according to the rules and procedures of [RFC3325].”
	Status: OPEN

	D343
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.4.6
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: How can the client validate the number of already existing participants?

Proposed Change: Explain, or remove this step.
	Status: OPEN

	D344
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.4.6
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 5: Why is notifying the CPM User a SHOULD? What else can be done?

Proposed Change: Change into a SHALL.
	Status: OPEN

	D345
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.4.6
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Add procedures for handling any potential SIP NOTIFY requests it may receive as a result of the SIP REFER.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D346
	2010.01.22
	E
	7.4.7
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Editor

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

3. SHALL perform the following actions, if only one Participant is removed
a.  if the Participant to be removed is not an anonymous one, then set the Refer-To header of the SIP REFER request to the CPM Address of the removed Participant according to rules and procedures of [RFC3515]. 
b. Otherwise set the Refer-To header of the SIP REFER request to the Anonymous CPM Address of the removed Participant.

	Status: OPEN

	D347
	2010.01.21
	T
	7.4.7
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: There is no need to use the implicit subscription of the REFER, and in fact no procedure exists to handle receiving the REFER defined NOTIFYs. A CPM Client is only expected to handle NOTIFYs containing the conference-state event package. Therefore, the Refer-Sub header shall always be set to “false”, and the Require header shall always contain the “norefersub” option tag. 

Proposed Change: 
- add new step 3b:

b. SHALL set the Refer-Sub header to “false” according to rules and procedures of[RFC 4488] and [RFC 5368]
- add new step 3c:

c. SHALL include the “norefersub” option-tag in the Require header field of the REFER according to rules and procedures of [RFC 4488]

- update step 4c as follows:

d. SHALL include the “norefersub” and “multiple-refer” option-tags in the Require header field of the REFER according to rules and procedures of [RFC 4488] and [RFC 5368].

- update step 6 as follows:

6. MAY SHALL set the Refer-Sub header to “false” according to rules and procedures of [RFC4488]  if not willing to receive notifications of the status of the refer; and,
	Status: OPEN

	D348
	2010.01.21
	E
	7.4.7 step 2 and 3
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  Change “existed” to “existing”, and remove the word “either “ from the end of step 3.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN
existed (existing is fine, the second change will be obsolete with D346

	D349
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.4.7
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 1b: Make cross-reference to appendix for definition of the format.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D350
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.4.7
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 1d is difficult to understand.

Proposed Change: Rewrite to: “1d. If anonymity is requested, SHALL include value “id” in the Privacy header according to the rules and procedures of [RFC3325].”
	Status: OPEN

	D351
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.4.7
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 2: remove the “if the SIP REFER will be sent in an existing SIP Dialog”. Why wouldn’t it be?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D352
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.4.7
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 7: The request is sent to the SIP/IP core.

Proposed Change: Change “CPM Controlling Function” in “SIP/IP core”.
	Status: OPEN

	D353
	2010.01.22
	Q
	7.4.8
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  why should client re-join after releasing? Releasing means that there was a decision that this user should not be in the session anymore. Such decisions need to be respected. Issue re-occurs

Proposed Change: see Comment 
	Status: OPEN

	D354
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.4.8
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: What does “interact with the Media Plane” mean?

Proposed Change: Change to: “SHALL release all Media Plane resources associated with the CPM Group Session.”
	Status: OPEN

	D355
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.4.8
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: NOTE: Change “client” into “CPM Client”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D356
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.4.8
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: NOTE: Change “Session Identity” into “CPM Group Session Identity”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D357
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.4.8
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: NOTE: Change “session” into “CPM Group Session”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D358
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.4.9
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: need to resolve the Editor’s note

Proposed Change: 

Need to resolve the following Editor’s note:

Editor’s Notes: how to carry the CPM Conversation Identity and CPM Contribution Identity is FFS.

	Status: OPEN

	D359
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.4.9
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Not sure the Contribution ID will be received in 200OK

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

2. SHALL store the CPM Conversation Identity if received; and,


	Status: OPEN

	D360
	2010.01.21
	T
	7.4.9
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  A CPM Client is not obligated to start sending MSRP packets when it joins a CPM session. It may do so only when the CPM user wants to send something.

Proposed Change: 

1. SHALL initiate the Media Plane as in section 7.5.2 “Media Plane for CPM Session” when the CPM User wants to send content to the participants in the CPM Group Session.

	Status: OPEN

	D361
	2010.01.21
	T
	7.4.9
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  Remove last paragraph that discusses the SIP/IP core as it is already described in section 6.2

Proposed Change: 


	Status: OPEN

	D362
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.4.9
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 5 is difficult to understand.

Proposed Change: Rewrite to: “5. If anonymity is requested, SHALL include value “id” in the Privacy header according to the rules and procedures of [RFC3325].”
	Status: OPEN

	D363
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.4.9
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Style of the Note is not correct.

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

	D364
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.4.9
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: step 1 of response handling: Change “CPM Session Identity” into “CPM Group Session Identity”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D365
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.4.9
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The last paragraph is already covered by a generic section.

Proposed Change: remove the paragraph.
	Status: OPEN

	D366
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.4.10
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Need to resolve the Editor’s note

Proposed Change: 

The following Editor’s note need to be resolved:

Editor’s note: The usage of message/CPIM vs. text/plain is to be further studied.

	Status: OPEN

	D367
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.4.10
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  “CPM Server” is not a defined term. 

Proposed Change: replace by “ the receiving CPM Client’s CPM Participating Function”
	Status: OPEN

	D368
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.4.10
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  step 3 only focuses on MSRP 

Proposed Change: reconcile step 3 with step 7, possibly eliminating one of them
	Status: OPEN

	D369
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.4.10
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: Editor’s note: The usage of message/CPIM vs. text/plain is to be further studied.
Your specification mandated the use of CPIM in all communication so why this Editor note

Proposed Change: I think CPIM should be used only when needed => re-consider your approach
	Status: OPEN

	D370
	2010.01.21
	T
	7.4.10
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  There is still an editor’s note in this section. The editor’s note seems irrelevant.

Proposed Change: Remove the editor’s note



	Status: OPEN

	D371
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.4.10
	Source: Christophe Le Thierry D'ennequin
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE
Comment: step 3 mentions only about MSRP parameters (RFC 4975). 
Proposed Change: mention about other media types (e.g RTP).
	Status: OPEN

	D372
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.4.10
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: in the case of session modification 

Proposed Change: add clarification and the following sentence 

"the initial invited CPM User of the 1-1 session can accept/reject the session modification request"
	Status: OPEN

	D373
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.4.10
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: “Media Parameters” isn’t a defined term.

Proposed Change: Change to all lowercase in the whole section.
	Status: OPEN

	D374
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.4.10
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: step 1: Remove the “towards the CPM Server”. It isn’t important where the response is sent to.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D375
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.4.10
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 3: CPM also supports real-time media.

Proposed Change: Don’t mandate the [RFC4975] support. Clarify how to include real-time media streams.
	Status: OPEN

	D376
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.4.10
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 7: CPM also supports real-time media.

Proposed Change: Don’t mandate the [RFC4975] support. Clarify how to include real-time media streams.
	Status: OPEN

	D377
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.4.10
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Include a description of the Media Plane changes that have to be done.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D378
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.4.11
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The feature is called Participant Information in the SD.

Proposed Change: Change terminology consistently to “Participant Information”.
	Status: OPEN

	D379
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.4.11.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Make first sentence readable and proper English.

Proposed Change: Change to “When a CPM Client wants to subscribe to Participant Information, the CPM Client:”.
	Status: OPEN

	D380
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.4.11.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: What does “indicate it terminated” mean?.

Proposed Change: Explain.
	Status: OPEN

	D381
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.4.11.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: step 2 is too specific, we don’t mandate CPM Client UI behavior.

Proposed Change: Remove the step.
	Status: OPEN

	D382
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.4.11.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: step 3: Why would a CPM Client have to do this?

Proposed Change: Explain or remove the step.
	Status: OPEN

	D383
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.4.11.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: step 3: Can we move the information into our own spec, instead of referring to the IM spec?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D384
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.4.11.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: step 4: What are blocked users? This is the first time in all the documents this is described.

Proposed Change: Remove step.
	Status: OPEN

	D385
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.4.11.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: step 4: Add “can be” before “updated”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D386
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.5.1.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: <since Disposition-Notificatio is mentioned here, it should empahsied that the default disposition s render i.e. if disposition value does not appear , it should be considered as render .. 

Proposed Change: just point to RFC 4975 here
	Status: OPEN

	D387
	2010.01.21
	E/T
	7.5.1.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  Modify “as” to “to” to avoid confusion

Proposed Change: 

3. SHALL set “From” header of the message/CPIM wrapper to the address of the sending CPM User.
4. SHALL set “To” header of the message/CPIM wrapper.
a. If the CPM Message is to be sent to one CPM user or to one non-CPM User , the CPM Client SHALL set “To” header of the message/CPIM wrapper to the address of the recipient;
b. If the CPM Message is to be sent to a CPM Ad-hoc Group, the CPM Client SHALL set “To” header of the message/CPIM wrapper to the address of the CPM Controlling Function provisioned to the CPM Client;
c. If the CPM Message is to be sent to a CPM Pre-defined Group, the CPM Client SHALL set “To” header of the message/CPIM wrapper to the address of the target CPM Pre-defined Group;


	Status: OPEN
Already closed with 0062R01

	D388
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.5.1.1
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment:  on step 1-4-b, why does “To”header of the message/CPIM wrapper have the address of the CPM PF?

Proposed Change: The address of CPM PF can be replaced by the multiple “To” header of multiple recipients 
	Status: OPEN

	D389
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.5.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Integrate section into Large Message Mode sending section, as it is the only section that uses it.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D390
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.5.1.2
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: need to resolve the “xxx”

Proposed Change: 

The following “xxx” needs to be resolved:

3. if the xxx header is included, SHALL store the UID value in conjunction with the message if storing the  received CPM Message in the local storage.


	Status: OPEN

	D391
	2010.01.22
	Q
	7.5.1.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  what is “xxx header”? In general, “xxx” occurs 11 times in the document. Similary, there are 3 occurrences of “yyy”.

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	D392
	2010.01.21
	T
	7.5.1.2
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  Unknown parameter in step 3. 

Proposed Change: 

Remove this step or correct it


	Status: OPEN

	D393
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.5.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Integrate section into Large Message Mode receiving section, as it is the only section that uses it.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D394
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.5.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: step 1: Include a reference to section 7.2.7.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D395
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.5.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: step 3: the ‘xxx’ header needs to be named.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D396
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.5.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Rethink whether the UID can be sent to the CPM Client. Conversation History recording is done after the message has been delivered.

Proposed Change: Remove step.
	Status: OPEN

	D397
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.5.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The whole section and subsections can be summarized in two normative statements.

Proposed Change: Replace section contents with two normative statements to mandate compliance to MSRP and RTP.
	Status: OPEN

	D398
	2010.01.22
	E
	7.5.2.1
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Editor

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

1. SHALL follow the step 1 to step 8 in section 7.5.1.1 ”Sending MSRP Request”.
2. 

	Status: OPEN
Closed with 0063R01

	D399
	2010.01.22
	Q
	7.5.2.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  should reference to RFC 4579 rather be 4575?

Proposed Change: see Comment
	Status: OPEN

	D400
	2010.01.22
	E
	7.5.2.1
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment:   on step 1, reference step7 is not needed. 

Proposed Change: reference step 7 is replaced by step 6 on step 1. 
	Status: OPEN
Closed with 0063R01

	D401
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.5.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Cross-reference to section 7.5.1.1 is incorrect, as that section contains steps that are not applicable to CPM Chat Messages.

Proposed Change: Just state compliancy to [RFC4975].
	Status: OPEN

	D402
	2010.01.21
	T
	7.5.2.3
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  For IMS based systems, handling of RTP media should be done according to the 3GPP/3GPP2 standards.

Proposed Change: Add the following sentence at the end of this section

When the SIP/IP core corresponds with 3GPP/3GPP2 IMS, the procedures described in [3GPP TS24.229] / [3GPP2 X.S0013.004] apply for handling RTP/RTCP sessions. 

