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1. Instructions
2. Review Comments

2.1 CPM Archit2008.05.12ecture Document (AD)
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A0001
	2008.05.12
	T&E
	1.0
	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: The Scope section missed to include CPM-to-Non-CPM inter-working aspect. It also needs some minor editorial fixes.

Proposed Change: A CR is being prepared.
	Status: OPEN 

	A0002
	2008.05.12
	E
	3.2
	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent
Comment: Definition of “Deferred Message” is missing
Proposed Change: It should be added by referring to [OMA-CPM-RD]
	Status: OPEN 

	A0003
	2008.05.12
	T
	3.2
	T

3.2

Source: Alcatel-Lucent
Form: <INPdoc>

Comment: the term User often used, but it is not obvious that it is meant as in OMA Dict or otherwise. Also the term End User is used, and it is not clear if it is identical with User.

Proposed Change: Add in the table definition a new raw to contain the following text:

User see [OMA-DICT].
End User see [OMA-DICT].
Product/business issue:

Nice to have/Minor/Major


	Status: OPEN

	A0004
	2008.05.12
	E
	3.3
	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: References to 3GPP and 3GPP2 are not correct.

Proposed Change: Change the word “Third” to “3rd” in both. 
	Status: OPEN 

	A0005
	2008.05.12
	E
	4.1

	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: 1st Paragraph: Clerical fixes are needed in the first paragraph.
Proposed Change:  “This document provides the architecture for the CPM Enabler supporting the following main functionalities identified in [OMA-CPM-RD] for deployment in Version 1.0:”
	Status: OPEN 

	A0006
	2008.05.12
	T
	4.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent
Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: CAB support is missing in the text.

Change: Add a sentence to reflect CAB support.
	Status: OPEN

	A0007
	2008.05.12
	E
	4.1

	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: Last Bullet Item: Clerical fixes are needed in the last bullet item.
Proposed Change: “This document provides the architecture for the CPM Enabler supporting the following main functionalities identified in [OMA-CPM-RD] for deployment in Version 1.0:”

Last Bullet: “Application Support: The CPM Enabler supports a generalized interface to communicate with VAS.”
	Status: OPEN 

	A0008
	2008.05.12
	E
	4.2
	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: Clerical fix is needed in the last sentence.

Proposed Change: The CPM security SHALL be at least as secure as existing OMA Enablers (e.g., MMS, SIMPLE IM, IMPS, PoC).
	Status: OPEN 

	A0009
	2008.05.12
	T
	4.2


	Source: Alcatel-Lucent
Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: The entire Intro section is informative, as per AD template. Avoid using normative statements (SHALL) in any of its section.Section 4 is informative but for all 4.2 and 4.2.x there are mandatory statement.
Proposed Change: 

Move any mandatory statements to a normative section.
	Status: OPEN

	A0010
	2008.05.12
	T
	4.2.2
	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: Two issues as follows:

1. The paragraph on “User Plane Security, should apply to end-to-end. However, it only lists “User to CS” and “CS to User.” It should include the “CS to CS” link.

2. What about the case of CPM User to Non-CPM User? 

Proposed Change: A CR is needed to resolve the issues in cooperation with the SEC group.
	Status: OPEN 

	A0011
	2008.05.12
	T
	4.2.3
	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: It’s always network to network security considerations at the inter-working level. 

Proposed Change: The following sentence should be added to cover the missing link:

“Compatible with the Client-to-Network link of the User Plane, the same security measures should be applied to the Network-to-Network link.”
	Status: OPEN 

	A0012
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.0

	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: 1st Sentence: The use of word “building” is not clear. Is it referring to the “Communication Services or the CPM Enabler? The sentence does not add much.

