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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 or 'T' for Technical comment

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 

	

	XXX
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	<add others as appropriate>
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	


2.2 Review History

The review history table should list review meetings and not work sessions where responses developed.
<<DELETE THIS COMMENT >>

	Review Type
	Date
	Review Method
	Participating Groups
	Full Document Id

	Select: Full / Followup / Preliminary
	200y.mm.dd
	Select: F2F / Email / ConfCall
	
	OMA-<type>-<desc>-<version>-200ymmdd-<state>

	
	
	
	
	


3. Review Comments

Each document under review should have its own table.  Use different prefix as IDs for each document included in the review.

The Type Column has an 'E' for Editorial comments and 'T' for Technical comments'.

Any changes to the documents under review, whether as a result of the review comment or not, is to be documented in this section of the review report.  Any such changes may have a material affect on the review and the issues raised and must be captured to provide complete notice of changes.

<<DELETE THIS COMMENT >>

3.1 <doc ref>

	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A001
	2007.mm.dd
	E
	All
	Source: LGE
Form: <INP doc >
Comment: The term “principal” is sometimes written with a capital P but it’s not always the case
Proposed Change: For consistency, we suggest writing “principal” everywhere

	Status: OPEN 

	A002
	2007.mm.dd
	E
	All
	Source: LGE
Form: <INP doc>
Comment: The term “Continuous Media” should be written in capital everywhere.
Proposed Change: For consistency, we suggest writing “Continuous Media” everywhere
	Status: OPEN

	A003
	
	E
	All
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: The term “CPM Enabler” should be written in capital everywhere.

Proposed Change: For consistency, we suggest writing “CPM Enabler” everywhere
	Status: OPEN

	A004
	
	E
	3.2
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: Definition of CPM Enabler: the front size is different from the rest of the definitions

Proposed Change: harmonize the front size in the definition section
	Status: OPEN

	A005
	
	E
	3.2
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: Definition of Charging Correlation: the term “Charging Event” is written in capital but we don’t see the need for that.

Proposed Change: replace “Charging Event” by “charging event”
	Status: OPEN

	A006
	
	E
	3.2
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: Definition of Deferred Message: lack of consistency in the use of the term “message”

Proposed Change: Replace “message” by “CPM Message”
	Status: OPEN

	A007
	
	E
	4
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: paragraph related to Network-based storage, 3rd bullet. Lack of consistency

Proposed Change: Replace “The single messages and conversation histories” by “ The CPM Threads, i.e. CPM Messages and CPM Session Histories” 
	Status: OPEN

	A008
	
	E
	4.1
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: In Figure2, The communications between the Home CPM service and the other entities are bidirectional. Therefore, the blue arrows should be bidirectional.

Proposed Change: Change the figure to make the arrows bidirectional
	Status: OPEN

	A009
	
	E
	5.12
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: Inconsistency on the title of this section

Proposed Change: Change the title to: “Absence Service”
	Status: OPEN

	A010
	
	E
	5.12.5
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: There is a typo in the last sentence of paragraph 2.

Proposed Change: Replace “servicedelivers” by “service delivers”
	Status: OPEN

	A011
	
	E
	6.1
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: HLF-009: what is the meaning of “originators identity”? 

We understand it as the CPM Address used to send the message. Is it correct?

Proposed Change: If our assumption is correct, we suggest to rewrite this requirement: “The CPM Enabler SHALL support a reply CPM Address distinct from the CPM Address used to send a CPM Message”
	Status: OPEN

	A012
	
	E
	
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: HLF-010: lack of consistency in the terminology

Proposed Change: Replace “the message” by “The CPM Message or CPM Session invitation”
	Status: OPEN

	A013
	
	T
	6.1.1
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: CONV-007 and CONV-008: these requirements assume that the common way to start a CPM Session is to compose a CPM Message… Is it true? 

Proposed Change: remove these two requirements
	Status: OPEN

	A014
	
	E
	6.1.1
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: CONV-022 is covered by GRP-002.. Moreover, the term “the pseudonym” should be  changed to “his/her pseudonym”  

Proposed Change:  Remove GRP-002 and rewrite CONV-022: “The CPM Enabler SHOULD provide the user with a mechanism to change his/her pseudonym. 
	Status: OPEN

	A015
	
	E
	6.1.1
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: CONV-026: lack of consistency in the terminology. The term “message” should be replaced by “CPM Messages and/or Continuous Media”.
Proposed Change: Rewrite the requirement: The CPM Enabler MAY support private exchange of CPM Messages and/or Continuous Media  between individual CPM Group members in CPM Group Sessions depending on the CPM Group and operator policies.
	Status: OPEN

	A016
	
	E
	6.1.1
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: CONV-029: typo

Proposed Change: Replace “Sessionwith” by “Session with”
	Status: OPEN

	A017
	
	E
	6.1.1
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: CONV-035: typo

Proposed Change: Replace “CPM sessions” by “CPM Sessions”.
	Status: OPEN

	A018
	
	E
	6.1.1
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: CONV-039 and CONV-040. These two requirements are too similar and hence confusing. One of the two should be removed   

Proposed Change: Remove CONV-040
	Status: OPEN

	A019
	
	E
	6.1.5
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: MED-002 and 003: the term “for” does not seem to be needed. 

