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1. Instructions

Review comments should be collected and aggregated into a single review report.  This will facilitate efforts to resolve issues:

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

· Avoid changing CommentIds once drafts have been published – source of possible confusion.

· The Type column should indicate 'E' for Editorial comment, 'T' for Technical comment and ‘Q’ for Question for clarification
2. Review Information

2.1 OMA Groups Involved

	Name Of Group
	Role
	Invited
	Comments Provided

	<List the groups involved in the review.  The first four should be Req, Arch, Sec and IOP (these should not be deleted).  List the source and any other OMA group involved.>

<Delete this row>
	<note if served as Host, Source or Reviewer of material (where they are providing comments)>
	<note which groups were explicitly invited>
	<provides place to note if group had been involved with material before the review or if there were key non-technical issues or concerns that the group would like to note explicitly.  This would provide opportunity to note the comprehensiveness of prior involvement or willingness to engage.  Specific technical comments should be presented in the space available below.>

	Requirements
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Architecture
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Security
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	IOP
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	TP R&A
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	


2.2 Review History

	Review Type
	Date
	Review Method
	Participating Groups
	Full Document Id

	FULL
	2010-12-01 to 2010-12-07
	Comments on TP R&A portal
	TP
	OMA-TP-2010-0513-INP_WID_0214_CAB_2_0_Formal_Review


3. Review Comments

3.1 OMA-WID_0214-SimplifiedCAB-V1_0-20101213-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A001
	2010.12.06
	Q
	General
	Source: Mr. Mienville Thibaud, Orange SA
Form: TP R&A Portal
Comment:  
Orange is not in favor of the definition of a CAB 2.0 architecture which aims at removing OMA DS by XDM for address book synchronisation. Indeed, such proposal will lead to breaking back compatibility between CAB 1.0 device and CAB 2.0 server, at UNI level Hence, Orange strongly recommends the editors of current CAB 2.0 WI proposal to explicitely state that backward compatibility principles with CAB 1.0 will be addressed in the WI, so that support for OMA DS for synchronisation of address book can still be realised in CAB 2.0 architecture.
Proposed Change: 


	Status CLOSED

Solution comments:

The purpose of this WID is to “simplify” the CAB architecture. It will not backward compatible with CAB 1.0 complicated architecture using both DS and XDM for AB and PCC synchronization. 
If we support both of these synchronization mechanisms in this WID (to provide backward compatibility), it will not just defeat the purpose of this WID AND also make the CAB 1.0 already complicated architecture even more complicated. 

If companies are interested to use both DS and XDM for synchronization they should just use CAB 1.0 enabler or any enhancements (such as CAB 1.x) to it.

	A002
	2010.12.06
	Q
	General
	Source: Mr. Chitturi Suresh, Research In Motion Limited
Form: TP R&A Portal
Comment: The current proposal of CAB 2.0 WID breaks backwards compatibility with CAB 1.0, which will have severe implications in the market. This approach will not only fragment the CAB market with multiple incompatile versions in the industry, but also gives a wrong message to the industry and potentially confusing to organizations such as RCS which are in the process of adopting CAB in their future releases. Further, it invalidates the hard work done in CAB 1.0 which was done over a period of 3+ years and done in a consensus manner. What we need at this stage is to promote a single evolution of CAB and build on the work done in CAB 1.0. It is also unclear how the new CAB 2.0 specs are going to be written, since there will be a significant overlap in the functions of the CAB Server and the data models defined by CAB XDMS specification. Due to these concerns, we strongly recommend the WID supporters to modify the WID to ensure backwards compatibility with CAB 1.0 is maintained while relaxing some restrictions that will achieve the goals of the proposed CAB 2.0 WID e.g. relaxing the restriction of XDM Client''s access to AB, and introducing the direct interface between the CAB Client and CAB Server (in addition to the FH approach for backwards compatibility reasons).
Proposed Change: 


	Status CLOSED

Solution comments:

The backward compatibility to CAB 1.0 is not proposed in WID 0214 scope because that will make the architecture even more complicated than the CAB 1.0 and defeat the purpose of this WID. 

OMA, as well as the telecom industry, has supported different solutions when there is no consensus on a single solution. In CAB 1.0 the architecture is not only complicated but also inefficient to deploy. This WID is intended to use only OMA XDMS capabilities to perform PCC and AB synchronization. Both CAB 1.0 and the architecture developed in this WID use the same XDMS based NNI and there will be no market fragmentation in deployment; they will interoperable each other and no features will be broken. 
This WID will not invalidate all CAB 1.0 hard works but make it more simple and efficient for deployment. The slow progress in the last 3+ years, as you mentioned, has proven there are problems/issues with CAB 1.0 architecture. If that is the only solution that OMA prompted many operators will not deploy it and instead choose a more efficient proprietary solution which will cause true market fragmentation. 
For this WID a full set of new CAB enabler specifications will be produced and valid CAB 1.0 development will be re-used. The compromised solutions to support the dual-synchronization requirements will be examined and re-developed if necessary.

	A003
	2101.12.07
	Q
	General
	Source: Ing. Fröller Patrick, Deutsche Telekom AG, TMO
Form: TP R&A Portal
Comment:

The aim of making the architecture more simple is fine, but not by simply removing DS and therefore backwards compatibility at all. OMA DS is a technology supported by almost all of today''s handsets. This fact must be reflected when enhancing an address book that should be truly "converged". Deutsche Telekom is convinced that there is a way for simplifying the architecture and flows and having support for "XDM-only clients", but still being able to stay backwards compatible by serving DS clients as well.
Proposed Change: 


	Status CLOSED

Please see the solution comments in A001 and A002.
To support only DS client devices in CAB is a new requirement which is not supported by CAB 1.0. If DTAG believes this is a market requirement a new CR should be submitted to add it to the RD first.

	A004
	2010.12.07
	Q
	General
	Source: Mr. Nguyenphu Thinh, Nokia Siemens Networks
Form: TP R&A Portal
Comment:

Backward compatible is important. Beside the issue of DS vs XDM accessing address book, another important issue is the PCC and AB data model and schema. These data models MUST be backward compatible and must be able to support different synch technologies.
Proposed Change: 


	Status CLOSED

Please refer to solution comments in A001 and A002.
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