Proposed Change: Change it by referring to the CPM Enabler as a client-server architecture as follows: 

“The CPM Enabler is realized using a client - server architecture concept.” 
	Status: OPEN 

	A0013
	2008.05.12
	E
	5.0

	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: The 2nd sentence does not read well.
Proposed Change: Editorial changes as follows:
It interacts with other network elements and re-uses functions or technologies specified by other OMA Enablers and in non-OMA specifications documents.
	Status: OPEN 

	A0014
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.0

	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: Last Sentence: It should indicate that the architecture design is based on the agreed “Use Cases” as well.
Proposed Change: Change it as it should be referring back to the CPM Enabler of the first sentence: The proposed architecture is based on the use cases and requirements compiled in [OMA-CPM-RD].
	Status: OPEN 

	A0015
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.1
	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: The re-use of existing technologies is not limited to these listed. Many interfaces have not been assigned protocols and as such it’s not appropriate to have a half-correct statement here. No protocol designation is required for the final approval of the AD reflecting the CPM Architecture diagram.

Proposed Change: Remove the listing of all non-OMA protocols. In addition, some minor clerical revisions should be made.  A CR will be submitted. 
	Status: OPEN 

	A0016
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.2

Fig.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent
Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: There are multiple clients reflected in the CPM AD diagram, but it is not clear in figure or text, whether these are all device-resident clients or not.
Proposed Change: Group all device-resident CPM functionality, vs. network-side functionality, so it becomes also clear which interfaces are considered over-the-air.
	Status: OPEN

	A0017
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.2

Fig.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent
Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: Referring to the “Supporting Enablers, Client” box. It is unclear whether these are clients for the Supporting Enablers (see box on top of diagram), or both Supporting Enablers AND other Clients. In either case, there should be specificity about which Clients we refer to, and not leave it generic. Also, the box seems to have no interface to any CPM entity.
Proposed Change: Add interface or reference point, and clarify in figure or text the relationship between this box and the Supporting Enablers box, as well as specifically which enabler Clients are included.
	Status: OPEN

	A0018
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.2

Fig.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent
Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: Referring to the “Supporting Enablers” box (also related to previous comment for “clients”). It is unclear what “Other Enablers” are – a placeholder does not make sense – either there are identified other enablers, or that box is removed. Also, interfaces should be extended to specific enablers inside the box, because currently it is not clear which CPM component is dependent on which external enabler. Also – is the dependency on ALL of XDM (it's a big spec) or only on a specific XDMS server, or a subset of the XDM Core spec? More clarity needed, on a per CPM component entity. Also, be specific about which part of the Supporting Enablers is represented in this box (e.g. server-side) vs. which is represented in the “Supporting Enablers, clients” box, since when we refer to an OMA enabler, we include all the components of that enabler.
Proposed Change: Clarify all aspects of the Supporting Enabler box.  
	Status: OPEN

	A0019
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.2

Fig.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: Is CPM User Preferences a component specified by CPM, or is it re-using an external spec (supporting enabler)?

Proposed Change: 

If it is re-using a supporting enabler, replace it by the supporting enabler itself. If it is a CPM specified entity, then clarify its relationship to any Supporting Enablers (if any; currently there is a little interface sprouting out of the box, and going nowhere).

The CPM group has to decide whether the “CPM User Preferences” entity is specified as a part of CPM, or outside CPM.  There are the following three questions to be answered: 

1. The WHAT needs to be separated,

2. The WHO does it, and 

3. The HOW it should be represented in the CPM AD.
	Status: OPEN

	A0020
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.2

Fig.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent
Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: Is it decided that the Notification Entity is a CPM specified component, with its exposed interface CPM-NOTI, rather than a re-use of the OMA PUSH enabler? From the description, its role is “delivery of notifications to the applicable devices of the CPM user” … but in the diagram, there seems to only a dotted-line towards the Supporting Enablers box (which would be interpreted as Notification Entry using either CAB or XDM or Presence or Other Enablers to achieve notification). Probably only Other Enablers applies, since it is vague enough to mean anything.
Proposed Change: Fix Notification Entity both from the perspective of re-use (if applicable, of OMA Push, or SIP Push) and from the perspective of being able to follow its role of “notification” to some destination. 
	Status: OPEN

	A0021
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.2

Fig.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: If both M&M Client, and CPM Server have to interact with the M&M storage, it would be better to represent such interactions with 2 separate arrows, both labeled CPM-STO. The current representation is confusing, especially because of the current mixing of the use of interfaces and reference points (or at least the conventions used) – and it may be interpreted as an interaction through CPM-STO between M&M Client and CPM Server (which probably is not the intent). interacts with the CPM Server.

