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1. Review Comments

1.1 Converged Address Book Architecture (OMA-AD-CAB-V1_0-20090218-D)
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	N01
	2009.03.06
	E
	1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc
Comment: No need to have “all” in the first sentence. 

Proposed Change: Consider changing the first sentence as following:

This document describes the architecture designed to fulfil all the requirements outlined in the Converged Address Book Requirements document [CAB RD].
	Status: OPEN



	N02
	2009.03.06
	T
	2.1
	Source: Nokia
Form: INP doc
Comment: CAB 1.0 depends on some features/enhancements in XDM 2.1. 

Proposed Change: Change the [OMA XDM] reference to version 2.1.
	Status: OPEN



	N03
	2009.03.06
	T
	2.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: The reference for OMA DM is missing. 

Proposed Change: Add appropriate reference of OMA DM ERELD.
	Status: OPEN



	N04
	2009.03.06
	E
	2.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: The version of [OMADICT] reference is missing.
Proposed Change: Put the right version for [OMADICT] reference.
	Status: OPEN



	N05
	2009.03.06
	E
	2.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: 

Proposed Change: Change [OMADICT] to  [OMA DICT] for consistency
	Status: OPEN



	N06
	2009.03.06
	E
	3.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: “NOT RECOMMENDED” is missing from the list while it is defined in RFC2119.

Proposed Change: Add “NOT RECOMMENDED” to the first paragraph.
	Status: OPEN



	N07
	2009.03.06
	E
	3.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: All the appendixes are informative. Moreover, the Scope and the Introduction sections are explicitly identified as informative already
Proposed Change: Consider making following change:

All the sections and appendixes, except “Scope” and “Introduction”, are normative, unless they are explicitly indicated to be informative.
	Status: OPEN



	N08
	2009.03.06
	E
	3.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: 

Proposed Change: Change [CAB-RD] to  [CAB RD] for consistency
	Status: OPEN



	N09
	2009.03.06
	T
	General (3, 4, 5)
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: It is confusing that the same term Converged Address Book (CAB) is used to refer both enabler and address book.

Proposed Change: Clarify how to distinguish when the term refers enabler and when it refers address book in Section 3.2 and/or 3.3. 
Then, use the unique terms for the enabler and address book consistently throughout the document.
	Status: OPEN



	N10
	2009.03.06
	E
	3.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: Some used abbreviations are missing from the list, e.g., RD, AD, ERELD, XML. 
Moreover, the abbreviation “DM” is not used in the document as part of the text. It is used only once in a reference. 

Proposed Change: Add the missing abbreviations, and remove the unused abbreviation.
	Status: OPEN



	N11
	2009.03.06
	T
	4
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: Bullet 1), last sentence contains “on all CAB User’s devices”. Even though the last word is missing in CAB-HLF-005 requirement, I think it’s meant to keep only one CAB user’s devices up-to-date.

Proposed Change: Replace “on all CAB User’s devices” with “all CAB-enabled registered devices of a CAB User”.
	Status: OPEN



	N12
	2009.03.06
	T
	4
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: Bullet 1), last sentence is not entirely valid because it will not be up-to-date at all times when it is up to the user to keep it up-to-date. See CAB-HLF-005 in the RD.

Proposed Change: Incorporate this into the sentence: “either automatically or by request”.
	Status: OPEN



	N13
	2009.03.06
	T
	4
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: Bullet 2), last sentence seems to be more about synchronization than management. However, there is no such requirement in the RD.
Proposed Change: Consider removing the sentence.
	Status: OPEN

	N14
	2009.03.06
	T
	4
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: Bullet item 3) describes subscription feature, which inherently includes the notification for any change made in the subscribed PCC. However, the notification is separately mentioned under bullet 4) b. 

Proposed Change: Consider removing item 4) b, and adding equivalent texts under item 3).  
	Status: OPEN



	N15
	2009.03.06
	T
	4
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: Bullet 3), first sentence. The current term is not appropriate.

Moreover, it would be useful to subscribe for selected contact information.

Proposed Change: Replace “available” with “published”. Or, replace “available Personal Contact Card information” with “Published Contact Card”.