	Status: OPEN

	D403
	2010.01.21
	T
	7.5.2.4
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  For IMS based systems, handling of RTP media should be done according to the 3GPP/3GPP2 standards.

Proposed Change: Add the following sentence at the end of this section

When the SIP/IP core corresponds with 3GPP/3GPP2 IMS, the procedures described in [3GPP TS24.229] / [3GPP2 X.S0013.004] apply for handling RTP/RTCP sessions. 

	Status: OPEN

	D404
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.6
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: remove the Editor’s note

Proposed Change: 

Remove the Editor’s note
	Status: OPEN

	D405
	2010.01.21
	T
	7.6 
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  There is still an editor’s note in this section

Proposed Change: remove editor’s note since all the feature tags have been defined.



	Status: OPEN

	D406
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.6
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The correct terminology is “CPM File Transfer”.

Proposed Change: Use the term “CPM File Transfer” consistently throughout the section and the subsections.
	Status: OPEN

	D407
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.6
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: “File”  is not defined terms.

Proposed Change: Change to all lowercase.
	Status: OPEN

	D408
	2010.01.22
	T
	7.6.1
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment:   on step4, the reason of limiting 1-1 CPM Session is not clear

Proposed Change:  The bullet of “in the case of a CPM 1-1 Session” can be removed. 
	Status: OPEN

	D409
	2010.01.24
	E
	7.6.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Steps 2-6 need to be steps 1a-1e.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D410
	2010.01.22
	T


	7.6.2


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

Comment: except file transfer complete, user can also release file transfer session during the transferring for some user’s reasons, for example, receipt will give up because he has no time to waiting.
Proposed Change: add some more case here.
	Status: OPEN

	D411
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.6.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Refer to the “closing a CPM Session” sections; as now a lot is missing (OK response handling, Media Plane actions).

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D412
	2010.01.21
	T
	7.6.3 
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  Missing feature code to identify file transfer

Proposed Change: 

When the CPM Client receives a SIP INVITE containing the CPM Feature Tag ‘3gpp-service.ims.icsi.oma.cpm. filetransfer' , the CPM Client:


	Status: OPEN

	D413
	2010.01.24
	T
	7.6.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The Media Plane actions are missing.

Proposed Change: Add them.
	Status: OPEN

	D414
	2010.01.24
	T
	8
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The structure of the chapter is a bit of a mess and has a non-intuitive order of sections.

Proposed Change: Change the structure of the chapter to:

1. Registration

2. User Preferences

3. Originating Side

a. Pager Mode

b. Large Message Mode

c. Sessions

d. File Transfer

4. Terminating Side

a. Pager Mode

b. Large Message Mode

c. Deferred Messages

d. Sessions

e. File Transfer
	Status: OPEN

	D415
	2010.01.24
	T
	8
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Procedures for CPM File Transfer are missing.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D416
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: In addition to the CPM feature tag . Are all the services in CPM going to have own feature tags registered .e.g. LMM, file transfer, audio, etc 

Proposed Change: clarify
	Status: OPEN

	D417
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.1
	Source: Christophe Le Thierry D'ennequin
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE
Comment: 

The second sentence is not clear.

Proposed Change: 

Modify the second sentence as follows: 

The SIP/IP Core sends to the Participating Function all SIP REGISTER requests….
	Status: OPEN

	D418
	2010.01.21
	T
	8.1.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  Receiving third party registrations should be mandatory otherwise the CPM PF cannot support multiple device functionality
Proposed Change: 

The CPM Participating Function SHALLsupport receiving 3rd party REGISTER from the SIP/IP core according to [3GPP TS24.229] clause 5.4.1.7. 

	Status: OPEN

	D419
	2010.01.24
	E
	8.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “does not already subscribed” into “is not already subscribed”.

Proposed Change: Add them.
	Status: OPEN

	D420
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Handling of the 200 OK response is missing.

Proposed Change: Add them.
	Status: OPEN

	D421
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.1.2
	 Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Shouldn’t terminate the reg subscription after the notification

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

3. SHALL handle the received registration information as specified in subclause 8.1.3 “Handling Registration Event Information”
4. 

	Status: OPEN

	D422
	2010.01.21
	T
	8.1.2
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  text about SIP/IP Core should be removed as it is already described in section 6.2

Proposed Change: Remove last paragraph


	Status: OPEN

	D423
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.1.2
	Source: Christophe Le Thierry D'ennequin
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE
Comment: step 4:

Termination SHALL be done only when the last CPM Client is unregistered.

Proposed Change: 

Modify step 4 as follows :
4. If needed, SHALL terminate the subscription…

 
	Status: OPEN

	D424
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The last paragraph is already covered by a generic section.

Proposed Change: remove the paragraph.
	Status: OPEN

	D425
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 4: Why would the PF terminate the subscription immediately?

Proposed Change: Move step 4 to a generic statement that the PF can terminate the subscription can be terminated at any point in time.
	Status: OPEN

	D426
	2010.01.21
	T
	8.1.3
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  There is still and editor’s note in this section

Proposed Change: remove the editor’s note
	Status: OPEN

	D427
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.2.1
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: need to resolve the Editor’s note.

Proposed Change: 


	Status: OPEN

	D428
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.2.1
	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

	D429
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 4: Why would the PF terminate the subscription immediately?

Proposed Change: Move step 4 to a generic statement that the PF can terminate the subscription can be terminated at any point in time.
	Status: OPEN

	D430
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The whole section is about standalone messages.

Proposed Change: Consistently use the term CPM Standalone Message instead of CPM Message or message.
	Status: OPEN

	D431
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.1.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: ” For each Content-Type header set to the value “message/external-body” and whose access-type is set to the value “URL” and whose URL contains the parameter “action=fetch”, the CPM Participating Function SHALL follow the procedures as described in section 8.3.1.2 “Fetch and include Media from Message Storage”. Otherwise, continue with the rest of the steps.”

What about if the content-typeheader filed contains multipart/mixed ? Also the modification here maybe confusing 
Proposed Change: see comment of section 7.4
	Status: OPEN

	D432
	2010.01.21
	T
	8.3.1.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  There is still and editor’s note in this section

Proposed Change: remove the editor’s note
	Status: OPEN

	D433
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.1.1
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment:   When recording CPM Message in originating side, the resynchronization can be happened. 

Proposed Change: Find a similar solution as termination side’s. 
	Status: OPEN

	D434
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.1.1,

8.3.1.1.1
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Remove the Editor’s notes

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D435
	2010.01.22
	E
	8.3.1.1.1
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: consistency

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

5. For each Content-Type header set to the value “message/external-body” and whose access-type is set to the value “URL” and whose URL contains the parameter “action=fetch”, the CPM Participating Function SHALL follow the procedures as described in section 8.3.1.2 “Fetch and include Media from Message Storage Server”. Otherwise, continue with the rest of the steps.

	Status: OPEN

	D436
	2010.01.21
	T
	8.3.1.1.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  The received message should only be recorded after it has been delivered successfully to the recipient

Proposed Change: Move step 6 after the last paragraph and modify it as follows

6. If the final response indicates successful delivery of the message, the CPM Participating Function SHALL check the originator’s user preferences retrieved from XDMS as described in 8.2.1 “Retrieving User Preferences”, and if set to store the CPM Conversation History, it SHALL execute the processing described in 8.6 “Record CPM Conversation History”

	Status: OPEN

	D437
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.1.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Do not assume where a request is received from.

Proposed Change: Remove all references to the client (such as “from the CPM Client”).
	Status: OPEN

	D438
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.1.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

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

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D439
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.1.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Last paragraph: Only state that that the final response is forwarded. It is not important to what entity it is sent.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D440
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.1.1.1 and 8.3.1.1.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: In these sections, there is no mention of the PF procedure (in the TS Conv. Function) to involve the Interworking Selection Function when originating CPM Session Invitations and originating CPM Messages that are to be routed towards Non-CPM Communication Services based on service provider policies. In other words, the introductory requirement is missing. 
Proposed Change: It is proposed to remove the EN from Section 8.3.1.1 and insert the following paragraph: 

When the destination address of the originating CPM Message or CPM Session invitation is SIP URI or TEL URI address, the CPM Participating Function SHALL process the request as specified below. Otherwise, it SHALL send the CPM Message or CPM Session invitation to the Interworking Selection Function for interworking as described in Section 8.3.1.3.

A CR to be prepared.
	Status: OPEN

	D441
	2010.01.21
	T
	8.3.1.1.2
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  The received message should only be recorded after it has been delivered successfully to the recipient

Proposed Change: Move step 9 at the end of the procedure after receiving the final 200 OK response for the last MSRP SEND.
	Status: OPEN

	D442
	2010.01.24
	E
	8.3.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 2: the sub-steps should be numbered a, b, …; instead of 2.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D443
	2010.01.24
	E
	8.3.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 2-2: Split up in two parts, just as the other error-paths in this section.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D444
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The PF should check the ‘Message-Expires’ header to check that the message is still valid.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D445
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The Session-Expires header is not defined in [RFC3428].

Proposed Change: Change to [RFC4028].
	Status: OPEN

	D446
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 5: Make cross-reference to appendix for definition of the format.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D447
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 9: Recording of conversation history should only be done for a successfully delivered message.

Proposed Change: Move the step to later in the procedure (after MSRP send).
	Status: OPEN

	D448
	2010.01.24
	E
	8.3.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: SIP ACK handling: Add “the” before CPM Participating Function.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D449
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.1.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: MSRP SEND handling: Add a step to check for embedded URLs to resolve (see step 5 of section 8.3.1.1.1).

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D450
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.1.1.3
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: The PF message creation steps should include in the header the IMDN required fields.
Proposed Change: CR to be prepared in conjunction with comment on Section 7.2.7.
	Status: OPEN

	D451
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.1.1.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: The procedure here is very confusing . How is the SIP INVITE from the Participation Function going to look like: Is the From header going to the  PF address and Authenticated Originator Address , the user on whose behave the PF is generating the message ? what are the clarification of SIP headers in this section 

Proposed Change: Please add clarification on how SIP headers is going to be formatted here. It could as simple as referencing some earlier section that these clarification
	Status: OPEN

	D452
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.1.1.3
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment:   on step 6-e. why is to include a=file-selector:size:actual message size is mandatory? 

Proposed Change: It can be changed to optional (i.e MAY) because SIP INVITE can include ‘Content-Length’ defined in RFC3261
	Status: OPEN

	D453
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.1.2
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Need to resolve all Editor’s notes

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D454
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.1.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: In Steps 1 and 2, it is assumed that in CPM1.0, the message store and participating function are provided by the same vendor and within the same trusted domain and remote access to different domains is out of the scope. Otherwise, it will be strange not to use the IMAP URLAUTH scheme [RFC 2017] for there are many important security implications to giving the participating function general “root” access to all messages in the message store to resolve message/external-body.

Proposed Change: There should be a note stating that these steps are carried out within the same trusted domain. This should be made clear in this section. Remote access is expected to be taken out of the CPM TS Message Storage document.

A CR will be prepared.
	Status: OPEN

	D455
	2010.01.21
	T
	8.3.1.2
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  There is still an editor’s note in this section

Proposed Change: remove the editor’s note or make it into a note.
	Status: OPEN

	D456
	2010.01.21
	T
	8.3.1.2
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  The received message should only be recorded after it has been delivered successfully to the recipient

Proposed Change: Move step 4 at the end of the procedure after receiving the final 200 OK response for the last MSRP SEND.
	Status: OPEN

	D457
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.1.2
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment:   The editor’s note can be replaced by NOTE

Proposed Change: The editor’s note can be replaced by NOTE
	Status: OPEN

	D458
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.1.2
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment:  The first editor’s noted can be deleted based on the section 7.2.7

Proposed Change: The first editor’s note can be removed 
	Status: OPEN

	D459
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Structure for this procedure is strange.

Proposed Change: Integrate this in the calling procedures.
	Status: OPEN

	D460
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The procedure is incorrect; following this procedure will let the PF loose anonymity indications, expiry times, etc.

Proposed Change: Update the procedure, or integrate into the calling procedures.
	Status: OPEN

	D461
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: step 4: Conversation History recording should be arranged by the calling procedures.

Proposed Change: Remove this step.
	Status: OPEN

	D462
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 6-18: Why is the result always sent as a Large Message Mode message?