Proposed Change: Have a separate interface from M&M Client, respectively from CPM Server, to the Message and Media Server (even if they are identical interfaces). Or alternatively consider designing the M&MS as a “Supporting Enabler” as it stands for many potential re-uses. 
	Status: OPEN

	A0022
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.2

Fig.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent
Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: If CPM-CONV can be used by either CPM Client and/or VAS new services, it may be better to represent this using 2 separate interfaces, to avoid misinterpretations. Also note that there is NO mention of VAS new services use of such interface in the description of CPM-CONV.
Proposed Change: Have separate i/f from CPM Client, respectively from VAS new services, to the CPM Conversation Server. And update CPM-CONV description to reflect possible use by VAS new services (and distinction between its use, and the CPM-VAS interface by this entity).
	Status: OPEN

	A0023
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.2

Fig.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent
Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: The relationship between CPM Conversation Server, CPM User Preferences and Interworking Selection Function as depicted is VERY confusing. It is not clear how to interpret the link between the line representing CPM-UPR2, and the line, without an arrow, drawn between CPM-UPR2 and the Interworking Selection Function. Maybe this was meant to represent that Interworking Selection Function uses the CPM-UPR2 function? 
Proposed Change:
Fix in diagram (maybe by separately drawn interfaces?), and in text referring to it, if applicable.
	Status: OPEN

	A0024
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.2

Fig.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent
Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: The relationship between CPM Client, CPM Conversation Server, CPM User Preferences and Interworking Function as depicted is VERY confusing. It is not clear how to interpret the link between the line representing CPM-CONV, and the line, without an arrow, drawn between CPM-CONV and the Interworking Function. Maybe it was meant to represent that the Interworking Function uses CPM-CONV to communicate to the CPM Conversation Server?
Proposed Change:
Fix in diagram (maybe by separately drawn interfaces?), and in text referring to it, if applicable.
	Status: OPEN

	A0025
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.2

Fig.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent
Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: Consider using separate interfaces (labeled the same) to represent interactions between M&M Storage box with Notification Entity, respectively CPM Conversation Server and Notification Entity.

Proposed Change:
Fix in diagram (maybe by separately drawn interfaces?), and in text referring to it, if applicable.
	Status: OPEN

	A0026
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.2

Fig.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent
Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: There is an exposed interface by the CPM Client towards a VAS New Service, but no label on the interface, and no text describing this interface.

Proposed Change:
Fix in diagram, and add appropriate text in section 5.3.5.3, or – if this is an external interface, not specified by CPM, in another relevant section.
	Status: OPEN

	A0027
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.2

Fig.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: There may be an inconsistency, or an error in the representation of “I2 interfaces”. I2 interfaces, like any interface, need to represent directionality (if you need to represent multiple, do so as well). There are no labels on any of them, may be a note is needed that they are all described, on a entity-to-entity basis in the text? Most now are represented by a single line between entities, without an arrow (are those reference points, are both RP and I/F used in this diagram?). On the other hand (see previous comment) one of those interfaces has been represented with an arrow – the one between VAS New Service and a the CPM Client.

Proposed Change:
The diagram should be fixed as well as the corresponding texts. 
	Status: OPEN

	A0028
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.2

Fig.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: There are 2 distinct boxes, one is “VAS New service”, the other one is “VAS new services”. Is one a subset of the other, or are they supposed to be interpreted as the same? In this case, do we need 2 separate boxes? (if yes, please make a note somewhere that they are identical, or explain the difference). Also, note that 1 of them is White, the other one is Grey – any reason for this distinction, given the AD Best Practices convention (optional vs. mandatory?).