Moreover, add a statement that subscription to a subset of contact information is possible.
	Status: OPEN



	N16
	2009.03.06
	T
	4
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: Bullet 3), last sentence. “the information from Contact Subscription may be processed further” is confusing, as the definition of Contact Subscription does not allow that. Furthermore, it is not clear what “further combining” means and who these “associated contacts” are.

Proposed Change: Update the sentence as follows: “The contact information in the Published Contact Card may be updated with information that the CAB User has specifically customized for the publisher (of the Published Contact Card).”. NOTE: The text in the brackets could be left out, based on the agreement in the group.
	Status: OPEN

	N17
	2009.03.06
	E
	4
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: Bullet 4), first sentence, the text in the brackets. It seems that there is some leftover text.

Proposed Change: Remove “for e.g.” from the brackets.

Alternatively, replace “e.g.” with “now,” in the brackets.
	Status: OPEN



	N18
	2009.03.06
	E
	4
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: Bullet 4) a, the text in the brackets. Replace the inappropriate term.

Proposed Change: Replace “establish” with “have”.

Alternatively, replace “does not already establish” with “have not already established”
	Status: OPEN



	N19
	2009.03.06
	E
	4
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: Bullet 4) b & c. It has been already established that User A is a CAB user.

Proposed Change: Remove “CAB” from “CAB User A” and “CAB User (User A)” respectively.
	Status: OPEN



	N20
	2009.03.06
	E
	4
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: Bullet 4) d. “Contact Status” is not a defined term. CAB-HLF-016 talks about CAB status information, not contact status information.

Proposed Change: Replace “Contact Status” with “CAB status”.
	Status: OPEN



	N21
	2009.03.06
	T
	4
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: Bullet item 4) d mentions “contact subscription status”, but does not clarify if it is about own subscription, or subscriptions from others for own PCC. 

Proposed Change: Clarify that “contact subscription status” refers to subscription from others for the Published Contact Card of User A.
	Status: OPEN



	N22
	2009.03.06
	T
	4
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: Bullet item 5) states “This functionality of the CAB Enabler allows a CAB User to share his/her contact information …”, however by definition (in CAB RD) it is provide (send) operation. Moreover, the word “share” can be interpreted differently depending on local/regional context. 

Proposed Change: Replace the word “share” by “provide” or “send”.
	Status: OPEN



	N23
	2009.03.06
	E
	4
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: Bullet 5), last sentence. Avoid references.

Proposed Change: Replace “of this” with “of the contact”.
	Status: OPEN



	N24
	2009.03.06
	E
	4
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: Bullet 6), first sentence. Typo.

Proposed Change: Make “Contact” lowercase.
	Status: OPEN



	N25
	2009.03.06
	T
	4
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: Bullet 6). The search operation is applicable to only PCC of a CAB system. There is no requirement to search in the address book of other users. Moreover, it is against the existing user experience. Searching in address books of other users would complicate the situation (e.g., requires authorization rule for address book, personalization rules in address book would impact the search result, possibility of many hits for a search request with higher possibility of outdated/false information, much more traffic, …)

Proposed Change: Clarify that the search is applicable only in PCC of a CAB system.
	Status: OPEN



	N26
	2009.03.06
	E
	4
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: Bullet 6), second sentence. Avoid references. There is Typo
Proposed Change: Replace “. It allows” with “The mechanism allows”.

Insert a space into “aCAB”.

Remove “the” from “search for the contact information”.
	Status: OPEN



	N27
	2009.03.06
	E
	4
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: Bullet 6), second sentence. 

Proposed Change: Remove “such as Yellow pages” or clarify what exactly it means (as there can be different interpretations).
	Status: OPEN



	N28
	2009.03.06
	T
	4
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: Bullet item 7) states “Search engines” as one example in the parenthesis, however the purpose of the interface is not to perform search operation. 

Proposed Change: Remove “Search engines”.
	Status: OPEN



	N29
	2009.03.06
	E
	4
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: Bulleted list, the numbering of each bullet. Text formatting issues – the font seems to be different from the one used in the text. (Arial vs. Times).

