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2. Review Comments

2.1 OMA-AD-CBCS-V1_0-20060828-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Edit
	Section
	Description
	Status

	001
	Sep. 18, 2006
	Y
	1. Scope
	Source: Lucent

“Or, Screening Rules are applied when explicitly called by a requester.”

Propose to replace “Or” with “Alternatively”.
	Status: OPEN

	002
	Sep. 18, 2006
	Y
	1. Scope
	Source: Lucent

“The architecture shown in this document is intended to facilitate the development of specifications for defining, managing, evaluating, and enforcing policies in a way …”

Propose to replace “policies” with “screening rules”.


	Status: OPEN

	003
	Sep. 18, 2006
	
	1. Scope
	Source: Lucent

What is the interpretation of the sentence:

“Additionally, the architecture enables reuse by other enablers so that their requirements are satisfied.”

Reuse specifically for what (otherwise it is an empty statement) – and how can this particular architecture ensure that another enablers’ reqmts are satisfied ?

Propose to delete.


	Status: OPEN

	004
	Sep. 18, 2006
	Y
	3.2 Definitions
	Source: Lucent

Definition for “Categorization Based Content Screening User Profile”. Here and throughout the document, we sometime use “Categorization based”, while other times we use “Categorization-based”. Propose to use “-“ here and throughout the document consistently. May also want to be consistent with the use of upper case or lower case “based” (no preference).
	Status: OPEN

	005
	Sep. 18, 2006
	Y
	3.2 Definitions
	Source: Lucent
Content Scanning definition.

Fix indentations on NOTE.
	Status: OPEN

	006
	Sep. 18, 2006
	Y
	3.3 Abbreviations
	Source: Lucent

PEEM abbreviation – replace “Policy Enforcement, Execution and Management” with

“Policy Evaluation, Enforcement and Management”.
	Status: OPEN

	007
	Sep. 18, 2006
	
	4. Intro
	Source: Lucent

“The objective of the Categorization Based Content Screening (CBCS) Enabler is to screen content, independent of either the Resource (e.g. Device [CBCS-RD: CBCS-FUNC-24]) used to request screening or the Enabler or protocol used to deliver the content to the device [CBCS-RD: CBCS-FUNC-017].”

Replace “device” with “resource”. Or, if preferable “resource (e.g. device)”.
	Status: OPEN

	008
	Sep. 18, 2006
	
	4. Intro
	Source: Lucent

“The screening process may use information such as a content category, other information (e.g. pre-categorized content [CBCS-RD: CBCS-FUNC-005], source of content (for example, the URI or the content owner), etc. [CBCS-RD: CBCS-FUNC-012]), CBCS user profile (such as the user’s age), and screening rules. 

Remove “and screening rules”. This is an enumeration of information that may be used in the screening process, screening rules themselves are the ones where such information is needed – they do not belong in the same enumeration. Alternatively – the sentence may read:

 “The screening process involves screening rules processing, and may use information such as a content category, other information (e.g. pre-categorized content [CBCS-RD: CBCS-FUNC-005], source of content (for example, the URI or the content owner), etc. [CBCS-RD: CBCS-FUNC-012]), CBCS user profile (such as the user’s age)”
	Status: OPEN

	009
	Sep. 18, 2006
	Y
	4. Intro
	Source: Lucent

Fix indentation on NOTE.
	Status: OPEN

	010
	Sep. 18, 2006
	Y
	4.2 Security
	Source: Lucent

First bullet item, sentence “The intercepted requestmay need security, e.g. web services security.”

Include a space between request and may. 


	Status: OPEN

	011
	Sep. 18, 2006
	
	4.2 Security
	Source: Lucent

“In both usage patterns the CBCS enabler policies are managed (i.e. create, modify, view, delete policies) through the management interface PEM-2.”

Propose to replace “policies” with “screening rules”. Alternatively – if this about policies applied in order to access CBCS, the sentence needs a lot more work.
	Status: OPEN

	012
	Sep. 18, 2006
	Y
	4.2. Security
	Source: Lucent

“Various management actors such as network operator and end-user must be supported and appropriate associated security measures need to be applied: it should be possible to authenticate requestors, e.g. principles authorised by service provider or third party or an end user) and secure the PEM-2 exchanges for both the intradomain and the interdomain case.”

Propose to change to:

“Various management actors such as network operator and end-user must be supported and appropriate associated security measures need to be applied. It should be possible to authenticate requestors (e.g. an end-user, or other principals authorised by service provider or third party) and secure the PEM-2 exchanges for both the intra-domain and the inter-domain case.”
	Status: OPEN

	013
	Sep. 18, 2006
	Y
	5.1 Dependencies
	Source: Lucent

“The following text places the description of the CBCS enabler found in Section 4 in the context of concepts defined in the PEEM AD [PEEM AD].  The CBCS enabler contains two components:”

The problem here is that we introduce and describe components here, before we have introduced the architecture (next section). The dependencies section has to be either primarily based on requirements, or should just state the dependencies, and point to the next section for supporting details. 
	Status: OPEN

	014
	Sep. 18, 2006
	
	5.1 Dependencies
	Source: Lucent

“Instead, the CBCS RD [CBCS RD] and this document define CBCS enabler specific requirements and how to apply the PEEM callable interface and PEEM management interface.”

