Doc# OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0062-ALU_CPM_RD_Review_Comments[image: image1.jpg]"sOMaQa

Open Mobile Alliance




Review Contribution

Doc# OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0062-ALU_CPM_RD_Review_Comments
Review Report


Review Contribution
	Title:
	CPM RD V1.0 Review Comments from Alcatel-Lucent
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential

	Material Being Reviewed:
	OMA-RD-CPM-v1_0-20070208-D 

	Submission Date:
	2nd March 2007

	Source:
	Indaka Weerasekera, Alcatel-Lucent, Indaka@alcatel-lucent.com

	Attachments:
	n/a
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Public       FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential

	Replaces:
	n/a


1. Instructions
Review comments should be submitted in a form that simplifies the collection by the review report editor.  This form permits easy cut-n-paste actions by use of pro-forma structure of the review comments table.  The following are requests for submitters of the comments:

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

· Use this docID in the Form field (e.g. for doc OMA-REL-2006-0134-RC_XYZ_RD – 'Form' entry would be 'doc #0134'.)

· The Type column should indicate 'E' for Editorial comment or 'T' for Technical comment

· Submitters are encouraged, but not required, to provide a proposed change – provide as much insight to issue as possible

· Marked up versions of the document can be submitted as an attachment.  If this is done, please note in the table, in summary form, the technical issues addressed.  Use one table entry to note that editorial items are presented.

RC doc are internal docs and when uploaded, they should be attached to the appropriate review meeting.
2. Review Comments

	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	
	2007.03.02
	T
	3.2 “CPM Service”
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: CPM service is usually what the end-user experiences. Suggest a wording similar to that of PoC service in the PoC 1.0 RD, or something simpler.
Proposed Change: 
Suggest either: (1) The user’s perception of the functionality provided by the CPM Enabler

Or
(2) A service (see [OMA-DICT]) enabled by the CPM Enabler and provided to an end-user 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2007.03.02
	T
	3.2 “Continuous Media”
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Definition of Continuous Media is circular and does not adequately reflect the difference with Discrete Media 

Proposed Change: 

Suggest the following Clarification:

“Information of a continuous nature (i.e. with an inherent notion of time) exchanged between two or more recipients. A Continuous Media can be initiated either by an end-user or by an application. A Continuous Media can be unidirectional (e.g. a  streamed video) or bidirectional (VoIP call between participants).”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2007.03.02
	T
	3.2 “CPM Thread”

And 6.1.6
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 

2nd sentence of definition ought to be explicitly brought out in the requirements (it does not seem to be).

Proposed Change: 

Suggest limiting the definition to the 1st sentence only and making the 2nd sentence a new requirement in 6.1.6, i.e.

“CPM Threads stored in a specific CPM user’s storage SHALL be limited to the exchanges in which this storage-owning CPM user has participated”


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2007.03.02
	T
	3.2 “CPM Session History” and 6.1.6
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Similar comment to CPM Thread above

Proposed Change: 

Add a new requirement to 6.1.6

“CPM Session Histories stored in a specific CPM user’s storage SHALL be limited to the CPM Sessions in which this storage-owning CPM user has participated”


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2007.03.02
	E
	3.2 “CPM Service Provider”
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 

Suggest changing ‘service provider’ to ‘principal’. Also slight editorial changes.

Proposed Change: 

“A principal that offers CPM services to CPM users”.


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2007.03.02
	T
	3.2 “CPM Service Provider Domain”
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The definition of CPM Service Provider Domain is recursive (same comment from Informal Review). 

Can we use the DICT definition of Domain: “A set of objects, each of which is related by a characterizing relationship to a controlling object. For example, an internet domain is a set of resources that share a common address”?

Proposed Change: 

“The domain [OMADICT] of the CPM Service Provider that offers the CPM service to his users”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2007.03.02
	T
	3.2 “CPM User”
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 

Replace ‘end-user’ with ‘principal’

Proposed Change: 

“A principal that has access to the CPM Service”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2007.03.02
	E
	3.3


	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  Add ‘ANI’ and ‘DRM’ to Abbreviations (3.3)

Proposed Change: 

“ANI: Application Network Interface”
“DRM; Digital Rights Management’
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2007.03.02
	E
	4.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Suggest adding Converged Address Book to Figure 2

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2007.03.02
	T
	5.8.5
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Step 1: Aren’t the two CPM addresses already registered with the CPM System? Don’t you mean that the system authenticates Bob’s two addresses?

Proposed Change: 

Suggest adding the registration as a pre-condition and reword step 1:

“Bob switches on his device and both his personal and business CPM addresses are authenticated by the CPM System”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1

HLF-003


	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: This seems restricted to address, device and message type/media. What about message importance?

Proposed Change: add “message priority” to list, i.e.:

“The CPM enabler SHALL provide the CPM User with a mechanism to set preferences based on his addresses, his devices, message importance, the message type and/or media type”.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2007.03.02
	
	6.1

HLF-007


	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The term ‘importance’ is more appropriate.

Proposed Change: 

“The CPM enabler SHALL support the use of importance indications in CPM messages.”


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-009
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Be consistent with terminology

Proposed Change: Change to:

“A CPM User SHALL be able to accept or deny  a CPM Session invitation by some other means than having to compose a CPM Message to that other user.”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-022

And GRP-002
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Seems to overlap with GRP-002

Proposed Change: Remove CONV-021 or GRP-002
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-024
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Is this really necessary? Isn’t already covered by CONV-020?

Proposed Change: Remove CONV-024
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

CONV-026
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Is this is a side-discussion or just a parallel CPM session? I suspect it is easier to specify the latter.