Proposed Change: Change the font of the bullet numbers to Times – to match the font with the text.
	Status: OPEN



	N30
	2009.03.06
	E
	4
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: Bulleted list, the beginning of each bullet. Text formatting issues – these are not heading, so they should not be anything special.

Proposed Change: Remove bold formatting and make terms that are not definitions lowercase.
	Status: OPEN



	N31
	2009.03.06
	T
	4 & 4.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: Section 4 does not live up to the expectations of an introduction section. It is more like what one would expect in the scope, or, in section 4.1.

Proposed Change: Move the contents of Section 4 to some other section (e.g., 4.1) where it belongs, and add an introduction to the document.

Then, reword the first sentence in section 4.1 accordingly
	Status: OPEN



	N32
	2009.03.06
	T
	4.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: The 2nd sentence seems to be in the wrong place.

Proposed Change: Move the sentence to the right section. Or, include all protocols for all features. 
	Status: OPEN



	N33
	2009.03.06
	T
	4.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: Synchronization function can perform the management function to the need of requirement. There is no need at all to have any other solution for management function, as long as the same entity supports OMA DS. Additional solution is waste of resource. Moreover, it is a risky approach in terms of fragmentation, as it potentially allows parallel solutions. As a device can pick either solution, the network has to support both the solutions, requiring additional complexities and resources, making the solution heavy and expensive.

Proposed Change: Consider making the following change:

Synchronization and data/document management function for the CAB user's Converged Address Book is based on OMA DS [OMA DS] only.
	Status: OPEN



	N34
	2009.03.06
	T
	5
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: SIP and non-SIP appears out of blue. It is confusing, why SIP (application/session layer) and non-SIP is spelled out here. Rather, the intention should be becoming independent of underlying lower-layer protocols and access technologies.

Proposed Change: Consider making the following change:

The AD provides basis for CAB Enabler. The CAB Enabler architecture supports the high-level features listed in section 4 of this document, and uses technologies from OMA such as OMA DS [OMA DS] and OMA XDM [OMA XDM]. The architecture is designed to be independent of access technologies and underlying lower-layer protocols.
	Status: OPEN



	N35
	2009.03.06
	E
	5.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: Editorial fixes 

Proposed Change: The CAB Enabler depends on the technologies provided by other OMA Enablers, including the followings:
	Status: OPEN



	N36
	2009.03.06
	T
	5.1.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: Clarification may help in better understanding the statement.

Proposed Change: OMA XDM [OMA XDM] that provides the support for the functions (e.g., document management, search, subscription) of the CAB XDMSs.
	Status: OPEN



	N37
	2009.03.06
	E
	5.1.1, 5.1.2, 5.1.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: No need to have a separate section.

Proposed Change: Remove heading and turn text into a bullet.
	Status: OPEN



	N38
	2009.03.06
	T
	5.1.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: Clarification may help in better understanding the statement.

Proposed Change: OMA DS [OMA DS] that provides the support for the synchronization and data management functions of the Converged Address Book.
	Status: OPEN



	N39
	2009.03.06
	T
	5.1.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: The description of DM Enabler in Section 5.1.3 is not consistent with the same for OMA XDM and DS in Sections 5.1.1 and 5.1.2 respectively. 

Proposed Change: Consider replacing the description by something like

OMA DM [OMA DM] that provides the support for the provisioning and the management of necessary configuration parameters.
	Status: OPEN



	N40
	2009.03.06
	E
	5.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: The word “Architecture” is mostly used in the AD. 

Proposed Change: Consider changing the heading as following:

Architecture Diagram
	Status: OPEN



	N41
	2009.03.06
	T
	5.2 Figure 1
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: The interface between CAB Server and Non-CAB Address Book system has no name.

Proposed Change: Add the label to the interface (if required by the process).
	Status: OPEN



	N42
	2009.03.06
	T
	5.2 Figure 1
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: DM is listed as a dependency, but not shown on the AD figure.