Proposed Change:
Needs explanation for drawing two separate boxes.
	Status: OPEN

	A0029
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.2

Fig.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent
Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>
Comment: It is not clear how CPM communicates to the Remote CPM (btw – the word Remote CPM environment is confusing as well – you need to interface to a specific component, not to an “environment”). Is it through the CPM-NNI? (that arrow ends up in the midst of the Remote CPM Environment box). Or does this communication use the SIP/IP Core? Or both are true?
Proposed Change: Show the correct interactions between a component in the “Remote CPM Environment” and a component in “this” CPM architecture (in “this” domain). 
	Status: OPEN

	A0030
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.2

Fig.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent
Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: Some interfaces using SIP are confusing, especially between CPM client and CPM server. It may be beneficial to show both CPM-CONV and CPM-NNI, otherwise this may be interpreted as not using the SIP/IP Core (i.e. that a SIP message is sent directly over CPM-CONV).
Proposed Change: Show associated interfaces exposed by Client and servers for SIP signaling, or extend the SIP/IP Core box in between CPM Client and CPM Server. Also update text to reflect the resolution.
	Status: OPEN

	A0031
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent
Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: Sync up text with changes in AD diagram(s). 
Proposed Change: 

Reflect in text the precise interactions between CPM components and dependent enablers (supporting enablers). For example for the CPM client it says “communicating with Presence Source, Watcher, XDM Client …” – but for what purpose?

For CPM Conversation Server, no interactions with Supporting Enablers are described (btw – interestingly enough, and possibly a new Comment – there is a mention of Charging enabler, which is not shown as a Supporting Enabler in the AD diagram).

Update the text below Fig 2 to reflect diagram modifications.

	Status: OPEN

	A0032
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.2
	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: It would be more meaningful to present CPM components in two distinct categories of “Core CPM Components” and “Non-Core CPM Components” as some or of the “Non-CPM Components” are subject of separate WI to become independent and stand-alone enablers.

Proposed Change: 
Divide the entities into two distinct categories of Core and Non-Core.
	Status: OPEN 

	A0033
	2008.05.12
	E
	5.2
	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: Why two separate listings, one for components’ names and the other for components’ definition?  
Proposed Change: 
Merge the two separate listing for names and definition.
	Status: OPEN 

	A0034
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.3.1.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent
Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: “The CPM client involves in the following high level functions” is not precise enough for an AD. The Client either uses some interfaces exposed by other entities, or exposes some interfaces. 
Proposed Change: Include in text changes the relationship between CPM client and supporting enablers (and/or supporting enablers’ clients).
The interfaces themselves, and the functions they expose need to be described in detail in the section that is dedicated to that particular interface. In the “components” description, it should explain which interfaces are used, not re-define the interfaces. It may be desirable to give examples of parameters that a particular entity will send or receive in case the interface is used differently by different entities that may use it. 
	Status: OPEN

	A0035
	2008.05.12
	E
	5.3.1.1
	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: Reference to Section 5.3.2 is not sufficient and not descriptive enough as compared to the first part of the sentence. The description should be specific regarding CPM Client’s interactions with other clients as well as Servers in the “Supporting Enablers box. Furthermore, we should be explicit as which Clients of which Enablers’ interactions are meant in each case.
Proposed Change: Revisions are required to explicitly describe the interactions between the Clients in the CPM Client box and the servers in the “Supporting Enablers.” 
	Status: OPEN 

	A0036
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.3.1.1

	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: On Page 18: It is not clear as why the following CPM Client’s functional requirement is designated optional by using the verb “MAY”:
“The CPM Client MAY be able to perform the following client side CPM service logic related functions:

· Multidevice usage ……..”
Proposed Change: Change “MAY” to “SHALL” as many requirements listed here under “Multi-device usage” are considered essential to the multi-device environment.
	Status: OPEN 

	A0037
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.3.1.1

	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: In the last two paragraphs (Page 18, above Section 5.3.1.2: It states “The CPM Client is responsible for the following ….”
These functionalities should be stated as normative.
Proposed Change: Change both cases to either “SHALL be responsible for the following …“ or “SHALL be capable of the following …” 
	Status: OPEN 

	A0038
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.3.1.2

	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: 1st Paragraph, 2nd Sentence: It states “The Message & Media Storage Client is responsible for the following ….”
Proposed Change: Change it to either “SHALL be responsible for the following …“ or “SHALL be capable of the following …” 
	Status: OPEN 

	A0039
	2008.05.12
	E
	5.3.1.3
	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: The paragraph is slightly convoluted and the words “Function” and “Functionality” are interchangeably used.
Proposed Change: A CR is being prepared.
	Status: OPEN 

	A0040
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.3.1.3.1
	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: The 5th main bullet item: The verb for its sub-bullets is “SHALL”  in Line 2 of the first paragraph in this section. No need for the word “Provides.” Otherwise, we have to add a word “for” after the word “Support” in each sub-bullet.
Proposed Change: Change this main bullet item as follows:

For multi-device handling based on Media characteristics, Communication Capabilities, user preferences and/or service provider’s policy:
	Status: OPEN 

	A0041
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.3.1.3.1
	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: The 4th sub-bullet under the 5th main bullet item: repetition of the word “delivery” in sequence does not sound and read well.
Proposed Change: Replace the first by the word “sending” as follows:

· Support sending delivery notification and read report to more than one device for a CPM User.
	Status: OPEN 

	A0042
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.3.1.3.1
	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: The 6th sub-bullet under the 5th main bullet item: “Support for dynamic CPM Session continuity . . . .” This functional requirement has dependency on the availability of session continuity feature of the underlying SIP/IP Core network. 3GPP SA2 will decide in its upcoming meeting to include it in Release 8 or not. There are input contributions to the meeting on inter-device continuity, which may or may not be agreed.

Proposed Change: Wait until the end of May to find out about SA2 meeting’s outcomes. The case might be taken to SA Plenary to agree an exception to allow the work to complete for Release 8 in the next two remaining meetings of SA2 for Release 8.
	Status: OPEN 

	A0043
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.3.1.3.4
	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: For the Deferred Messaging Function, it states that it “SHALL provide temporary storage for messages and associated meta-data when recipient is not available.” Proposed Change: Due to the CPM multi-device environment and its wider scope compared to SIMPLE IM and PoC, the temporary storage of the deferred messages in the Conversation Server will not adequately meet the CPM requirements. It is proposed to use one single storage location, Message & Media Storage, for both categories of permanent and transient messages. A CR is being prepared.
	Status: OPEN 

	A0044
	2008.05.12
	E
	5.3.1.5
	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: there are large textual duplication and redundancies!
Proposed Change: A CR is being prepared.
	Status: OPEN 

	A0045
	2008.05.12
	E
	5.3.1.6
	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: “deliverying” is not an English word!
Proposed Change: Replace it with “delivering them”.
	Status: OPEN 

	A0046
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.3.1.7
	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: “Selection of the applicable device(s) of a CPM User to send the notification to” is the task of the entity requesting that a notification to be sent, e.g., CS!

Proposed Change: Delete this bullet item and move it to the CS section.
	Status: OPEN 

	A0047
	2008.05.12
	E
	5.3.2
	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: In the 1st paragraph, the word “enabler in CPM enabler” should be capitalized, and for the sake of consistency, it should be fixed globally (either lower case or upper case and not mixed!)
Proposed Change: Change “enabler” to Enabler”.
	Status: OPEN 

	A0048
	2008.05.12
	E
	5.3.2
	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: In the 2nd paragraph, we don’t have “core CPM requirements” versus “non-core”!

