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1 Reason for Contribution

During the informal review of the CBCS Requirements Document by REQ in Athens, a number of comments were made by Indaka Weerasekera.  These comments appear under the R&A tab of the REQ portal, but as such may not be easy to find, and may not be in an optimal format for reading.  This document therefore represents these comments in the form of an input contribution, and also contains additional comments from Openwave and Ericsson.
2 Summary of Contribution

This document contains three sets of comments on the 17/1/2006 version of the CBCS Requirements Document:
· The comments made by Indaka Weerasekera during the informal REQ review of the CBCS RD in Athens (these also appear under the R&A tab of the REQ portal)

· Comments by Fergus Willis from Openwave as they appear in document OMA-REQ-CBCS-2006-0007-OpenwaveReqComment

· Comments by Olle Eriksson from Eriksson, as made on the OMA-RD-DEV e-mail reflector

All these comments were discussed and agreed on the January 25th 2006 conference call.

3 Detailed Proposal

3.1 Comments by REQ
· Scope, 2nd para: Shouldn’t it say "...communicated by or to a user"? 
· Scope: under items not in scope, I think we should include "The definition or standardization of the rules used to categorize content" 
· Section 3.2: I note that the definition of ''content screening'' includes ''modifying'' content. However, I could not find any examples in the use cases of content being modified unless you mean 5.2.6 where some components of web content is replaced. If so, then the term ''modifying'' may be too strong. Maybe use ''amending''? ''concealing'' instead? 
· ''The term ''content screening criteria'' is used everywhere in the RD but it is not formally defined. 
· Section 3.3: abbreviations to be included: URL, SMS, MMS, IM 
· RE: section 4, paragraph 3- "...(CBCS) enabler defines how to apply screening rules and preferences to requested content...". Can we clarify who can do what in this context? E.g., is it the service provider who applies screening rules and the CBCS subscriber who applies preferences? 
· RE: same section as above: what is ''CBCS framework''? Should this be ''CBCS enabler'' instead? 
· RE: section 4, paragraph 4- " the content screening will utilize categorization information, the user profile and other content screening criteria." Can someone clarify the meaning of "user profile" from an OMA context? What is the source of user profile information to the CBCS enabler? 
· Section 6, CBCS-FUNC-001: is ''screening'' the same as ''content screening'' 
· Section 6, CBCS-FUNC-005: states that the CBCS enabler can ''generate'' content screening criteria. Do you mean "initiate the creation of content screening criteria"? 
· Section 6, CBCS-PRV-004: this requirement should be clarified with examples of what information. Does this include information about the categories of content that the CBCS user tried to access or send but was subsequently blocked by the CBCS service provider? 
3.2 Comments by Openwave
· In the Browsing use case there is confusion between the role of the user and subscriber.  It was agreed to remove the role of Ben as subscriber.

· Requirement FUNC-11: it was agreed to illustrate this requirement by adding the generation of a log to one of the use cases

· Requirement FUNC-12: as the point above, it was agreed to add an example to one of the use cases.

· Though “authorized principal” is extensively used in the requirements, it is not mentioned in any of the use cases.  It would be useful to explain how an authorized principal is defined, and in particular how authorizations can be delegated between actors.

· Requirement SEC-001: same as above.

· Requirement ADM-001: since the wording is very general, it would be useful to provide an example (for example the O2 case?).  It was even argued that this is a trivial requirement as it is currently worded.

· Requirement PRV-001 seems to be contained in requirement RV-004. This means PRV-001 could be removed, or else should be reworded. Transfer of WID 105 from REQ to ARC
3.3 Comments by Eriksson
· There is a small error in the title of section 5.4 which should be “Request of Content screening”

· Requirement FUNC-014 is probably obsolete if we have a good definition of criteria.

· In appendix B it should be checked whether the line from content provider to content subscriber should be dotted

· In requirement FUNC-004 there is an error in the phrase.  Change to “MUST use…”

· In requirement FUNC-017 add the word "be"
4 Intellectual Property Rights

Members and their Affiliates (collectively, "Members") agree to use their reasonable endeavours to inform timely the Open Mobile Alliance of Essential IPR as they become aware that the Essential IPR is related to the prepared or published Specification.  This obligation does not imply an obligation on Members to conduct IPR searches.  This duty is contained in the Open Mobile Alliance application form to which each Member's attention is drawn.  Members shall submit to the General Manager of Operations of OMA the IPR Statement and the IPR Licensing Declaration.  These forms are available from OMA or online at the OMA website at www.openmobilealliance.org.

5 Recommendation

The CBCS Requirements Document Editor is recommended to take these comments into account when producing the next revision of the CBCS Requirements Document.
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