Proposed Change: Replace with:
“A CPM user that is participating in a CPM Group Session, SHALL be able to establish a parallel 1-1 CPM Session or 1-N CPM Session with other CPM Group member(s) participating in that CPM Group Session”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

DEF-006

DEF-007

DEF-008
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Why would the recipient want to manage the expiry time? 

Proposed Change:
Delete DEF-006, -007 and -008
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

GRP-005


	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: What are ‘Group Definitions’? Is it the same as ‘parameters…and set of membership rules’ (as stated in GRP-001)? Aren’t CPM Group definitions for a pre-defined CPM Group, by definition already stored in the network (as an XML document)

Proposed Change:
Delete GRP-005
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.1

GRP-007


	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Similar to GRP-005 re: ‘Group Definitions’? Also suggest rewording too.

Proposed Change:
The CPM enabler SHALL allow any authorised principal to manage (e.g. create, modify etc) parameters and membership rules of a CPM pre-defined Group. 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.4

PRS-001


	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Is this requirement really necessary? We already have requirements that state that a CPM user can disseminate presence attributes and that CPM shall re-use the capabilities of OMA Presence.

Proposed Change: Delete PRS-01
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.6

STOR-004
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: CPM Sessions and CPM Conversations are stored as Session Histories and CPM Threads respectively

Proposed Change: 

“The CPM enabler SHALL be able to store 

· CPM Messages

· CPM Sessions as Session Histories

· CPM Conversations as CPM Threads 

· Media

in the user's network-based storage in the CPM Service Provider domain according to the user's preferences and/or operator's settings”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-007
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The term ‘synchronize/synchronization’ is/are not defined and may pre-suppose technology choices. I prefer to neutralise this term throughout the RD and defer to the specs the technical choices.

Proposed Change: 

“The user's devices local storage SHALL be kept up to date with the user's network-based storage based on the user's preferences (e.g. filtering criteria) and/or operator's settings.”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.6

STOR-008
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Similar comment to STOR-007 and -008

Proposed Change: 

“The CPM Enabler  SHALL  coordinate data related to (e.g. periodically and/or partially)  : 

· the stored CPM Messages or CPM Session Histories 

· the CPM Threads 

· the Media

· the  list of stored CPM Messages and/or CPM Session Histories and/or Media 

such that this data is kept up to date between the local storage of the CPM user’s device(s)  and CPM User’s network-based storage according to the user’s preferences  and/or the operator’s settings.”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-012


	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Similar comment to STOR-007 and STOR-008
Proposed Change: 

“The CPM enabler SHALL keep up to date all CPM Threads, a subset of the CPM Threads, or a subset of stored CPM Messages / CPM Session Histories in all of the end-user’s devices, irrespective of on which device these messages are created (e.g. drafts) and/or received, depending on operator policies and/or end-user preferences and filtering-rules.”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-013


	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Similar comment to STOR-007 and STOR-008, MLD-012

Proposed Change: 

“The CPM enabler SHALL keep up to date the full folder hierarchy or a subset of the folder hierarchy (and the changes thereto) in all of the end-user’s devices, irrespective of on which device the folder hierarchy changes occur, depending on operator policies and/or end-user preferences and filtering-rules.”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.7

MLD-016


	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Similar comment to STOR-007 and STOR-008, MLD-012, MLD-013

Proposed Change: 

“The CPM enabler SHALL keep up to date all  stored CPM Message-state changes (e.g. “read-indications”, “reply-indications”, etc) in all of the end-user’s devices, irrespective of on which device these  stored CPM Message-state changes occur, depending on operator policies and/or end-user preferences and filtering-rules.”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.9
CAB-005
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Similar comment to STOR-007 and STOR-008, MLD-012, MLD-013, MLD-016

Proposed Change: 

“The CPM enabler SHALL keep up to date all Address Books, (e.g. addition, deletion, modification of contacts or groups of contacts, address book structure, presence subscriptions, Communication Preference, service capabilities) in all CPM enabled devices with the associated registered CPM address, irrespective of on which CPM enabled device the CPM user used to make the changes, according to the user’s preferences and/or operator’s settings.”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.10
VAS-007
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Sending of information related to user preferences is not a good example due to privacy implications. Suggest removing.
Proposed Change: 

Remove last bullet “change in user preferences” from VAS-007
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.10

VAS-010
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 

This seems very specific to conferencing applications. What is the relationship to existing work in other bodies? What is the overlap? E.g. 3GPP IMS Conferencing and the new study item, CMCC (Convergent Multi-Media Conference)?
Proposed Change: 

Potential text in informative sections should clarify the above questions.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2007.03.02
	E
	6.1.16

IWF-001 and IWF-008
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: These are usability requirements.

Proposed Change: 

Move to section 6.1.13
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.16

IWF-001
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: What if a message to a non-CPM device cannot be delivered because the message is to large etc?
Proposed Change: 

Add a new requirement to 6.1.16:

“If a CPM Message cannot be delivered to a non-CPM enabled device, (e.g. due to message size or content adaptation cannot be performed) it SHALL be possible to notify the originating CPM User”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2007.03.02
	T
	6.1.17 & 2.1


	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: GPM will provide end-users with generic capabilities to manage the privacy of personal data. CPM should re-use this enabler where appropriate.
Proposed Change: 

Add the following to 6.1.17:

“CPM SHALL re-use appropriate functions from the GPM enabler. [GPM]”

Add the GPM enabler as a normative reference:

[GPM]: Generic Permissions Management. V1.0

URL: http://www.openmobilealliance.org
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>
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