Proposed Change: Add the DM client, the DM server and the appropriate interfaces to the figure (if required by the process).
	Status: OPEN



	N43
	2009.03.06
	T
	5.3.1.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: Describe in details the different XDM application usages the client may perform (e.g. User Policy, User preferences, etc.).

Proposed Change: Add missing details.
	Status: OPEN



	N44
	2009.03.06
	T
	5.3.1.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: The CAB Server is described in terms of 3 functions under 3 separate bullets. The first function does not have any name, while the others have name (i.e., Subscription Function, and Interworking Function) 

Proposed Change: Consider naming the first function. “DS Server” can be considered as the name, as the architecture diagram already uses it.
	Status: OPEN



	N45
	2009.03.06
	T
	5.3.1.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: The Subscription Function is missing a statement about receiving notification, which is inherent part of subscription. Besides, statement about subscription to selected information is also missing – it is again inherent and useful part of subscription for user experience (charging, UI) and managing traffic.  Moreover, there are some editorial issues in the description of Subscription Function. 

Proposed Change: Consider making following changes in the description of Subscription Function:

· Retrieves from CAB User Preferences XDMS the list of contacts for subscription (i.e., subscription list) that can include instruction to subscribe only selected information. 
· Generates Contact Subscriptions to the contacts’ PCC and receives corresponding notifications.
· Retrieves from the CAB User Preference XDMS the CAB User Preference XML documents (e.g. personalization preferences).

· Apply the personalization preferences to the data received from the notification of Contact Subscription and store the resulting data in the CAB User’s Converged Address Book in the CAB Address Book XDMS
	Status: OPEN



	N46
	2009.03.06
	T
	5.3.1.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: Data exchange includes import and export. There is specific bullet about import, and export can be done directly from the address book.    

Proposed Change: Remove the fourth bullet under Interworking Function about data exchange.
	Status: OPEN



	N47
	2009.03.06
	E
	5.3.1.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: 

Proposed Change: Consider the following change:

Perform mutual authentication and synchronisation of the Converged Address Book with CAB Client(s).  CAB Server uses the functionality exposed by OMA DS enabler [OMA DS].
	Status: OPEN



	N48
	2009.03.06
	T
	5.3.1.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: Contact Share is actually providing or sending by definition. 

Proposed Change: Consider the following change:

The contact information that can be provided to other users may include a Published Contact Card, and/or contact entries from the CAB User’s Address Book.
	Status: OPEN



	N49
	2009.03.06
	T
	5.3.1.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: “Contact Share Function” There is no such function in the AD figure.

Proposed Change: Add the component to the AD figure or remove it.
	Status: OPEN



	N50
	2009.03.06
	T
	5.3.1.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: Regarding the Editor’s Note: in theory all XDMSs are “shared” if there are other enablers able to re-use the information. Any enabler/user with appropriate authorization right can access an XDM document within an XDMS (the XDM document does not have to be in a “shared box”). The meaning of “shared” in XDM terminology has been more about the responsibility of creating the XDMS (PAG vs. other group): if an XDMS has been identified as “shared”, then it belongs to core XDM enabler and is defined by PAG. 

Proposed Change: Remove Editor’s Note and decide if and which XDMSs belong to XDM 2.1 and which XDMS remain in CAB.
	Status: OPEN



	N51
	2009.03.06
	T
	5.3.1.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: Describe if a particular XDMS is based on an already existing XDMS or completely new (e.g. PCC XDMS, User Policy XDMS may be based on existing work). 

Proposed Change: Add info for all XDMSs or create appropriate Note for the reminder in TS phase.
	Status: OPEN



	N52
	2009.03.06
	T
	5.2 (fig),

5.3.1.4,
5.3.1.4.x
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: 5.3.1.4 says what the 5.3.1.4.x sections are: “CAB XDM Application Usages”. So, these may not considered as components.
Proposed Change: Move the contents of 5.3.1.4.x somewhere else, just reference the specific “Application Usages” from this section. Or, make them a component and indicate them on Figure 1 accordingly.
	Status: OPEN



	N53
	2009.03.06
	T
	5.3.1.4.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: Address Book is synchronized and managed by OMA DS, and the way DS is designed, only DS Server must have the access to the Address Book XDMS.