Since the AD does not add requirements, I

propose to replace with “Instead, the CBCS RD [CBCS RD] defines the CBCS specific requirements and and this document defines how to apply the PEEM callable interface and PEEM management interface.”


	Status: OPEN

	015
	Sep. 18, 2006
	Y
	5.1 Dependencies
	Source: Lucent

Questions for consistent use of the terms: is CBCS “realized with PEEM in proxy mode or PEEM in callable mode”, or is it just “in proxy mode or callable mode”.  Note that earlier we say: CBCS can be deployed in proxy mode or callable mode.

Also – is it “mode” or is it “usage pattern” (I remember we chose to use “usage pattern” in PEEM) – let’s be consistent here.
	Status: OPEN

	016
	Sep. 18, 2006
	Y
	5.1 Dependencies
	Source: Lucent

Fix indentations on NOTE. Also change “needs” to “need”. The wording of the NOTE can use some improvement.
	Status: OPEN

	017
	Sep. 18, 2006
	
	5.2 Arch. Diagram
	Source: Lucent

Figure comment:

In labels “Proxy interfaces” and “Interfaces to other resources” replace “interfaces” with “Interface” (see PEEM AD).
	Status: OPEN

	018
	Sep. 18, 2006
	
	
	Source: Lucent

Figure comment (also wherever it applies in text): use of CBCS-1 (PEM-1).

CBCS-1 (PEM-1) is against the decision we reached on an AI – see mail from ARC Chair 9/1/2006 – quote:

“In order to be consistent, and in order to practice what we preach (when

providing architectural consultation to other WG's), I would like to

remind everyone to use this convention. E.g. please avoid uses like

"CBCS-x(PEM-x)".

Propose to replace everywhere by PEM-1.

Note 1: if a new convention for derived interface naming is agreed, then the proposed resolution may change accordingly

Note 2 for PEEMers: PEM-1 requirements for CBCS may involve CRs to PEEM (e.g. Standard PEM-1 templates that belong in PEEM rather than in CBCS)
	Status: OPEN

	019
	Sep. 18, 2006
	Y
	5.3.1
	Source: Lucent

Bullet item:

“As determined by the Screening Rules, processing may depend on the results of other functions (e.g. pattern matching).  Note that specification of the interface to these functions is not in scope of CBCS”

Missing period.


	Status: OPEN

	020
	Sep. 18, 2006
	Y
	5.3.1
	Source: Lucent

Fix indentations on NOTE. Also, remove extra “that” in the NOTE.
	Status: OPEN

	021
	Sep. 18, 2006
	
	5.3.1
	Source: Lucent

In NOTE, change CBCS-1 to PEM-1, pending resolution of Lucent  issue 018.
	Status: OPEN

	022
	Sep. 18, 2006
	Y
	5.3.2
	Source: Lucent

“Upon request, maps content/other characteristics to one or more Content Categories. “ is missing a subject. 

Propose to replace with:

“Upon request, the content categorization component maps content/other characteristics to one or more Content Categories.”  
	Status: OPEN

	023
	Sep. 18, 2006
	Y
	5.3.2
	Source: Lucent

“one way” to be replaced by “one-way”.
	Status: OPEN

	024
	Sep. 18, 2006
	
	5.3.2
	Source: Lucent

The combination “.The content category is determined using a one way function.  One or more content categories are returned.” Seems confusing.

If something is returned, is this a one-way function or a two-way function (or do we even need to say that?) Propose to remove the 1st of those sentences – or clarify appropriately.
	Status: OPEN

	025
	Sep. 18, 2006
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Lucent

Use of CBCS-1 (PEM-1) in the title.

Dispose as per Lucent issue 018 resolution.
	Status: OPEN

	026
	Sep. 18, 2006
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Lucent

“This interface is derived from PEM-1 [PEEM AD].”

If we replace CBCS-1 (PEM-1) with PEM-1 (see Lucent issue 018), could we still use the sentence above, or should we rather replace it with:

“This interface is the same as PEM-1, while adding new PEM-1 Standard Templates and/or PEM-1 Parameters definition” [PEEM-AD].
	Status: OPEN

	027
	Sep. 18, 2006
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Lucent

“Specifically, Content Screening User identification, content or a content signature (e.g. URI), and other information (e.g. source of content (for example, the URI or the content owner)) is passed over this interface in order to allow processing of the Screening Rules.”

Propose to replace “allow” (which may imply that otherwise processing is disallowed) with “support” (or “enable”).