Proposed Change: Make this dependent on the resulting size.
	Status: OPEN

	D463
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 11: Make cross-reference to appendix for definition of the format.

Proposed Change: Also remove editor’s note.
	Status: OPEN
Closed by 0034R02

	D464
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 15: Request-URI is not a header.

Proposed Change: Remove “header”.
	Status: OPEN

	D465
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.1.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: “When the CPM Participating Function receives the error response from SIP/IP Core, the CPM Participating Function SHALL send the CPM Message or CPM Session invitation to the Interworking Selection Function”

Is possible to clarify at least which class of errors or responses… Error could be anything 
Proposed Change: could be 4xx,5xx, 6xx, etc
	Status: OPEN

	D466
	2010.01.21
	T
	8.3.1.3 
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  There is an editor’s note after the title

Proposed Change: remove the editor’s note  



	Status: OPEN

	D467
	2010.01.22
	E
	8.3.1.3
	Source: Christophe Le Thierry D'ennequin
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE
Comment: 

Although this section mentions about CPM Session invitation, it is a subsection of  “8.3 CPM Message Handling”.

 Proposed Change: 

Move this section at a higher level (e.g after 8.2)

 
	Status: OPEN

	D468
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.1.3
	Source: Christophe Le Thierry D'ennequin
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE
Comment: 

Bullet 2 mentions about CPM Session invitation but doesn’t indicate the reference to the corresponding section.

 Proposed Change: 

Add the following text at the end of the first sentence of bullet 2:

…for large mode message, or as specified in section 8.4.1.1 Receive Session Invitation for CPM Session invitation.
 
	Status: OPEN

	D469
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: This information is a bit out of place.

Proposed Change: Integrate the information in the calling procedures.
	Status: OPEN

	D470
	2010.01.21
	T
	8.3.1.4
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  The procedure is missing. Not clear if there is a need for this procedure

Proposed Change: 

	Status: OPEN

	D471
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.1.4 & 8.3.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: These sections can be removed, as the functionalities are covered by the other sections.

Proposed Change: Integrate the information in the calling procedures.
	Status: OPEN

	D472
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.1.4,

8.3.1.5
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Need to resolve the Editor’s notes

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D473
	2010.01.21
	T
	8.3.1.5
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  The procedure is missing.

Proposed Change: Ericsson to provide missing procedure


	Status: OPEN

	D474
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.1
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Need to resolve the Editor’s notes

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D475
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.1
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: content storage is not supported in CPM 1.0

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

b. The CPM Participating Function SHALL store the message in the user’s message store. The CPM Participating Function SHALL respond with a SIP 200 OK response.


	Status: OPEN

	D476
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.1
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: add the reference

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

The CPM Participating Function SHALL invoke the Interworking Selection Function by sending the message to the ISF as described in section 8.3.2.5 “Interworking Decision on Terminating side”.

	Status: OPEN

	D477
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: Why in Step 4/a/iii/b we want the CPM Participating Function to determine whether specific content needs to be stored in the content store? There is no “Content Storage” in this release and the message is already stored in the Message Storage along with its media object!

Proposed Change: Propose to delete Step 4/a/iii/b. 
	Status: OPEN

	D478
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: Why Step 4/a/iv requires checking User Preferences to see if the CPM User’s preference is to “Deliver the Message as a Non-CPM Message”?  Is routing to ISF/IWF a User Preference question or the Service Provider’s policy decision? 

Proposed Change: Separate Step iv to make it conditional upon Service Provider’s policy if the main requirement is met (Section 8.3.1.3,   If the destination address is not SIP URI address or TEL URI address, the CPM Participating Function SHALL send the CPM Message or CPM Session invitation to the Interworking Selection Function for interworking.)

A CR shall be submitted. 
	Status: OPEN

	D479
	2010.01.22
	Q
	8.3.2.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: The description of “Handling Messages at the Terminating Side” seems to be inconsistent and convoluted in terms of the use of Message Storage and providing IMAP UID to the recipient client. Furthermore, the IMAP store and delivery steps are inconsistent between delivering via multiple delivery paths, which results in convoluted message flows for common use cases.
Proposed Change: Streamline the procedure for all 3 cases of Storing, Deferring and Delivering into one common step of storing the CPM Message and sending its corresponding stored object’s data to the recipient client.  

This proposed change in procedure also calls for a similar but higher-level streamlining of the text in Section 5.2.2.1.3 of the CPM SD document.

A CR will be submitted. 
	Status: OPEN

	D480
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-TS-Conv_Func

Comment: In step4 iii store message :

How does the 200 OK look like. The headers will not be the same as 200 OK from the client
Proposed Change: Add that clarification in the procedure
	Status: OPEN

	D481
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: align this section with sibling section 8.3.2.1.1 (which described the Bangalore resolution of this longstanding issue)

Proposed Change: See comment
	Status: OPEN

	D482
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: what do “yyy” and “xxx” refer to? 

Proposed Change: clarify
	Status: OPEN

	D483
	2010.01.21
	T
	8.3.2.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  step 4 iii, b. is referencing a procedure that does not exist.

Proposed Change: remove reference to non-existing procedure

b) The CPM Participating Function SHALL store the message in the user’s message store. The CPM Participating Function SHALL respond with a SIP 200 OK response.


	Status: OPEN

	D484
	2010.01.21
	T
	8.3.2.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  step 4 iv. is referencing a procedure that does not exist.

Proposed Change: remove reference to non-existing procedure

iv. The CPM Participating Function SHALL invoke the Interworking Selection Function by sending the message to the ISF.

	Status: OPEN

	D485
	2010.01.21
	T
	8.3.2.1 
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  There are still editor’s notes in this procedure

Proposed Change: 
The note about the availability status can be removed because the user’s availability is based on whether he has registered clients and whether he has blocked any incoming communications which are already checked in other places.

The note about the name of the parameters being used in step 1 can be deleted as the note does not serve any purpose.

 Note about aligning this section with the SD should be removed by adding a step for defer and notify


	Status: OPEN

	D486
	2010.01.21
	T
	8.3.2.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  history recording should only be done if the message is delivered successfully to the user or interworked successfully

Proposed Change: step 5 should be moved to appropriate place

	Status: OPEN

	D487
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.1
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment:  When checking feature-tag on step1, we can have same mechanism as large mode message. 

Proposed Change:  Instead of step1, the CPM PF can check the feature tag of Accept-Contact header of SIP MESSAGSE 
	Status: OPEN

	D488
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.1
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment:   step 4 should be updated as like large mode message

Proposed Change: Specify it


	Status: OPEN

	D489
	2010.01.22
	E
	8.3.2.1
	Source: Hansol Inticube

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0021-CPM_V1_0_Comments_Hansol Comment:.In step 4-a-2, 202 OK needs to be corrected.

Proposed Change: 202 Accepted
	Status: OPEN

	D490
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Rewrite the user preferences handling based on the agreements on user preferences reached at the Bangalore interim meeting

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN

	D491
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: This procedure needs to check whether anonymity is requested and allowed. If not reject.

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN

	D492
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 3: What is this local policy? Why not just discard?

Proposed Change:  Define that the message will be discarded.
	Status: OPEN

	D493
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 4: User preferences are not just for when the user is not available.

Proposed Change:  Define that the message will be discarded.
	Status: OPEN

	D494
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 4.a.ii: Include a reference to the section on deferred messages.

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN

	D495
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 4.a.iii.b: Remove the references to the Content Storage.

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN

	D496
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 5: Recording of conversation history should only be done for a successfully delivered message.

Proposed Change: Move the step to later in the procedure (after MSRP send).
	Status: OPEN

	D497
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 6: Be more specific on how the PF would determine to which clients a message needs to go.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D498
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 6.iii: Conversation History recording needs to be later, so inclusion of UID is not possible.

Proposed Change: Remove step.
	Status: OPEN

	D499
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Last paragraph: Define what happens if no 2xx response is received at all.

Proposed Change: Remove step.
	Status: OPEN

	D500
	2010.01.22
	E
	8.3.2.1.1
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Correct reference

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

· The CPM Participating Function SHALL process the message as described in 8.3.2.4.5 “Deferred Message Notification”;


	Status: OPEN

	D501
	2010.01.22
	E
	8.3.2.1.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: Why the “Delivery of Large Message Mode” falls under the “Delivery of CPM Pager Mode”?

Proposed Change: 

Change Section hierarchy as follows:

8.3.2 Terminating Side

8.3.2.1 Deliver CPM Pager Mode Message to a CPM Client

………

……….

8.3.2.2  Deliver CPM Large Message Mode”
	Status: OPEN
Being handled by CR 0102

	D502
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.1.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: In Step 8/a/2nd bullet, for the case of “Deferred Message Notification”, there is nothing related to the Large Message Mode!

Proposed Change: See the note related to Section 8.3.2.4.5 (for adding the missing case of Deferred Message Notification for the LMM.

A CR will be provided.
	Status: OPEN

	D503
	2010.01.22
	E
	8.3.2.1.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: In Step 8/a /2nd bullet, there is a missing reference to Section 8.3.2.4.X “Deferred Message Notification”. 

Proposed Change: Fill Section number 8.3.2.4.X as 8.3.2.4.5. 

A CR can be provided if needed.
	Status: OPEN

	D504
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.1.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment:  step 8 decides for one action only. Considering multi-device scenarios, it might be worthwhile to decide for several actions, e.g., interwork message to one device and deliver immediately to another.

This comment does not apply to LMM only.

Proposed Change: discuss approach in group first before going for changes.
	Status: OPEN

	D505
	2010.01.21
	T
	8.3.2.1.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  in step 8. a there is a reference to procedure 8.3.2.4.x 

Proposed Change: replace with reference to procedure 8.3.2.4.5 

	Status: OPEN

	D506
	2010.01.22
	E
	8.3.2.1.1 & 8.3.2.1.2 
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment:   The section number is not correct

Proposed Change: The section number can have higher level section number like 8.3.2.1


	Status: OPEN
Being handled by CR 0102

	D507
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.1.1
	Source: Christophe Le Thierry D'ennequin
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE
Comment: 

Step 8 : 

Are those rules defined outside of any user preference profile? If so, does it mean that every time the user sets one of these options, he will have to create and/or delete rules in XDMS? 

Proposed Change: 

Discuss whether this solution is fine from a performance point of view.

If so, there may be a need to describe how the PF subscribes and get notified of changes in XDM documents, based on TS-XDM_Core specifications.
	Status: OPEN

	D508
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.1.1
	Source: Christophe Le Thierry D'ennequin
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE
Comment: 

Step 8 of the procedure in 8.3.2.1.1 is not clear on whether one <actions> element shall be defined for each possible case, or if only one <actions> element with several values shall be defined.  

Proposed Change:

Define one new action element that can have the following values: 

· “Defer” (assigned value 0)

· “Defer and Notify” (assigned value 1)

· “Store” (assigned value 2)

· “Interwork” (assigned value 3)

· “Forward” (assigned value 4)

Note that the case where those priority values have to be used to determine which action to perform should rarely happen as the algorithm to follow when multiple rules are matching (in 5.2.2.4 of [OMA-XDM-Core]) already provides ways to eliminate some conflicts.


	Status: OPEN

	D509
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.1.1
	Source: Christophe Le Thierry D'ennequin
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE
Comment: 

Step 5, 6 and 7 : if no rule is matching, PF should continue to step 9, not step 12.

Proposed Change: 

Replace “continue in step 12 “ by “continue in step 9”


	Status: OPEN

	D510
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.1.1
	Source: Christophe Le Thierry D'ennequin
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE
Comment: 

Step 5 and step 6 look similar as they both check if the rule is applicable to a “CPM large message”

Proposed Change: 

In step 5, use the “enabler” attribute instead of the “featuretag” to identify the CPM Enabler, as specified in OMA-TS-XDM_Core (5.2.2.1)
	Status: OPEN

	D511
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.1.1
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment:   The purpose of step 6 is not clear. Like page mode message, is it a rejection policy or a step for checking message size. 

Proposed Change: Specify the step 6
	Status: OPEN

	D512
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.1.1
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment:   on step 9, how to check user preference profile for registered devices is not clear

Proposed Change: The schema for user preference profile per device is needed
	Status: OPEN

	D513
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.1.1
	Source: Hansol Inticube

Form: doc#xxxx

Comment:.In step3, wrong reference.

