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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 Comment/Ids 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.>
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2.2 Review History

	Review Type
	Date
	Review Method
	Participating Groups
	Full Document Id

	Select: Full / Followup / Preliminary
	2008.01.23
	Select: F2F / Email / ConfCall
	
	OMA-<type>-<desc>-<version>-200ymmdd-<state>

	
	
	
	
	


3. Review Comments

3.1 OMA-AD-CPM-V1_0-20080418-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A001
	2008.05.09
	E
	All
	Source: LG
Form: INP doc

Comment: Some parts of the document are aligned on the right, some are justified.
Proposed Change: Justify everything.
	Status: OPEN

	A002
	2008.05.09
	E
	All
	Source: LG

Form: INP doc

Comment: The document does not contain any table. Therefore the « Tables » section is not needed.

Proposed Change: Remove it
	Status: OPEN

	A003
	2008.05.09
	E
	1


	Source: LG

Form: INP doc

Comment: The scope section seems to be a “light” introduction section and the actual scope of the document is not described. 
Proposed Change: The following sentence should be added at the end:

“This document describes the logical architecture of the OMA CPM enabler.”
	Status: OPEN

	A004
	2008.05.09
	E
	4 

Figure 1


	Source: LG

Form: INP doc

Comment: The term “architecture” in the caption of the figure may be misleading. 
Proposed Change: delete it. 
	Status: OPEN

	A005
	2008.05.09
	T
	4


	Source: LG

Form: INP doc

Comment: The following sentence is useless : “The efficient use of resources (e.g. radio bandwidth) by all of CPM’s features will be taken into consideration in the design of the CPM Enabler.“. 
Proposed Change: Remove it. 
	Status: OPEN

	A006
	2008.05.09
	T
	4.1

Title
	Source: LG

Form: INP doc

Comment: We thought that the agreement was to design an architecture that was not restrictive to CPM 1.0. For instance, requirements that are postponed to CPM 1.1 should still be covered by this architecture document.  
Proposed Change: Change the title to something like “CPM Concepts”. 
	Status: OPEN

	A007
	2008.05.09
	T
	4.1


	Source: LG

Form: INP doc

Comment: We thought that the agreement was to design an architecture that was not restrictive to CPM 1.0. The first sentence of this section is hence wrong
Proposed Change: Remove “Version 1.0” from the figure. 
	Status: OPEN

	A008
	2008.05.09
	T
	4.1

Bullet “Conversation Handling”
	Source: LG

Form: INP doc

Comment: 3rd and 4th bullets are not correct. How could a user remove a user/media at the invocation?
Proposed Change: simplify the sentence to read: Add or remove Media/users at any time. 
	Status: OPEN

	A009
	2008.05.09
	E
	4.1

Bullet “User preferences”
	Source: LG

Form: INP doc

Comment: Front size varies over this bullet
Proposed Change: unify it. 
	Status: OPEN

	A010
	2008.05.09
	E
	4.1

Bullet “User preferences”
	Source: LG

Form: INP doc

Comment: Front size varies over this bullet
Proposed Change: Make it 10pt. 
	Status: OPEN

	A011
	2008.05.09
	T
	4.1

Bullet “User preferences”
	Source: LG

Form: INP doc

Comment: This bullet seems way too detailed for an introduction section. Concepts of Communication Preferences should not appear at this stage. 
Proposed Change: Only keep the first sentence. (without the additional dot at the end). 
	Status: OPEN

	A012
	2008.05.09
	E
	4.1

Bullet “User addressing”
	Source: LG

Form: INP doc

Comment: Since there is no notion of multiple addresses in the bullet designation, the “N:M” between brackets seems to come from nowhere.
Proposed Change: Change the designation of the bullet into something like “Multi-addresses and multi-devices environment”
	Status: OPEN

	A013
	2008.05.09
	T
	4.1

Bullet “Network-based Storage”
	Source: LG

Form: INP doc

Comment: The following part is useless: “CPM aims to provide a consistent user experience”
Proposed Change: Remove it.
	Status: OPEN

	A014
	2008.05.09
	T
	4.2.1
	Source: LG

Form: INP doc

Comment: Second sentence “The CPM Conversation Server SHOULD rely on …”. Why is it a “SHOULD”? Is it because we cannot mandate the SIP/IP core to achieve anything? Need clarification or make it a SHALL.
Proposed Change: Make it a SHALL.
	Status: OPEN

	A015
	2008.05.09
	T
	4.2.2
	Source: LG

Form: INP doc

Comment: Why is it a SHOULD? Such security issues are to be mandatory.
Proposed Change: Make it a SHALL.
	Status: OPEN