Proposed Change: we proposed to delete the term “for” from these two requirements
	Status: OPEN

	A020
	
	T
	6.1.5
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: MED-008: the concept is very complicated. What is the use case? Do we really need such requirement?
Proposed Change: Delete MED-008 
	Status: OPEN

	A021
	
	E
	6.1.5
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: MED-011: Is the intent to provide the ability to exchange several Continuous Media in the same CPM Session (e.g. voice and video exchanged in parallel between 2 CPM users)? 
Proposed Change: If yes, propose to rewrite it as: 
“The CPM Enabler SHALL provide support to exchange several Continuous Media in parallel in the same CPM Session”
	Status: OPEN

	A022
	
	E
	6.1.5
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: MED-012: The word order in the sentence makes the requirement confusing. 
Proposed Change: So we suggest as follows: 

“The CPM enabler MAY notify the sender of a CPM Message in case of content adaptation, based on the user settings/preference and/or operators preference/setting.”
	Status: OPEN

	A023
	
	E
	6.1.6
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: STOR-007 and 008 are very similar.
Proposed Change: we propose to delete STOR-007
	Status: OPEN

	A024
	
	E
	6.1.6
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: STOR-009 : 

“The CPM enabler SHALL allow the CPM user to forward stored CPM Messages (…) stored in the (…).”

>> two occurrences of the word “stored”
Proposed Change: we suggest deleting the first one.
	Status: OPEN

	A025

	
	E
	6.1.6
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: STOR-010 needs to be reworded. 

The CPM enabler SHALL allow the CPM user to download all or part of a stored CPM Messages that is stored in his network-based storage either directly from a link or from a list of  stored CPM Messages.
Proposed Change: The CPM enabler SHALL allow the CPM user to download all or part of a CPM Message that is stored in his network-based storage either directly from a link or from a list of stored CPM Messages.
	Status: OPEN

	A026
	
	E
	6.1.6
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: STOR-019: the occurrence of the word “stored” in front of “CPM Messages” is not needed.
Proposed Change: We suggest deleting the first occurrence of the word “stored”.
	Status: OPEN

	A027
	
	E
	6.1.6
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: STOR-019 and 36:

019: The CPM enabler SHALL allow the CPM user to download a CPM Thread as a whole or partially., i.e. one or some CPM messages or Session Histories 

036: The CPM enabler SHALL be able to manage as a whole (i.e. forward, delete, upload to the network-based storage) those CPM Messages and Session Histories stored as part of a CPM Thread.
In order to ease the reading of the section, these two requirements should be combined.

Proposed Change: We suggest combining 19 and 36 into:

The CPM Enabler SHALL be able to manage (i.e. forward, delete, upload, download) a CPM Thread as a whole or partially (i.e. one or some CPM Messages or Session Histories) 
	Status: OPEN

	A028
	
	E
	6.1.6
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: STOR-20: the first sentence needs some refinement.

Proposed Change: We suggest the following:

The CPM enabler SHALL allow the CPM user to select data (e.g., media) from his network-based storage (without downloading them to his device) and/or from his device’s storage and add them to a CPM Message.
	Status: OPEN

	A029
	
	E
	6.1.6
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: STOR-024 is related to Converged Address Book.

“The CPM enabler SHALL allow the CPM user to add/change/delete display name in his/her address book.”
Proposed Change: Move it to CAB section 
	Status: OPEN

	A030
	
	T
	6.1.7
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: MLD-010: the user SHALL be able to access the list of his registered devices…. 

But how will the list be displayed? 

How the CPM Enabler can provide a list that can be understood by the end-user?

We hope that the intent is not to provide a list of IP addresses hehe

Therefore, we propose to add a requirement to give the user the ability to define a name for each of his devices. These names can then be used by the CPM Enabler to provide the list of registered devices when requested by the user.

Proposed Change: we propose to add a new requirement to fix the situation: 

“The CPM Enabler SHALL provide the user with a mechanism to define an identifier (i.e. a human readable name) for each of his/her devices.”
	Status: OPEN

	A031
	
	T
	
	Source: LGE

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: MLD-011:

“The CPM enabler SHALL provide CPM user with a mechanism to access/retrieve, from one of his/her devices, a list of his/her counterpart’(s’) registered device(s) and the available Media on them.”

Do we really want to provide such functionality?
Would a user want to expose the devices he is using? 

Is this information useful? We doubt it.
Proposed Change: we suggest removing it.
	Status: OPEN
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