Proposed Change: replace [RFC3428] with [RFC4028]. 
	Status: OPEN
Type to T according to D514

	D514
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 3: The Session-Expires header is not defined in [RFC3428].

Proposed Change: Change to [RFC4028].
	Status: OPEN

	D515
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 5: Integrate in the user –preferences checks of step 8.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D516
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 5: Integrate in the user –preferences checks of step 8.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D517
	2010.01.24
	E
	8.3.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 8a: cross-reference needs to be corrected.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D518
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 8b: What happens after the PF has received the message.

Proposed Change: Include reference to the deferred message section.
	Status: OPEN

	D519
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 8c: Include reference to the procedure in the Message Storage TS that should be used.

Proposed Change: Include reference to the deferred message section.
	Status: OPEN

	D520
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change “user preferences profile” into “User Preferences Profile”.

Proposed Change: Include reference to the deferred message section.
	Status: OPEN

	D521
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 12:  ??? What is meant with this step?

Proposed Change: Explain what is meant here, or remove the step.
	Status: OPEN

	D522
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.1.2
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: a=setup should always set to “active”

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

f. f. SHALL set the a=setup attribute as “active” 

	Status: OPEN

	D523
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.1.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: how is the originator address handle here : P-Asserted ID, From header , etc..

Proposed Change: clarify
	Status: OPEN

	D524
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.1.2
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment:   There is no step for opening MSRP session in case of delivering or interworking 

Proposed Change: Specify the process 
	Status: OPEN

	D525
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 5: Make cross-reference to appendix for definition of the format.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D526
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.1.1 & 8.3.2.1.2 & 8.6
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment:   When recording CPM Large Mode Message as CPM Conversation History, It’s not clear how to store it.

In section 8.6, CPM PF SHALL wait for receiving whole chunks of the message. But, in section 8.3.2.1.1, the checking user preference is performed on step 11. 

Proposed Change: Specify the process 
	Status: OPEN

	D527
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.1.3
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: Cannot store the replaced media (as a link) for delivery in Message Storage Server because:

1) The user MAY not have subscribed Message Storage (It is optional)

2) The user may not want to store it in MS which will consume the valuable storage quota

3) If the user would like to store the message including the media in the MS, it will be different from the ONLY media stored

4) How and when the stored media will be removed?

In fact it should be handled like the deferred messages that should be stored temporary in the PF waiting for the user retrieval and decision (delete/save/forward etc.)

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

When one or more Media Objects is to be replaced with corresponding reference, the CPM Participating Function:

1. SHALL store the media object in local temporary storage  and generate a URLfor each of the stored media;
2. 
3. 
Once references to each Media Object are obtained, for each CPM Client, the CPM Participating Function
1. SHALL remove the Media Objects to be replaced from the received CPM Message as indicated in the active User Preference Profile;
2. SHALL include the  URL in the body of the CPM Message corresponding to each Media Object to be replaced 
NOTE : If there are other Content-Type headers within the CPM Message, the CPM Participating Function keeps the Content-Type header “multipart/mixed” with the proper boundary value to distinguish the URL part and existing parts as described in [RFC2046].
3. the body of the CPM Message corresponding to each Media Object to be replaced 
NOTE : If there are other Content-Type headers within the CPM Message, the CPM Participating Function keeps the Content-Type header “multipart/mixed” with the proper boundary value to distinguish the URL part and existing parts as described in [RFC2046].

	Status: OPEN

	D528
	2010.01.22
	E
	8.3.2.1.3
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: In the “NOTE” insert a space between “Function” and “keep”. 

Proposed Change: as shown below:

“NOTE: If there are other Content-Type headers within the CPM Message, the CPM Participating Function-keeps the Content-Type header “multipart/mixed” with the proper boundary value to distinguish the URL part and existing parts as described in [RFC2046].”
	Status: OPEN

	D529
	2010.01.22
	Q
	8.3.2.1.3
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: A CPM Message that includes references to replaced media should be smaller than 1300 bytes (as specified in 5.1) in order to be delivered by SIP. Otherwise, it has to be turned into a Large Message Mode using MSRP session resulting in odd behavior of having opened both an MSRP session for Large Message Mode followed by an IMAP session to get the (referenced) media! The text of the specs is not clear on this interaction of MSRP & IMAP Sessions.  

Proposed Change: specify various steps of the operations. 

A CR should be provided 
	Status: OPEN

	D530
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.1.3
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment: The definition of user preference <allow-convert-media2link> is not fulfilled yet.

Proposed Change: The element for indirect message delivery is needed in user preference per device. 
	Status: OPEN

	D531
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Do we really want to check on a per-device basis whether this needs to be done?

Proposed Change: Use one setting for all devices.
	Status: OPEN

	D532
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Do we really want to check on a per-Media-Object basis whether this needs to be done?

Proposed Change: Use one setting for all Media Objects.
	Status: OPEN

	D533
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 2: Why fetch the body structure, can’t the PF create the IMAP URL just on the basis of the returned UID?

Proposed Change: Validate against IMAP URL RFC.
	Status: OPEN

	D534
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.1.4
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: need to resolve the Editor’s note

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D535
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.1.4
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment:   The Editor’s Note should be removed since the “Content Adaptation” feature can be realized as a straight-forward use of the IMAP extension.
Proposed Change: A CR will be provided against this section to use IMAP4 Extension and delete the Editor’s Note.
	Status: OPEN

	D536
	2010.01.21
	T
	8.3.2.1.4
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  The procedure is missing

Proposed Change: remove this section

	Status: OPEN

	D537
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove section, content adaptation can be considered implementation-specific.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D538
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.1.5
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: Mixing the connection model in MSRP-ACM with 4975…

“Upon receiving a SIP ACK acknowledgement, the CPM Participating Function, 

1. SHALL act as "passive" endpoint according to [MSRP-ACM] to establish MSRP connection;

2. SHALL send the SIP ACK acknowledgement to SIP/IP Core according to rules and procedures of the SIP/IP Core.
Upon receiving an MSRP SEND, CPM Participating Function:

1. SHALL select MSRP connection according to rules and procedures of [RFC4975]; and

SHALL, if needed, forward the MSRP SEND request towards each adjacent MSRP node according to rules and procedures of [RFC4975 “

It is Ok for PF to set itself as “passive” as indicated in step1 of ACK response in MSRP-ACM. Shouldn’t step1 of MSRP SEND be according to connection model of MSRP-ACM?  

Proposed Change: clarify
	Status: OPEN

	D539
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.1.5
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment:   The case that message is deferred does not need step 7

Proposed Change: specify the steps according to Message delivery cases(e.g. Deliver, defer, Store, etc)
	Status: OPEN

	D540
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 7: Recording of conversation history should only be done for a successfully delivered message.

Proposed Change: Move the step to later in the procedure (after MSRP send).
	Status: OPEN

	D541
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.2
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: need to resolve the Editor’s note

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D542
	2010.01.21
	T
	8.3.2.2
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: There is  still an editor’s note  

Proposed Change: remove the editor’s note under the heading

	Status: OPEN

	D543
	2010.01.24
	E
	8.3.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

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

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D544
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Be more specific in what is considered to be a delivery failure.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D545
	2010.01.24
	E
	8.3.2.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

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

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D546
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The SIP MESSAGE is not forwarded to the originating CPM Client, but to the SIP/IP core.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D547
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.2.2
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: need to resolve the Editor’s note

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D548
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.2.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: In Step 2, in the absence of “Content Storage”, there is no need for the CPM PF to “determine whether specific content needs to be stored in the content store”!
<Describe issue> 

Proposed Change: Provide CR to remove the second part of Step 2 as well as its corresponding Editor’s Note.
	Status: OPEN

	D549
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.2.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

1. Comment: The CPM Participating Function SHALL store the message in the user’s message store and SHALL determine whether specific content needs to be stored in the content store as described in yyy.
Reference missing ?

Proposed Change: actual value for ‘yyy’
	Status: OPEN

	D550
	2010.01.21
	T
	8.3.2.2.2
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  There is a reference to a non-existing procedure in step 2.

Proposed Change: remove the reference and the editor’s note

1. The CPM Participating Function SHALL store the message in the user’s message store.

	Status: OPEN

	D551
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Integrate this procedure in the calling procedure.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D552
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 2: Remove the references to the Content Storage.

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN

	D553
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.2.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 5 is superfluous as step 4 already covers this.

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN

	D554
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.3

8.3.2.3.1

8.3.2.3.2

8.3.2.4
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: need to resolve the Editor’s notes

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D555
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.3


	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: What if there is a user’s preference to view the content of the Deferred Messages queue? Having a Web Client model calls for such a preference. For this and when there is a Message Store deployed, Deferred Messages will always be sent to the Message Store and should not be queued in the PF. In such a case, what is deferred is the in-band notification messages to be sent to one or more clients.
Proposed Change: A CR will be prepared to specify that there could be a CPM User preference to have Deferred Messages stored in the Message Store when there is a Message Store. This will also help alleviate the need for large cache memory in the PF when there are many Large Message Mode messages to be deferred. 
	Status: OPEN

	D556
	2010.01.21
	T
	8.3.2.3
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  Message-Expires header is defined in Appendix C in C.1.5

Proposed Change: 

remove editor’s note and update bullet before step 6 as follows:

· If the SIP INVITE requests contains a CPM-Large-Message-Expires header, and the value is below the maximum Expires value per local policy, the CPM Participating Function MAY set the Expires value to the value contained in the SIP INVITE CPM-Large-Message-Expires header field.

Editor’s Note: the CPM-Large-Message-Expires header needs to be defined.
	Status: OPEN

	D557
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.3
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment:  On step 6,7, when sending a notification for deferred message, CPM PF should consider user preference of the clients. 

For example, the deferred message is matched with “work” profile, CPM PF should not send a notification to a client whose  UPP is “home”. 

Proposed Change: specify it. 
	Status: OPEN

	D558
	2010.01.24
	E
	8.3.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 1: Add “a” before “Pager Mode CPM Message”.

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN

	D559
	2010.01.24
	E
	8.3.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 1: change “these headers” into “the following headers”.

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN

	D560
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The CPIM headers are not SIP MESSAGE headers.

Proposed Change:  Mention them separate from the bullet list.
	Status: OPEN

	D561
	2010.01.24
	E
	8.3.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The style of the NOTE is not correct.

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

	D562
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Don’t include normative statements in a NOTE.

Proposed Change:  Change to lowercase shall.
	Status: OPEN

	D563
	2010.01.24
	E
	8.3.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: step 5: Change “Expires” into “expiry time”.

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN

	D564
	2010.01.24
	E
	8.3.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: step 5: Remove the “sent via the SIP MESSAGE request” and “sent via the SIP INVITE request”.

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN

	D565
	2010.01.24
	E
	8.3.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 5: Change “CPM Large Message-Expires header” into “Message-Expires header”.

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN

	D566
	2010.01.21
	T
	8.3.2.3.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  missing procedure

Proposed Change: this procedure is not needed as it is described in 8.3.2.4.5. Remove this section

	Status: OPEN

	D567
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.3.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP doc
Comment: There are some security-related issues associated with sending OOB notifications.
Proposed Change: Some additional security measures such as the following note should be added to the existing text:
Note: When required by the CPM User or the Service provider, the out-of-band notifications MUST be kept secured using its corresponding security mechanism defined in [SEC_CF1.1].
A CR will be provided.
	Status: OPEN

	D568
	2010.01.21
	T
	8.3.2.3.2
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  there is a reference to the push enabler.

Proposed Change: replace this reference with an out of band notification provided by the CPM enabler and remove the editor’s note

	Status: OPEN

	D569
	2010.01.21
	T
	8.3.2.4
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  There is still an editor’s note in this section

Proposed Change: remove the editor’s note

	Status: OPEN

	D570
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.4.1
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: missing steps

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

7. SHALL include an SDP body as an SDP offer in the SIP INVITE request according to rules and procedures of [RFC3264], [RFC4566] and [RFC4975] and additionally SHALL:

a. add either a session a=sendonly attribute; or,

b. a media a=sendonly attribute that modifies the m=message m-line in the SDP;
c. set the a=setup attribute to “passive”
8. SHALL send the SIP INVITE request towards the served CPM User according to rules and procedures of the [RFC3261].