	Status: OPEN

	028
	Sep. 18, 2006
	Y
	5.3.4
	Source: Lucent

Fix indentations on NOTE.
	Status: OPEN

	029
	Sep. 18, 2006
	
	5.4
	Source: Lucent

“In addition to components and interfaces mentioned in Section 5.3, there are other elements represented in Error! Reference source not found. for a better understanding of the architectural diagram.”

In order to understand the distinction, I propose to replace by:

“In addition to components and interfaces mentioned in Section 5.3, there are other elements, not specified in CBCS but represented in Error! Reference source not found. for a better understanding of the architectural diagram.”
	Status: OPEN

	030
	Sep. 18, 2006
	
	5.4
	Source: Lucent

· “PEM-2

         This interface is PEM-2 [PEEM AD].”

Does not sound terrific.

Propose to replace the sentence by:

“This interface is specified in [PEEM-AD]”
	Status: OPEN

	031
	Sep. 18, 2006
	
	5.4
	Source: Lucent

“Like in the [PEEM AD, Section 5.3.5], the Interface to other resources (e.g. other than the Content Categorization Component) is not specified by CBCS.”

The CBCS-2 is separately specified, so the e.g. does not make much sense. I propose to replace with:

“Like in the [PEEM AD, Section 5.3.5], the “Interface to other resources” is not specified by this enabler”.
	Status: OPEN

	032
	Sep. 18, 2006
	Y
	5.5
	Source: Lucent

Fix all figures references.
	Status: OPEN

	033
	Sep. 18, 2006
	
	5.5
	Source: Lucent

“Figure 2 shows the content categorization component.”

Propose to replace with:

“Figure 2 shows flows involving the content categorization component.”
	Status: OPEN

	034
	Sep. 18, 2006
	
	5.5
	Source: Lucent

“Any resource may use the CBCS-2 interface to request a content categorization (flow #1), and may then anticipate a result carrying the categories that the content is associated with (flow #2).”

I doubt that the requestor can anticipate anything. It either receives category(ies) or an error. Propose to replace with:

“Any resource may use the CBCS-2 interface to request a content categorization (flow #1). The response may carry the categories that the content is associated with (flow #2).”


	Status: OPEN

	035
	Sep. 18, 2006
	
	
	Source: Lucent

“In the case of the CBCS enabler, the content screening component interacts with the content categorization component via CBCS-2.”

This seems to be an incomplete statement, or sort of out of place.

Propose to replace with:

“In the case the request for categorization is internal to the CBCS enabler, the content screening component interacts with the content categorization component via CBCS-2.”


	Status: OPEN

	036
	Sep. 18, 2006
	
	5.5
	Source: Lucent

Figure 2 comment.

Since previously we have not referred to “usage patterns” for the categorization component (and since we only have 1 pattern represented anyway for this component) I propose to change the title to:

Figure 1: Logical generic flows for the Content Categorization component


	Status: OPEN

	037
	Sep. 18, 2006
	
	5.5
	Source: Lucent

“When observing the logical flow for the Content Screening Component callable usage pattern” seems to be an unfinished sentence.

Either finish it (don’t know what the intent was) or link it to the next sentence.

Also suggest to use “flows” instead of “flow” in the sentence.
	Status: OPEN

	038
	Sep. 18, 2006
	
	5.5
	Source: Lucent

“Also note that interaction with other resources and the content categorization component isoptional.”

Not sure what is meant here by “is optional” (note that there is a “space” missing there too). Since the flow depicts interaction of the content screening component (a resource itself) with the categorization component, this is not ideal expression.

Propose to replace with:

““Also note that there may optionally be interactions between the content categorization component and other resources, but they were not illustrated for simplification.”


	Status: OPEN

	039
	Sep. 18, 2006
	Y
	5.5
	Source: Lucent

Figure 3 comments

The figure appears (in my editor) as cut on the right side – may be a result of inadvertent cut-and-paste. 
	Status: OPEN

	040
	Sep. 18, 2006
	Y
	5.5
	Source: Lucent

Figure 3 caption.

Propose to use “flows” instead of “flow”.
	Status: OPEN

	041
	Sep. 18, 2006
	
	5.5
	Source: Lucent

“As an example the Content Screening Component may interact with a system to resolve the identity of the end user (which was for example sent in flow#1 to the Content Screening Component).”

Is “to resolve” the appropriate term ? Propose to replace by:

“As an example the Content Screening Component may interact with a system to authenticate and/or authorize an the end user (which was for example sent in flow#1 to the Content Screening Component).”
	Status: OPEN

	042
	Sep. 18, 2006
	Y
	5.5
	Source: Lucent

Figure 4 caption.

Propose to use “flows” instead of “flow”.
	Status: OPEN

	043
	Sep. 18, 2006
	Y
	5.5
	Source: Lucent

“In the Screening Rules management flow the management requestor issues a request for Content Screening Rules Management …”

Propose to use “flows” instead of “flow”.
	Status: OPEN
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