Proposed Change: Remove the word “core”.
	Status: OPEN 

	A0049
	2008.05.12
	E
	5.3.2.1
	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: In the 1st paragraph, the reference to [RFC3261] should be  related to SIP protocol as a whole and not the “number of” !

Proposed Change: Move the reference to the end of the first sentence”
	Status: OPEN 

	A0050
	2008.05.12
	E
	5.3.2.4
	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: The last sentence should be about the XDM Enabler and not about XDM!

Proposed Change: Revise it as follows:
The XDM Enabler’s entities and functions are described in [OMA-XDM-AD].


	Status: OPEN 

	A0051
	2008.05.12
	E
	5.3.2.9
	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: In CPM Architecture diagram, there is no “Third Party” entity! Also, in this section as well as many other places, the words “3rd Party”, “Third Party” and “VAS” are used interchangeably. 
Proposed Change: To be consistent with the CPM architecture diagram, change all proper use of the these nouns to “VAS”. The use of common nouns as “3rd party” or “third party”, when appropriate, should be okay. 
A CR is being prepared.
	Status: OPEN 

	A0052
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.3.3.1
	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: In the 1st paragraph, not all entities’ actions for accessing/triggering functionalities in CPM CS are done “on behalf of a user”! It’s only when CPM Client does it.

Proposed Change: Change the text “on behalf of a user” to parenthetical to mean it corresponds to the previous parenthetical text in the paragraph as follows:
The CPM-CONV interface is exposed by the CPM Conversation Server to allow other entities (such as the CPM Client) to access / trigger the functionalities of the CPM Conversation Server (on behalf of a user.)
	Status: OPEN 

	A0053
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.3.3.1
	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: The last paragraph is not an exhaustive set of protocols for this interfaces to use! There is no need to have the protocols specified for the purpose of ARC final approval, and it is not consistent throughout the document as we did not specify protocols for STO and NOTI interfaces! 

Proposed Change: Remove this paragraph and address the protocol subject in the CPM TS documents. 
A CR is being prepared.
	Status: OPEN 

	A0054
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.3.3.2
	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: For the same reason stated in the aforementioned comment , the last paragraph is not needed for the ARC review, not consistent and possibly incomplete
Proposed Change: Remove this paragraph and address the protocol subject in the CPM TS documents. 
A CR is being prepared.
	Status: OPEN 

	A0055
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.3.3.3
	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: For the same reason stated in the aforementioned comment , the last paragraph is not needed for the ARC review, not consistent and possibly incomplete
Proposed Change: Remove this paragraph and address the protocol subject in the CPM TS documents. 
A CR is being prepared.
	Status: OPEN 

	A0056
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.3.3.4
	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: For the same reason stated in the aforementioned comment , the last paragraph is not needed for the ARC review, not consistent and possibly incomplete
Proposed Change: Remove this paragraph and address the protocol subject in the CPM TS documents. 
A CR is being prepared.
	Status: OPEN 

	A0057
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.3.3.5
	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: For the same reason stated in the aforementioned comment , the last paragraph is not needed for the ARC review, not consistent and possibly incomplete
Proposed Change: Remove this paragraph and address the protocol subject in the CPM TS documents. 
A CR is being prepared.
	Status: OPEN 

	A0058
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.3.4.1
	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: Filling out the blank for CAB’s high-level functionalities. 
Proposed Change: A CR is being prepared.
	Status: OPEN 

	A0059
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.3.4.3
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent
Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: This section is very confusing. It is not very clear WHAT is being kept in XDM Servers for the purpose of CPM, but this section refers to managing such information. Also – is this title appropriate “Communicate WITH the XDM enabler”? If XDM enabler is re-used for some functionality, then this is not a matter of communication WITH the XDM enabler. The XDM enabler as such is a generic functionality, there is little need to communicate WITH the XDM enabler, neither is it clear what that would mean. On the other hand, one can communicate to specific servers out of the set of XDMS (e.g. XDM Shared Profile server), but then we need to be specific, that CPM entities act as XDM Clients for a specific purpose. Text then needs to be added to describe all CPM entities need to have XDM Clients attached to them. Furthermore, it is confusing to see that both detail and high-level were attempted within the same diagram (see our first comment about the picture.) The picture and text combination create a lot of confusion about the use of XDM (e.g. what is the CPM User Preference box representing? What else is XDM used for?).