On receipt of the SIP 200 "OK" response to the initial SIP INVITE request, the CPM Participating Function:

1. SHALL start the SIP Session timer using the value received in the Session-Expires header according to rules and procedures of [RFC4028];

2. SHALL store the Contact header as defined in [RFC3261];

3. SHALL process the deferred messages as described in 8.3.2.4.3 ”Deferred message delivery”.
4. SHALL generate and send a SIP ACK acknowledgement according to rules and procedures of SIP/IP Core

	Status: OPEN

	D571
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.4.1 & 8.3.2.4.2
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment:   When deferred messages is pushed to a client or when a client retrieve the deferred message, the deferred messages which will be sent to a client should be stored according to user preference for recording CPM Conversation History. 

Proposed Change: Specify the steps. 
	Status: OPEN

	D572
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.4.1
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment:   When deferred messages is pushed to a client, CPM PF should check about relevant clients which can receive the deferred messages based on user preference. 

For example, if the deferred message is matched with “work” UPP, CPM PF should not push the message to a CPM Client whose profile is “home” 

Proposed Change:  Specify it. 
	Status: OPEN

	D573
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.4.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 3: Make cross-reference to appendix for definition of the format.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D574
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.4.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: For retrieval of Deferred Messages, why is the Pull mechanism needed? Why not remaining consistent and always use the Push mechanism and the PF always Push a Deferred Message upon CPM Client’s registration? 
Proposed Change: Eliminate this duplication for retrieval of Deferred Message.

A CR can be prepared. 
	Status: OPEN

	D575
	
	T
	8.3.2.4.2
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: the standard way of routing towards a SIP proxy where services are to be invoked is to use the Route header. So, remove editor’s note and update step 3 as shown here.

Proposed Change: 
3. For each deferred messages identified in the URI-list of the SIP INVITE to be interworked, the  CPM Participating Function SHALL send the deferred message towards the Interworking Selection Function (ISF) by including the URI identifying the ISF in the Route header.
Editor’s Note: Setting the Route header to the address of the ISF needs to be confirmed by an LS from 3GPP CT1. 


	Status: OPEN

	D576
	
	T
	8.3.2.4.2
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: section 7.2.6.2.1 defines how the CPM Client identifies a particular deferred message URI as one to be interworked or stored, so the editor’s note can be removed.

Proposed Change: 
Editor’s Note: how a user marks a particular deferred message URI as one to be interworked or stored is FFS.
	Status: OPEN

	D577
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.4.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 6: Remove “with the expectation that …”

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN

	D578
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.4.2

8.3.2.4.3

8.3.2.4.4

8.3.2.4.5
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: need to resolve the Editor’s notes

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D579
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.4.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: why do we have message/sip, message/sipfrag and message/msrp and message/msrpfrag?

Proposed Change: change to message/msrp as it has been used already and message/msrpfrag do not add or bring any benefit to the mime type. 
	Status: OPEN

	D580
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.4.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The session is not a CPM Session.

Proposed Change:  Change into “SIP Session”.
	Status: OPEN

	D581
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.4.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 4: Remove “with the expectation that …”

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN

	D582
	2010.01.21
	T
	8.3.2.4.4
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment: There is still an editor’s note in this procedure  

Proposed Change: remove the editor’s note as sending the notification is described in 8.3.2.4.5

	Status: OPEN

	D583
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.4.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: When discarding an expired message, also a negative-delivery notification must be sent.

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN

	D584
	2010.01.21
	T
	8.3.2.4.5
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  step 3. b is incomplete
Proposed Change: Ericsson to provide CR for missing step

	Status: OPEN

	D585
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.4.5
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: In Step 2, it is stated that “Send a SIP 202 OK response if the deferred message is a Pager Mode message;”
What if the Deferred Message is a Large Mode Message?  There is no procedures proposed! This was also expected to be proposed as referenced in Section 8.3.2.1.1 Step 8/a/2nd bullet. 
Proposed Change: A CR to describe the missing procedure can be provided.
	Status: OPEN

	D586
	2010.01.22
	Q
	8.3.2.4.5
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: For “Defer and Notify” procedures, there is no CPM-DEF requirements. What would be its use case and why shouldn’t this be the same as deposit in Message Storage and notify when the Message Store is available?
 Proposed Change: For consistency, these should be streamlined in terms of its requirements (and use case, perhaps)!
	Status: OPEN

	D587
	2010.01.22
	Q
	8.3.2.4.5

General
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0016-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ALU

Comment: Regarding Deferred Message during Group Session, how is message deferral handled by the Controlling Function?  Should the CF retain an ad-hoc group list for the duration of the message expiry interval of the last sent contribution/message in a conversation?  Or is the ad-hoc group re-created based on information stored in the deferred message?  (loss of add/remove functionality)

Proposed Change: Clarifications are needed. If specification of a procedure to handle this situation is out of scope, it should be noted. Else, no deferred messages are queued during Group Sessions.
	Status: OPEN

	D588
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.4.5
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment:   This section is similar to section 8.3.2.3.1. 

Proposed Change:  After making section 8.3.2.3.1, remove this section without change
	Status: OPEN

	D589
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.4.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: This section and its contents seem highly out of place.

Proposed Change:  Move the contents to the relevant places in calling procedures, or remove the section.
	Status: OPEN

	D590
	2010.01.21
	T
	8.3.2.5
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  the standard way of routing towards a SIP proxy where services are to be invoked is to use the Route header. So, change the last paragraph in section 8.3.2.5 as shown here.

Proposed Change: 
In order to send the CPM Message or CPM Session Invitation to the Interworking Selection Function, the CPM Participating Function SHALL act as a UAC, as defined in [RFC3261], and send the SIP MESSAGE request (corresponding with a Pager Mode CPM Message or a CPM Message Disposition Notification) or SIP INVITE request (corresponding with a Large Message Mode CPM Message or a CPM Session Invitation) directly to the Interworking Selection Function, without routing the SIP request via the SIP/IP Core, by including the URI identifying the ISF in the Route header.
	Status: OPEN

	D591
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.5
	Source: Christophe Le Thierry D'ennequin
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE
Comment: 

Although this section mentions about CPM Session invitation, it is under “8.3 CPM Message Handling”.

 Proposed Change: 

Move this section at a higher level (e.g after 8.2)
	Status: OPEN

	D592
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.3.2.5
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: precision that the PF can retrieves from the user preferences enabler, alternate non CPM communication services address in case of interworking is missing 

Proposed Change: add clarification on that topic
	Status: OPEN

	D593
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: This information is a bit out of place.

Proposed Change: Integrate the information in the calling procedures.
	Status: OPEN

	D594
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.3.2.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: This section misses a description for recipients that are no CPM Users.

Proposed Change:  Add a paragraph on this.
	Status: OPEN

	D595
	2010.01.22
	T
	All 8.4

8.5 and 8.6
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: need to resolve all Editor’s notes

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D596
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: It was stated that PF can be in the media path due provider policies and the policies may depend on parameters such as the following 

“

· If the Conversation History Function is supported and a user has his history settings active when he receives a CPM Session Invitation or a Large Message Mode Invitation;

· If the CPM Participating Function needs to do charging.

· If the CPM Participating Function needs to handle multiple devices for the CPM User for session invitations”

At least bullet 1 and 3 is functionality of the PF and should not be about policy …It MUST be part of the procedure that if these functionalities are being offered for a CPM user, the PF MUST be in the media path…

Proposed Change: Please indicate when PF MUST be in the media path and then in addition , some description of service provider policies some additional criteria when PF could be in the Media path 
	Status: OPEN

	D597
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.4
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment:   CPM does not have Conversation History Function and history setting is not clear

Proposed Change: reword after defining user preference element  
	Status: OPEN

	D598
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: “Conversation History Function” is not a defined term.

Proposed Change:  Change start of bullet to “If CPM Conversation History recording …”
	Status: OPEN

	D599
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: “User Agent Server” and “User Agent Client” are not defined terms.

Proposed Change:  Change to all lowercase.
	Status: OPEN

	D600
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.4.1
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment: on step 3-iv and step 4-b, CPF PF checks the “invited CPM User’s preference”, but which user preference should be checked was not clear. 

Proposed Change: Update user preference after fixing user preference elements. 
	Status: OPEN

	D601
	2010.01.24
	E
	8.4.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change section title to “CPM Session Invitation on the Originating Side”.

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN

	D602
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.4.1.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: 

If the CPM Participating Function stays in the media path, the CPM Participating Function:
Step : 4c :

“ SHALL behave as a B2BUA according to rules and procedures of [RFC3261] for the duration of the CPM Session; “

Not enough : B2BUA in 3261 does describe how the session handling and mapping would be made . So that clarification would be needed in the specification 
Proposed Change: Add additional functionality of correlating both sides of the SIP session of the PF & maintaining call state for all SIP sessions it handles
	Status: OPEN

	D603
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.4.1.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: 

Upon receiving a SIP 200 "OK" response, if the CPM Participating Function is acting as a B2BUA, the CPM Participating Function: 

1. SHALL cache the list of supported SIP methods if such methods were received in the Allow header for further communications;
2. SHALL store the contact received in the Contact header for further communications;
Step 2. it should be content not contact

Proposed Change: Replace “contact” with “content”
	Status: OPEN

	D604
	2010.01.21
	T
	8.4.1.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  when the CPM Participating FUnciton is acting as a B2BUA, it is required to maintain a mapping of the two legs of the session on either side. This is what is meant in step 5 after receiving a SIP 200 “OK” response. Therefore the editor’s note needs to be removed and a clarification made to step 5a as shown.

Proposed Change: 
: Editor’s note: Need for the following step is FFS:
5. SHALL include a SIP URI for the Contact header as follows:

a. constructed such that the CPM Participating Function can resolve it back to the original SIP URI provided in the Contact header of the received SIP 200 "OK" response;

	Status: OPEN

	D605
	2010.01.24
	E
	8.4.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change section title to “Receive CPM Session Invitation”.

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN

	D606
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.4.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove “from the served CPM Client”.

Proposed Change:  Change to all lowercase.
	Status: OPEN

	D607
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.4.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 2: Make cross-reference to appendix for definition of the format.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D608
	2010.01.24
	E
	8.4.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 2: Convert the sub-bullet in a real bullet instead of a numbered item.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D609
	2010.01.24
	E
	8.4.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 4: Looks strange with the numbered list inside the step.

Proposed Change: Remove the inner numbered list, and let part 2 become step 5.
	Status: OPEN

	D610
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.4.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 4g: CPM also supports real-time media.

Proposed Change: Don’t mandate the [RFC4975] support. Clarify how to include real-time media streams.
	Status: OPEN

	D611
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.4.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 7 of the response handling: Why only in B2BUA mode? In the Proxy case at least the session meta-data (excluding Media exchanged) can be stored as well.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D612
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.4.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: last paragraph: Shouldn’t an interworking attempt be done when certain error responses are received? ( inconsistent with the SD

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D613
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.4.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change section title to “Receiving a Cancel Request”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D614
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.4.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove “from the CPM Client”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D615
	2010.01.22
	E
	8.4.2
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: typo

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

Upon receiving from the CPM Controlling Function, a SIP INVITE request of a CPM 1-1 Session or a CPM Group Session, the CPM Participating Function: 


	Status: OPEN

	D616
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.4.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: 

If the CPM Participating Function stays in the media path, the CPM Participating Function:

Step 3c :

· SHALL behave as a B2BUA according to rules and procedures of [RFC3261] for the duration of the CPM Session; 

Not enough : B2BUA in 3261 does describe how the session handling and mapping would be made . So that clarification would be needed in the specification 
Proposed Change:  Add additional functionality of correlating both sides of the SIP session of the PF & maintaining call state for all SIP sessions it handles
	Status: OPEN

	D617
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.4.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: 

Editor’s Note: When PF does not stay in media path, resolving user preferences request for CPM Conversation recording is FFS.

Confusing: Conversation recording functionality is possible only when PF is in the media path ..