Proposed Change: Clarify in the first bullet that the storing and accessing the address book is limited to DS Server.
	Status: OPEN



	N54
	2009.03.06
	T
	5.3.1.4.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: There is a requirement to provide interface so that other enablers can obtain contact information from address book. 

Proposed Change: Add a new bullet stating that the Address Book XDMS provides interface for other enablers to obtain contact information.
	Status: OPEN



	N55
	2009.03.06
	T
	5.3.1.4.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: As agreed, only OMA DS is used for synchronizing Address Book XDMS in CAB version 1.0. 

Proposed Change: Remove the third bullet, as it indicates the use of XDM means to synchronize address book.
	Status: OPEN



	N56
	2009.03.06
	T
	5.3.1.4.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: PCC XDMS also receives subscription request and provide notification in response. 

Proposed Change: Add a new bullet stating that the PCC XDMS receives subscription request and provides data in terms of notification in response, based on authorization rules.
	Status: OPEN



	N57
	2009.03.06
	E
	5.3.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: It is not clear which ones are interfaces and which ones are reference points.

Proposed Change: Put interfaces and reference points to a separate sections. Or, convert all to either reference point or interface
	Status: OPEN



	N58
	2009.03.06
	E
	5.3.2.x
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: Reference points and not “used”.

Proposed Change: Remove “used” from those sections that talk about reference points and put there something that’s more appropriate.
	Status: OPEN



	N59
	2009.03.06
	T
	5.3.2.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: There is XDM-1 reference point also between CAB Server and XDM Enabler. 

Proposed Change: Clarify accordingly.
	Status: OPEN



	N60
	2009.03.06
	E
	5.3.2.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: 

Proposed Change: Remove “Search functionality” from the heading.
	Status: OPEN



	N61
	2009.03.06
	T
	5.3.2.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: The agreed solution covers search to external directories. Additional solution is a risk in terms of fragmentation. 

Proposed Change: Remove Editor Note
	Status: OPEN



	N62
	2009.03.06
	T
	5.3.2.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: “stored in PCC” Why would a user search in his PCC? (PCC = Personal Contact Card). He has it and he knows exactly what is in there. Perhaps you mean the public directory (all Public Contact Cards)?

Proposed Change: Replace PCC with Public Contact Cards in PCC XDMS.
	Status: OPEN



	N63
	2009.03.06
	T
	5.3.2.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: The term “external directories” is not clear?

Proposed Change: Describe what “external directories” are and add the appropriate components and interfaces to the AD figure.
	Status: OPEN



	N64
	2009.03.06
	E
	5.2 (fig), 5.3.2.7
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment:  

Proposed Change: CAB-01b - > CAB-1
	Status: OPEN



	N65
	2009.03.06
	E
	5.3.2.7
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: The Editor’s Note is not really a note for the editor. 

Proposed Change: Change Editor Note to a Note.
	Status: OPEN



	N66
	2009.03.06
	T
	5.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: The security considerations for DM are missing.

Proposed Change: Add security considerations for DM, if any.
	Status: OPEN



	N67
	2009.03.06
	T
	5.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: Security considerations for the interfaces from/to the “Non-CAB Address Book systems” are missing.

Proposed Change: Add security considerations for the interfaces from/to the “Non-CAB Address Book systems”, if any. Or, state why security from/to the “Non-CAB Address Book systems” is not a concern.
	Status: OPEN



	N68
	2009.03.06
	T
	5.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: What about additional security considerations other than those on those interfaces? What about malformed contents, forgery, etc?

Proposed Change: Evaluate all security aspects.
	Status: OPEN



	N69
	2009.03.06
	E
	5.4.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: 

Proposed Change: OMA-DS interface 
-> OMA-DS protocol (for consistency) 
	Status: OPEN



	N70
	2009.03.06
	T
	B.1, B.2, B.3, B.4, & B.5
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: Flow diagrams are missing. 

Proposed Change: Either include appropriate flow diagrams, or remove the sub-sections.
	Status: OPEN
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