Proposed Change: 

The proposed description should be revised to address the concerns. 
	Status: OPEN

	A0060
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.3.5.1.1
	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: For the same reason stated in the comment  related to Section 5.3.3.1, the last paragraph is not needed for the ARC review, not consistent and possibly incomplete
Proposed Change: Remove this paragraph and address the protocol subject in the CPM TS documents. 
A CR is being prepared.
	Status: OPEN 

	A0061
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.3.5.1.2
	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: For the same reason stated in the comment  related to Section 5.3.3.1, the last paragraph is not needed for the ARC review and not consistent complete
Proposed Change: Remove this paragraph and address the protocol subject in the CPM TS documents. 
A CR is being prepared.
	Status: OPEN 

	A0062
	2008.05.12
	T
	4
	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: The use of CPM framework instead of (or complementary to) the use of CPM enabler is not consistent. It may be that the CPM framework is not defined. There is no definition for the term “framework” in OMA either! 
 Proposed Change: 
A comprehensive CR is needed to address consistently places where CPM framework is used. In case this approach is taken, a definition is needed, and use of CPM framework (assumed different than CPM enabler) should be restricted to an informative section, while the use of CPM enabler should be allowed in both informative and normative sections.
	Status: OPEN 

	A0063
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.2

Fig 2


	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: The diagram is somewhat inconsistent in level of abstraction: very detailed in some places (e.g. some interfaces), very vague in others (e.g. optional dependencies). Also, it mixes representation of interfaces and reference points, not clear whether on purpose, or an artifact of not following AD best practices. At least one reference point (from SIP/IP core) does not have an endpoint on the other end. Also, you are not following AD best practices conventions: grey box is supposed to mean “optional”, while white is supposed to mean “mandatory”, and CPM is using the opposite convention apparently. According to AD best practices, only the border (solid vs. dotted) determines the distinction between specified in this enabler, vs. specified somewhere else (not the grey, which is used to make the distinction between optional and mandatory, regardless of where the spec comes from). For interfaces, the CPM diagram legend includes “Interfaces to external enablers, but no indication of what kind of lines are used for it). In AD best practices, a dotted-line interface or reference points means it is optional, while a solid line means it is mandatory.

Proposed Change:

Consider multiple diagrams (each consistent) with increasing level of detail. Possibly 1 high level, followed by detailed partial diagrams on particular areas of the architecture, if all details would make the complete diagram too busy.

Follow AD best practices for AD diagram representation conventions.
	Status: OPEN

	A0064
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.2

Fig.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: How does the Inter-working Selection function relate to the BGCF which is part of SIP/IP Core? 

Proposed Change: 

A statement should be made about the relationship between ISF/IWF and its realization as BGCF/MGCF which is part of SIP/IP core.  
	Status: OPEN

	A0065
	2008.05.12
	T
	5.3.1.3.1
	 Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Comment: For the CS/PF, it states “Validates CPM User service subscription, if the subscription to a CPM-based service is managed by the CPM service provider.” Not clear if this item or any other items in the PF description should talks about authorization of the user (or the registered device) to use the service! This is not in the scope of the CPM Enabler. It is in the scope for a service based on CPM, and it should be achieved through a supporting enabler!

Proposed Change: Remove the statement from the list CS/PF’s functionalities. Provide the functionality in a corresponding supporting enabler.
	Status: OPEN 
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