Proposed Change: delete the Editor’s note .
	Status: OPEN

	D618
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.4.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: 

In order to establish a new session for the new Media Stream, the CPM Participating Function:
1. SHALL check if service provider policy allows to establish a new session for the new Media Stream;  
2. If allowed, SHALL generate a SIP INVITE request and act as specified in section 7.3.1 “Initiating a CPM 1-1 Session” and with the following clarifications:
a. SHALL include a MIME SDP body for the new Media Stream as an SDP offer in the SIP INVITE request.
b. SHALL send the SIP INVITE request according to rules and procedures of the SIP/IP Core.
This is very confusing or not completely specify..

Is there any indication in the just added new media in the signaling that the new media is a subset /part of /being offered together with the old media already running on the user’s device ? Any indication of specifying the targeted device for the new media so that the media will not be received on a completely different device ?

Proposed Change: Please, clarify!
	Status: OPEN

	D619
	2010.01.21
	T
	8.4.2
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  when the CPM Participating Function is acting as a B2BUA, it is required to maintain a mapping of the two legs of the session on either side. This is what is meant in step 5 after receiving a SIP 200 “OK” response. Therefore the editor’s note needs to be removed and a clarification made to step 5a as shown.

Proposed Change: 
5. SHALL include a SIP URI for the Contact header as follows:

a. constructed such that the CPM Participating Function can resolve it back to the original SIP URI provided in the Contact header of the received SIP 200 "OK" response; 

Editor’s Note: Whether PF can construct SIP URI dynamically is FFS.

	Status: OPEN

	D620
	2010.01.21
	T
	8.4.2
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  last paragraph in the section either needs to be changed to explain that if all CPM Clients that receive the INVITE responded with an error, then the terminating PF either decides to interwork the request as per section 8.3.2.5, or returns one of these error responses back to the sending CPM Client.

Proposed Change: 
Upon receiving a SIP final response other than a SIP 200 "OK" from each CPM Client, the CPM Participating Function SHALL check whether interworking is possible as per section 8.3.2.5 “Interworking Decision on Terminating Side”, and if not, it SHALL forward one of the SIP final responses along the signalling path towards the initiating CPM Client from which the first SIP 200 "OK" response was received according to [RFC 3261].

	Status: OPEN

	D621
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.4.2
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment: Step 1-a and step 1-b look similar as they both check if the rule is applicable to a “CPM Session”
Proposed Change: combine step 1-a, step 1-b or specify both steps. 
	Status: OPEN

	D622
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.4.2
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment: In CPM Session, PF forward SIP INVITE to SIP/IP core and SIP/IP core forks SIP INVITE. CPM PF will receive one 200OK, so it don’t have to send BYE to other clients. 

Proposed Change: Second paragraph from the end will be removed 
	Status: OPEN

	D623
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.4.2
	Source: Christophe Le Thierry D'ennequin
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE
Comment: 

Step 3.d.iv

This step needs to be clarified in case the Request-URI contains a GRUU (e.g when extending a 1-1 to a 1-N CPM Session)

Proposed Change:  Clarify step 3.d.iv.
	Status: OPEN

	D624
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.4.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Change section title to “CPM Session Invitation on Terminating Side”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D625
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.4.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: It won’t always be from the CPM Controlling Function that a CPM Session Invitation is received.

Proposed Change: Remove “from the CPM Controlling Function”.
	Status: OPEN

	D626
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.4.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: step 1: alignment of paragraph below step 1e is strange.

Proposed Change: Align so that it is clear that the paragraph is part of step 1.
	Status: OPEN

	D627
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.4.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: step 2: message size and content? This is about sessions.

Proposed Change: remove step.
	Status: OPEN

	D628
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.4.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 3d.iii: CPM also supports real-time media.

Proposed Change: Clarify how to include real-time media streams.
	Status: OPEN

	D629
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.4.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 3e: Conversation History recording should only start once the session has been established.

Proposed Change: Move down until after an OK response has been received.
	Status: OPEN

	D630
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.4.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 6 of response handling: remove “to the CPM Client”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D631
	2010.01.24
	E
	8.4.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: remove the “, and,” at the end of step 6 of the response handling.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D632
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.4.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The last paragraph is unreadable and it is unclear where responses are sent.

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

	D633
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.4.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove “1-1” from the section title. This is generic for all sessions.

Proposed Change:.
	Status: OPEN

	D634
	2010.01.21
	T
	8.4.3.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  according to the SD section C.5.1.4, the SIP BYE is sent end to end before the 200 OK is generated back to the side that sent the SIP BYE.
Proposed Change: 
Upon receiving a SIP BYE request, a CPM Participating Function:

1. SHALL generate a SIP BYE request 200 "OK" response and send it towards the remote sending entity according to rules and procedures of the SIP/IP Core;
Upon receiving a SIP 200 “OK” response from the remote entity, a CPM Participating Function:

1. SHALL generate a SIP 200 "OK" response and send it towards the sending entity according to rules and procedures of the SIP/IP Core;

2. SHALL release Media Plane resources associated with the SIP session, if it had inserted itself in the transport path for the ongoing session

	Status: OPEN

	D635
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.4.3.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The SIP BYE also needs to be forwarded towards the other side of the CPM Session.

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

	D636
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.4.3.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Odd way of handling timeouts. Shouldn’t both side be disconnected?

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

	D637
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.4.3.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: What does “interact with the Media Plane” mean?

Proposed Change: Change to: “SHALL release all Media Plane resources associated with the CPM Session.”
	Status: OPEN

	D638
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.4.3.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Remove “1-1” from the section title. This is generic for all sessions.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D639
	2010.01.21
	T
	8.4.4
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  a re-INVITE cannot use a different URI in the Contact header than what was used in the INVITE, so the following clarification text to step 2b is proposed.

Proposed Change: 
 update step 2b as follows:

b. SHALL include the same a URI identifying its own address that was used in the initial INVITE, and the CPM Feature Tag ‘3gpp-service.ims.icsi.oma.cpm.session’ in the Contact header of the SIP re-INVITE request;

	Status: OPEN

	D640
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.4.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: We cannot refer to a CPM Client section here. Surely the procedures for the CPM PF are different. (happens twice in this section)

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D641
	2010.01.22
	T


	8.4.5


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

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

	D642
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.4.5 & 8.4.6 & 8.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Remove empty sections. Functionalities are already covered somewhere else.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D643
	2010.01.21
	T
	8.4.6
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  Missing procedure

Proposed Change: This procedure is not needed and should be removed as it is not possible to forward a group session 


	Status: OPEN

	D644
	2010.01.22
	T


	8.4.6


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

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

	D645
	2010.01.21
	T
	8.5 
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  Missing procedure

Proposed Change: Provide missing procedure

	Status: OPEN

	D646
	2010.01.22
	T


	8.5


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

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

	D647
	2010.01.21
	T
	8.6
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  There is still an editor’s note in this section

Proposed Change: remove editor’s note

	Status: OPEN

	D648
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.6
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE
Comment: There are missing steps to check the remaining buffer size in MSS

Proposed Change: After checking SIP INVITE, PF can notice to CPM Client about the full memory of Message Storage Server. 
	Status: OPEN

	D649
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.6
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE
Comment: The exact way how to record CPM Session state Information is not clear

Proposed Change:  specify it. 
	Status: OPEN

	D650
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.6
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE
Comment: How to stop recoding is not specified yet even though it is specified at SD level (SD 5.2.1.2.3).

Proposed Change: specify it. 
	Status: OPEN

	D651
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.6
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE
Comment: When recording, handling disposition notification is missing in every message delivery case. 

Proposed Change: 

Disposition-Notification header shall be removed before storing, similarly to step 1 of 8.3.2.2.2
	Status: OPEN

	D652
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.6.1
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: there is no Contribution ID in an INVITE

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

1. SHALL extract relevant headers of the request .

a. From header;

b. To header;

c. Date header, if it exists;

d. Conversation Identity if it exists.


	Status: OPEN

	D653
	2010.01.24
	T
	8.6.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: We cannot refer to a CPM Client section here. Surely the procedures for the CPM PF are different. (happens twice in this section)
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D654
	2010.01.22
	T
	8.6.2
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: there is no Contribution ID in an INVITE

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

1. SHALL extract relevant headers of the request and send a request to store them as described in section 6.1.1 “Message and History Operations” in [OMA-CPM_TS_MessageStorage]

a. From header;

b. To header;

c. Date header, if it exists;

d. Conversation Identity if it exists

	Status: OPEN

	D655
	2010.01.22
	T
	All 9
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: : need to resolve the Editor’s notes

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D656
	2010.01.24
	T
	9
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Create a little introductory section with a “roadmap” along the procedures in this chapter.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D657
	2010.01.24
	T
	9
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Procedures for CPM File Transfer are missing.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D658
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: The whole section is about standalone messages.
Proposed Change: Consistently use the term CPM Standalone Message instead of CPM Message or message.
	Status: OPEN

	D659
	2010.01.22
	T
	9.1.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: 

Steps in the procedure for SIP MESSAGE is missing service provider policy… Service provider may have a policy that when evaluated to be true/false ..may affect whether to continue the procedure or not . Shouldn’t this be included as service provider policies have been mentioned  in the specs

Proposed Change: Add

SHALL check the service provider policy whether to allow the request or not , if allowed the continue with the rest of steps
	Status: OPEN

	D660
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

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

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D661
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The procedure should first check whether the indicated CPM Pre-defined Group actually exists.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D662
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 2: What is there to authorize?

Proposed Change: Explain what authorization takes place or remove the step.
	Status: OPEN

	D663
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 5: Instead of pointing to another section, include the information in that section here, for better readability.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D664
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 6: remove “towards the initiating CPM Client”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D665
	2010.01.22
	E
	9.1.2
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: typo

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

Upon receiving the first SIP 200 OK response, CPM Controlling Function: 

1. SHALL generate SIP 200 OK response according to rules and procedures of [RFC3261]; 
2. SHALL include the SDP received in the response of SIP INVITE Request as an answer SDP according to rules and procedures of [RFC3264], [RFC4566], [MSRP-ACM] and [RFC4975] with the following clarification

	Status: OPEN

	D666
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

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

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D667
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Throughout the section remove “to the CPM Client” or “to the originating network” when talking about sending responses.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D668
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Why is the order of checks different from the Pager Mode handling?

Proposed Change: Align and process in the same order of checks.
	Status: OPEN

	D669
	2010.01.24
	D
	9.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 4: Style of the Note is not correct.

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

	D670
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 4: Why is this note here, and nowhere else in the document when talking about anonymity?

Proposed Change: Move note to a generic section.
	Status: OPEN

	D671
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Steps 6 & 7 seems to be duplicates. When you’re acting as a conference focus, you’re automatically a B2BUA.

Proposed Change: Remove step 7.
	Status: OPEN

	D672
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 9: Instead of pointing to another section, include the information in that section here, for better readability.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D673
	2010.01.24
	E
	9.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the response handling, insert “the” before “CPM Controlling Function”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D674
	2010.01.24
	E
	9.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 2: Decapitalize “Request”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D675
	2010.01.24
	E
	9.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Reverse order of [RFC4975] and [MSRP-ACM] references.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D676
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Step 3 of response handling: Make cross-reference to appendix for definition of the format.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D677
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Step 6 of response handling: State where this “isfocus” parameter is to be inserted.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D678
	2010.01.24
	E
	9.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the ACK handling, insert “the” before “CPM Controlling Function”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D679
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 1 of ACK handling: Instead of pointing to another section, include the information in that section here, for better readability.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D680
	2010.01.24
	E
	9.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the MSRP SEND handling, insert “the” before “CPM Controlling Function”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D681
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 1 of MSRP SEND handling: Instead of pointing to another section, include the information in that section here, for better readability.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D682
	2010.01.22
	T
	9.1.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: Pager for ad hoc  group should reference the message uri-list service drat/RFC . the procedure lacks how this is expected to implemented. Now the uri-list uri can be the same as conf factory uri but there is the need to reference the uri-list draft/RFC for how that functionality is expected to implemented

Proposed Change: Please clarify and provide reference for [RFC5365],
	Status: OPEN

	D683
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

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

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D684
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Throughout the section remove “to the CPM Client” or “to the originating network” when talking about sending responses.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D685
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Before sending the message to the addresses, the URI-list needs to be updated (e.g. remove ‘bcc’ entries). This is missing.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D686
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 5: Instead of pointing to another section, include the information in that section here, for better readability.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D687
	2010.01.22
	E
	9.1.4
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: correct the reference

Proposed Change: 

Change the following text as marked:

Upon receiving a SIP ACK acknowledgement, CPM Controlling Function: 
1. SHALL initiate MSRP Session as specified in section 9.1.8 “MSRP session handling for Large Message Mode CPM Message”;

2. SHALL send SIP ACK acknowledgement according to rules and procedures of SIP/IP Core.

Upon receiving a MSRP SEND, CPM Controlling Function:

a. SHALL handle MSRP SEND request as specified in section 9.1.8“MSRP session handling for Large Message Mode CPM Message”.

	Status: OPEN

	D688
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

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

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D689
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Throughout the section remove “to the CPM Client” or “to the originating network” when talking about sending responses.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D690
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Why is the order of checks different from the Pager Mode handling?

Proposed Change: Align and process in the same order of checks.
	Status: OPEN

	D691
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Steps 6 & 7 seems to be duplicates. When you’re acting as a conference focus, you’re automatically a B2BUA.

Proposed Change: Remove step 7.
	Status: OPEN

	D692
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Before sending the invite to the addresses, the URI-list needs to be updated (e.g. remove ‘bcc’ entries). This is missing.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D693
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 9: Instead of pointing to another section, include the information in that section here, for better readability.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D694
	2010.01.24
	E
	9.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the response handling, insert “the” before “CPM Controlling Function”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D695
	2010.01.24
	E
	9.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Reverse order of [RFC4975] and [MSRP-ACM] references.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D696
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Step 3 of response handling: Make cross-reference to appendix for definition of the format.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D697
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Step 6 of response handling: State where this “isfocus” parameter is to be inserted.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D698
	2010.01.24
	E
	9.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the ACK handling, insert “the” before “CPM Controlling Function”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D699
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 1 of ACK handling: Instead of pointing to another section, include the information in that section here, for better readability.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D700
	2010.01.24
	E
	9.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: In the MSRP SEND handling, insert “the” before “CPM Controlling Function”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D701
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 1 of MSRP SEND handling: Instead of pointing to another section, include the information in that section here, for better readability.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D702
	2010.01.22
	T
	9.1.5
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: 

a. SHALL include a Referred-By header with the Authenticated Originator's CPM Address of the sending CPM User, unless privacy was requested by the sending CPM user.
b. SHALL include a Referred-By header with anonymous URI, if privacy was requested by the sending CPM user.
This one step with either or <value>

Proposed Change:  add “or” at the end of step a… to connect steps  a and b.
	Status: OPEN

	D703
	2010.01.22
	E
	9.1.5
	Source: Hansol Inticube

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0021-CPM_V1_0_Comments_Hansol Comment:.In step4-a, CPM Group Identity isn’t defined.

Proposed Change: replace CPM Group Identity with CPM Pre-defined Group URI.
	Status: OPEN

	D704
	2010.01.22
	T
	9.1.6
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: 

a. The URI in the Authenticated Originator’s CPM Address is set to the CPM Group Identity;
b. SHALL include a Referred-By header with the Authenticated Originator's CPM Address of the sending CPM User, unless privacy was requested by the sending CPM user.
c. SHALL include a Referred-By header with anonymous URI, if privacy was requested by the sending CPM user.
Connect “a” and “b” steps

Proposed Change: Replace “unless privacy was requested by the sending CPM user” in step b  with “or”
	Status: OPEN

	D705
	2010.01.24
	E
	9.1.6
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Reverse order of [RFC4975] and [MSRP-ACM] references.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D706
	2010.01.22
	T
	9.1.7
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: 

In [RFC5438] both Ad hoc and pre-defined group are intermediaries ..No clarification for the case where CF is a pre-defined Group
Proposed Change: Clarify using RFC 5438 since we are referring to header information in the payload of the SIPMESSAGE
	Status: OPEN

	D707
	2010.01.24
	E
	9.1.7
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: 1st bullet: Add “and” before “IMDN-Record-Route”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D708
	2010.01.24
	E
	9.1.7
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: 1st bullet: Remove “field” after “header”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D709
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.1.7
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: What has service provider policy to do with all the bullets?

Proposed Change: State that IMDN aggregation is under the control of service provider policy, and remove all others.
	Status: OPEN

	D710
	2010.01.22
	T
	9.1.8
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: 

Upon receiving a MSRP SEND, the CPM Controlling Function:

1. SHALL store content in a temporary buffer according to (near) real-time receive/send fashion;
Implementation issue? Some implementation will forward message streams as they come 

Proposed Change: Reference the handling of the messages according to RFC 4975 unless there is some special handling you want to high light
	Status: OPEN

	D711
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.1.8
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 1 of MSRP SEND handling: This is implementation detail.

Proposed Change: Remove step.
	Status: OPEN

	D712
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.1.8
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 2f of MSRP SEND handling: Don’t point to a CPM Client section.

Proposed Change: Just point to the IMDN RFC or move section pointed to to the common procedures chapter.
	Status: OPEN

	D713
	2010.01.22
	T
	9.2.1.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: 

In the 200 OK response part:

“Upon receiving a SIP 200 “OK” response for the SIP INVITE request, the CPM Controlling Function:”

Which 200 OK? 
Proposed Change: add “first” in the sentence to indicate when to reply to the inviting user i.e. 

Upon receiving “the first” SIP 200 “OK” response for the SIP INVITE request, the CPM Controlling Function:

	Status: OPEN

	D714
	2010.01.22
	T
	9.2.1.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: Shouldn’t “is-Focus” feature tag be checked in the Ad hoc case ? Or cascade groups communication is allowed in the ad hoc again

Proposed Change: Add the checking of isfocus from the pre-defined section also to the ad hoc section
	Status: OPEN

	D715
	2010.01.22
	T
	9.2.1.1
	Source: Christophe Le Thierry D'ennequin
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE
Comment: 

Last bullet of the section (step 2): 

When does this situation happen?

Proposed Change: 

Remove this bullet.
	Status: OPEN

	D716
	2010.01.22
	T
	9.2.1.1
	Source: Hansol Inticube

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0021-CPM_V1_0_Comments_Hansol Comment:.In step 3-a, Warning header value needs to be clarified.

Proposed Change: change “warning” into “Warning”, delete the “proper”, put “set to ‘Too many recipients’” at the end of the sentence.
	Status: OPEN
Being handled by CR 0044

	D717
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

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

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D718
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 4: Remove “of the inviting User”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D719
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 8: Instead of pointing to another section, include the information in that section here, for better readability.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D720
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Step 1c of response handling: State where this information is to be included.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D721
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Step 2: CPM also supports real-time media.
Proposed Change: Clarify how to include real-time media streams.
	Status: OPEN

	D722
	2010.01.22
	T
	9.2.1.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: 

Upon receiving a SIP 200 “OK” response for the SIP INVITE request, the CPM Controlling Function:
1. SHALL generate a SIP 200 “OK” response to the SIP INVITE request according to rules and procedures of [RFC3261] and the following additional clarifications; 
Which 200 OK?
Proposed Change : Add ”first”
	Status: OPEN

	D723
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

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

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D724
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 7c: Don’t point to a CPM Client section.

Proposed Change: Include info here or move section pointed to to the common procedures chapter.
	Status: OPEN

	D725
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 8: Instead of pointing to another section, include the information in that section here, for better readability.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D726
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Response handling: Change “a SIP 200” into “the first SIP 200”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D727
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: error response handling: This is very unclear on when exactly this part of the procedure is to be executed.

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

	D728
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 2 of error response handling: Why would a 200 OK response already been sent?

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

	D729
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

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

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D730
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Throughout the section remove “to the CPM Client” or “to the originating network” when talking about sending responses.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D731
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 2: Don’t point to a CPM Client section.

Proposed Change: Include info here or move section pointed to to the common procedures chapter.
	Status: OPEN

	D732
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Step 3a: State where this information is to be inserted.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D733
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: After completion of the procedures the Media Plane should be initiated.
Proposed Change: Add description.
	Status: OPEN

	D734
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

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

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D735
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Throughout the section remove “to the CPM Client” or “to the originating network” when talking about sending responses.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D736
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Step 2: Describe how the CPM CF determines that a Participant is allowed to join.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D737
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: After completion of the procedures the Media Plane should be initiated.
Proposed Change: Add description.
	Status: OPEN

	D738
	2010.01.21
	T
	9.2.1.5
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  There is no need to use the implicit subscription of the REFER, and in fact no procedure exists to handle receiving the REFER defined NOTIFYs. A CPM Client is only expected to handle NOTIFYs containing the conference-state event package. Therefore, the Refer-Sub header shall always be set to “false”, and the Require header shall always contain the “norefersub” option tag. 

Proposed Change: 

- change step 9 as follows:

9. SHALL if the Refer-Sub header is not present or is set to “true” in the SIP REFER request, generate and send a SIP 421 “Extension Required” response towards the inviting CPM Client, and include in the response a Require header with the option tag “norefersub”. and send to the inviting CPM Client SIP NOTIFY request(s) as specified in the section 9.2.2.6 “Session Information Request”.

	Status: OPEN

	D739
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

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

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D740
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Throughout the section remove “to the CPM Client” or “to the originating network” when talking about sending responses.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D741
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 4: Be specific in what response has to be sent.

Proposed Change: Change 2xx in 200.
	Status: OPEN

	D742
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 7: ??? It is unclear what this step means.

Proposed Change: Clarify or remove step.
	Status: OPEN

	D743
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 8: Not all addressee have to be Users.

Proposed Change: Change “User” in “address”.
	Status: OPEN

	D744
	2010.01.21
	T
	9.2.1.6
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  There is no need to use the implicit subscription of the REFER, and in fact no procedure exists to handle receiving the REFER defined NOTIFYs. A CPM Client is only expected to handle NOTIFYs containing the conference-state event package. Therefore, the Refer-Sub header shall always be set to “false”, and the Require header shall always contain the “norefersub” option tag. 

Proposed Change: 

change step 8 as follows:

8. SHALL if the Refer-Sub header is not present or is set to “true” in the SIP REFER request, generate and send a SIP 421 “Extension Required” response towards the inviting CPM Client, and include in the response a Require header with the option tag “norefersub”. and send to the originating CPM Client SIP NOTIFY request(s) as specified in the section 9.2.2.6 “Session Information Request”.

	Status: OPEN

	D745
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.6
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

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

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D746
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.6
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Throughout the section remove “to the CPM Client” or “to the originating network” when talking about sending responses.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D747
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.6
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 4: Be specific in what response has to be sent.

Proposed Change: Change 2xx in 200.
	Status: OPEN

	D748
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.6
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 8: Not all addressee have to be Users.

Proposed Change: Change “User” in “address”.
	Status: OPEN

	D749
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.7
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 4: Instead of pointing to another section, include the information in that section here, for better readability.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D750
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.7
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Throughout the section remove “to the CPM Client” or “to the originating network” when talking about sending responses.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D751
	2010.01.22
	T
	9.2.1.8
	Source: Nokia

Comment: 

“Upon receiving a SIP re-INVITE request within an existing CPM Session including a new SDP offer as specified by [RFC3264], [RFC4566] and for MSRP sessions [RFC4975] the CPM Controlling Function “

What SIP re-INVITE is has been defined in the whole section?

Proposed Change: Reference a section in the specs on re-INVITE in this sentence or indicate what re-INVITE is e.g. INVITE with session id in the  request uri 
	Status: OPEN

	D752
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.8
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 2: Instead of pointing to another section, include the information in that section here, for better readability.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D753
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.8
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Throughout the section remove “to the CPM Client” or “to the originating network” when talking about sending responses.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D754
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.8
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: A much better description is needed to explain what happens if different Participants accept different Media Streams.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D755
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.8
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 3.a.iii: What does “interact with the Media Plane” mean?

Proposed Change: Change to “modify the Media Plane”.
	Status: OPEN

	D756
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.9
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 3: Describe what “the actions” are.

Proposed Change: Change to “modify the Media Plane”.
	Status: OPEN

	D757
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.9
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Throughout the section remove “to the CPM Client” or “to the originating network” when talking about sending responses.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D758
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.9
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 3: What is there to authorize?

Proposed Change: Explain what authorization takes place or remove the step.
	Status: OPEN

	D759
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.9
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 3: What is there to authorize?

Proposed Change: Explain what authorization takes place or remove the mentioning of authorization.
	Status: OPEN

	D760
	2010.01.24
	E
	9.2.1.9
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: The editor’s note under step 4 has the wrong style.

Proposed Change: Update the style.
	Status: OPEN

	D761
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.9
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Step 5: So what response needs to be send?

Proposed Change: Be specific.
	Status: OPEN

	D762
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.1.9
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: Last paragraph: Provide details as to when the CPM CF needs to terminate the subscription.

Proposed Change: Be specific.
	Status: OPEN

	D763
	2010.01.22
	T
	9.2.2.1
	Source: Christophe Le Thierry D'ennequin
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE
Comment: 

Step 10 : when extending a CPM Session from 1-1 to 1-N,  the Request-URI contains a public GRUU, not a CPM User Address.

Proposed Change: 

Add the following to the end of step 10: 

If the request is extending an existing 1-1 CPM Session to a CPM Group Session, the Request-URI SHALL contain the  public GRUU of the CPM Client on which the CPM Session is being extended.
	Status: OPEN

	D764
	2010.01.24
	E
	9.2.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: step 2: Add “CPM” before “Feature Tag”.

Proposed Change: Be specific.
	Status: OPEN

	D765
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007

Comment: step 7: Remove “by the inviting CPM Client”.

Proposed Change:.
	Status: OPEN

	D766
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Step 8: CPM also supports real-time media.
Proposed Change: Clarify how to include real-time media streams.
	Status: OPEN

	D767
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Step 10: Change “CPM User” to “Participant”.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D768
	2010.01.24
	E
	9.2.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Step 12: Change “Group” to “group” ( not a defined term.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D769
	2010.01.24
	E
	9.2.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Step 12: Change “Pre-defined group” to “CPM Pre-defined Group”.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D770
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Step 13: The URI-list should also be copied into the outgoing INVITE (with some modifications, e.g. strip out bcc).
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D771
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.2.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Step 14: According to the SD the outgoing INVITE should contain the list of Participants.
Proposed Change: Add description of adding a URI-list with the Participants listed in it.
	Status: OPEN

	D772
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Capitalize “participants” consistently throughout the section.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D773
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.2.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Be clear about what happens if different Participants send different response (e.g. a mix of 200 and 4xx responses).
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D774
	2010.01.22
	E


	9.2.2.4


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

Comment: 9.2.2.6 “Session Information Request” should be 9.2.3.1 “Session Information Request”
Proposed Change: modify it.
	Status: OPEN
Should be handled together with D775

	D775
	2010.01.21
	T
	9.2.2.4
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  section 9.2.3.2 specifies how the SIP NOTIFY to conference participants is generated.
Proposed Change: 
change step 1 after receiving a SIP 200 “OK” as follows:

1. SHALL generate a SIP NOTIFY request to the Participants which have subscribed to the Group Session information, that a CPM User has left the CPM Group Session, as specified in section 9.2.3.2 “Sending Participant Information notifications” 9.2.2.6 “Session Information Request”; and,
	Status: OPEN

	D776
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.2.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Note 2: What are the settings that are in the Shared Policy XDMS? This has never been mentioned before.
Proposed Change: Remove it.
	Status: OPEN

	D777
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.3.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Last paragraph can be removed as it is already covered by a generic section.
Proposed Change: Remove it.
	Status: OPEN

	D778
	2010.01.21
	T
	9.2.3.2
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  The editor’s note needs to be removed and more detail provided on what parts of the conference state xml document are needed in CPM.
Proposed Change: 

- tbd – Ericsson will provide a contribution to resolve this comment.

	Status: OPEN

	D779
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.3.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: 4th  paragraph: Properly capitalize Participant Information.
Proposed Change: Remove it.
	Status: OPEN

	D780
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.3.2
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Last paragraph can be removed as it is already covered by a generic section.
Proposed Change: Remove it.
	Status: OPEN

	D781
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.2.3.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Last paragraph can be removed as it is already covered by a generic section.
Proposed Change: Remove it.
	Status: OPEN

	D782
	2010.01.22
	T
	9.3
	Source: Hyeonsoo Lee
Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0019-CPM_V1_0_Comments_LGE

Comment: When CPM Group Session is modified, only participants who accepted the modification can receive the modified CPM Session.  Those who did not can receive the previous CPM Session. 

Proposed Change: find a solution
	Status: OPEN

	D783
	2010.01.22
	T


	9.3


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

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

	D784
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.3
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Change “User Plane” in “Media Plane”.
Proposed Change: Remove it.
	Status: OPEN

	D785
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: 1st paragraph is implementation detail.
Proposed Change: Remove it.
	Status: OPEN

	D786
	2010.01.21
	T
	9.5
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  interworking upon error needs to be supported by the CPM Controlling Function.  Update the second bullet as shown here.
Proposed Change: 
Otherwise, the CPM Controlling Function SHALL send the CPM Message or CPM Session Invitation as specified in section 9.1 “CPM Message” for CPM Message, or as specified in section 9.2.2.1 “Session Invitation Request” for CPM Session. When the CPM Controlling Function receives an error response from the SIP/IP Core, the CPM Controlling Function SHALL send the CPM Message or CPM Session invitation to the Interworking Selection Function, according to service provider policies.
	Status: OPEN

	D787
	2010.01.21
	T
	9.5
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  the standard way of routing towards a SIP proxy where services are to be invoked is to use the Route header. Update the last paragraph in section 9.5 as follows.
Proposed Change: 
In order to send the CPM Message or CPM Session Invitation to the Interworking Selection Function, the CPM Controlling Function SHALL act as a UAC, as defined in [RFC 3261] and send the SIP MESSAGE request (corresponding with a Pager Mode CPM Message or a CPM Message Disposition Notification) or SIP INVITE request (corresponding with a Large Message Mode CPM Message or a CPM Session Invitation) directly to the Interworking Selection Function, without routing the SIP request via the SIP/IP Core by including the URI identifying the ISF in the Route header.
	Status: OPEN

	D788
	2010.01.24
	T
	9.5
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: It would be much clearer if this information is moved to the sections where the requests are actually handled.
Proposed Change: Move the information to the Pager Mode, Large Message Mode, and CPM Session sections.
	Status: OPEN

	D789
	2010.01.24
	T
	App C
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: These headers aren’t CPM-specific anymore.
Proposed Change: Remove the “CPM-specific”.
	Status: OPEN

	D790
	2010.01.21
	T
	C.1.2
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  an algorithm that ensures that clients create globally unique values for the Contribution-ID is needed.  

Proposed Change: 

use the algorithm defined in http://www.ietf.org/id/draft-kaplan-dispatch-session-id-00.txt 

	Status: OPEN

	D791
	2010.01.24
	T
	C.1.4
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Change title in “Session-Replaces” (hyphen instead of space).
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D792
	2010.01.21
	T
	X.1
	Source: Nadia.Bishai@ericsson.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0018 

Comment:  all parameters that require provisioning in the clients need to be gathered in one place

Proposed Change: 
create a new appendix listing all expected CPM client parameters, e.g. max # of users in an ad-hoc conference (mentioned in sections 7.3.5 and 7.4.2), Controlling Function URI (mentioned in sections 7.3.5 and 7.4.2). 

	Status: OPEN

	D793
	2010.01.22
	T
	Appendix C
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: this appendix should be marked as normative

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D794
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.1.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-TS-CPM_conv_Fnct

Comment:  “A sending CPM Client MUST include a Session-Replaces header in each INVITE request that extends a CPM 1-1 Session into a CPM Group Session. This header will contain the value of the Contribution-ID sent in the original CPM 1-1 Session. The receiving CPM Client uses this value to end the previous session if it accepts the new session invitation”

Is the session id the same as the contribution ID. I think the RFC requires the session id to be used in replacing an existing session , so I think this must be followed also here
Proposed Change: insert the actual session id as the session to be replaced. You can addition add contribution id or whatever as further parameters of the session which can easily be ignored by other clients
	Status: OPEN

	D795
	2010.01.2
	T
	C.1.4
	Source: Hansol Inticube

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0021-CPM_V1_0_Comments_Hansol Comment:.In the second sentence, CPM Client doesn’t send multiple SIP INVITEs for extending CPM Session. Therefore “in each INVITE” in the sentence needs to be fixed.

Proposed Change: replace “each” by “the SIP”.
	Status: OPEN

	D796
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0017-CPM_V1_0_Comments_NSN_Nokia

Comment: No problem with ABNF but the definition of CPM-SIP Specific headers is related to anything SIP. These are CPIM extensions to be used for CPM.. So they are actually payload of SIP and has nothing to do with SIP. For UA, it must first process the SIP headers , then extract the payload and process to deal with these new headers ..while it may be a problem for the end nodes, I think when we actually define these headers on SIP level , it make threading transparent form E-2-E
Proposed Change: <Recommended action>
	Status: OPEN

	D797
	2010.01.22
	T
	C.2.1
	Source: Hansol Inticube

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-0021-CPM_V1_0_Comments_Hansol Comment:.When the CPM Client receives the Session-Replaces in SIP INVITE, the header is supposed be compared with the Contribution-ID of the existing CPM session. Since the Contribution-ID is a unique value within the Conversation, there seems a possibility that the received Session-Replaces header is matched to the existing Contribution-ID of the conversation which doesn’t even have to do with the received one.

Proposed Change: Contribution-ID needs to be globally unique.
	Status: OPEN

	D798
	2010.01.22
	T
	Appendix D
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: this appendix should be marked as normative

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D799
	2010.01.22
	T
	Appendix E (E1)
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: In GSMA IR74, a video share capable client can use SIP OPTIONS method to query video share service capability of end-party. Orange recommends to reflect such ability in section E1 of appendix E. This recommendation is also provided in spirit of current editor’s note (which says  ‘The sections mentioned above still need to be updated to contain the appropriate features to support video share)

. 

Proposed Change: To add at the end of section E1 of appendix E the following text: A CPM client can use SIP OPTIONS method to query video share service capability of terminating-party client(s), as describe in GSMA IR74.
	Status: OPEN

	D800
	2010.01.22
	T
	Appendix E (E2)
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: In GSMA IR84, a video share capable client can use SIP OPTIONS method to query video share service capability of end-party. Orange recommends to reflect such ability in section E2 of appendix E. This recommendation is also provided in spirit of current editor’s note (which says  ‘The sections mentioned above still need to be updated to contain the appropriate features to support video share)

. 

Proposed Change: To add at the end of section E2 of appendix E the following text: A CPM client can use SIP OPTIONS method to query video share service capability of terminating-party client(s), as describe in GSMA IR84.
	Status: OPEN

	D801
	2010.01.24
	T
	F.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: step 9: There is not CPM Server presence support.
Proposed Change: Remove the parameter.
	Status: OPEN

	D802
	2010.01.24
	T
	F.1
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: step 10: Why are we provisioning the version number of the CF?
Proposed Change: Remove the parameter.
	Status: OPEN

	D803
	2010.01.22
	T
	Appendix H
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: this appendix should be marked as normative

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D804
	2010.01.24
	E
	App H
	Source: Gertjan van Wingerde

Form: doc #CONR-2010-0007
Comment: Update the tables to use normal fonts and normal color.
Proposed Change: Change to “TableCell” style.
	Status: OPEN

	D805
	2010.01.22
	T
	Appendix I
	Source: Jerry Shih

Form: OMA-CONR-2010-003-CPM_V1_0_Comments_ATT

Comment: need to resolve the Editor’s notes

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D806
	2010.01.22
	T


	Appendix I


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

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

	D807
	2010.01.22
	T
	Appendix G
	Source: Orange

Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: Informative Appendix G (currently entitled ‘support for OMA IM client’) addresses key interworking related aspects between CPM and IM. Especially it addressed key technical requirements to be handled at terminating CPM Participating Function. Orange strongly recommends current Appendix G to become normative one. Orange does not identify any reason nor added value in keeping such key interworking principles as informative.
Proposed Change: Existing Appendix G and its associated content to become normative appendix in TS-CPM_Conv_Fnct
	Status: OPEN
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