	A016
	2008.05.09
	E
	5.2

Figure 2
	Source: LG

Form: INP doc

Comment: the supporting enablers list on the server side is not exhaustive. 
Proposed Change: Either list everything or just write ‘Supporting Enablers’
	Status: OPEN

	A017
	2008.05.09
	E
	5.2

Figure 2
	Source: LG

Form: INP doc

Comment: The caption was edited at the time when the document presented two architecture diagram. Now that there is only one diagram, the caption can be changed to “CPM Architecture Diagram”.
Proposed Change: Change the caption to “CPM Architecture Diagram”.
	Status: OPEN

	A018
	2008.05.09
	E
	5.2

Figure 2
	Source: LG

Form: INP doc

Comment: All the boxes except “CPM user prefs” are in capital
Proposed Change: Change it to CPM User Preferences
	Status: OPEN

	A019

	2008.05.09
	E
	5.2

Figure 2
	Source: LG

Form: INP doc
Comment: The box for the M&M Storage Server is labelled as “M&M Storage”. The word “Server” is missing.

Proposed Change: Add the word “Server”.
	

	A020
	2008.05.09
	E
	5.2


	Source: LG

Form: INP doc

Comment: in the list of components: sometimes, there is a dot at the end of the bullet, sometimes no.
Proposed Change: Remove the dots
	Status: OPEN

	A021
	2008.05.09
	E
	5.2

Message and Media Storage Server
	Source: LG

Form: INP doc

Comment: What does “both directly and indirectly” mean?? Apart from the CPM server and the M&M client, there does not seem to be any other component that has access to this entity. 
Proposed Change: remove the notion of direct and indirect access.
	Status: OPEN

	A022
	2008.05.09
	T
	5.2

Message and Media Storage Server
	Source: LG

Form: INP doc

Comment: The M&M server is accessed by the M&M Client.
Proposed Change: replace CPM Client by M&M Client. 
	Status: OPEN

	A023
	2008.05.09
	E
	5.2

CPM User Preferences
	Source: LG

Form: INP doc

Comment: an “s” is missing at the end of “preference”.
Proposed Change: replace by CPM User Preferences
	Status: OPEN

	A024
	2008.05.09
	E
	5.3.1.1
	Source: LG

Form: INP doc

Comment: The second sentence does not take the M&M client into account. The UE contains the CPM Client, the supporting enablers *and* the M&M Client.
Proposed Change: mention the M&M client in this sentence or remove the sentence.
	Status: OPEN

	A025
	2008.05.09
	E
	5.3.1.1
	Source: LG

Form: INP doc

Comment: On the topic of attachment of an item to a CPM message, 4th and 5th bullets are extremely similar. There is no need to make any distinction.
Proposed Change: Combine the two bullets  
	Status: OPEN

	A026
	2008.05.09
	T
	5.3.1.1
	Source: LG

Form: INP doc

Comment: Last bullet of the “SHALL” list of features :
 “Be able to hide from the user the selection of the underlying functions required for conveying messages and communication. ” 

The bullet is useless and should be removed. There is no client on the market that explicitly *shows* the underlying protocol to the user…
Proposed Change: remove this bullet
	Status: OPEN

	A027
	2008.05.09
	T
	5.3.1.1
	Source: LG

Form: INP doc

Comment: 3rd bullet of the Multi-device usage paragraph: if it turns out at stage 3 that the device name is not carried as part of the device information, then the AD will have to be changed. We therefore propose to remove the e.g.
Proposed Change: delete “(e.g. as part of the device information)”
	Status: OPEN

	A028
	2008.05.09
	E
	5.3.1.1
	Source: LG

Form: INP doc

Comment: last bullet: why do we have to mention “user plane” functions when they are already implied by other functions previously described?
Proposed Change: Delete the user plane communication related functions.
	Status: OPEN

	A029
	2008.05.09
	T
	5.3.1.1
	Source: LG

Form: INP doc
Comment: The sub-clause is missing a description on the usage of multiple CPM addresses. Clearly, there is a whole section in the requirements that deals with this topic.
Proposed Change: Provide a description that explains the usage of multiple CPM addresses.
	

	A030
	2008.05.09
	T
	5.3.1.3.1
	Source: LG

Form: INP doc

Comment: In multidevice handling paragraph, 9th bullet is not about multidevice aspects (“Provide information such as the Media types used in ongoing CPM Sessions involving multiple devices”). This functionality is available in case the user only has one device.
Proposed Change: remove this bullet
	Status: OPEN

	A031
	2008.05.09
	T
	5.3.1.3.1


	Source: LG

Form: INP doc

Comment: What is meant by the last sentence? “The capabilities of the CPM Participating Function are based on existing enablers and their further evolution to meet CPM requirements when necessary.”

First, this sentence is too restrictive. It implies that all the capabilities of the PF are based on existing enablers, which is incorrect. Also, it assumes that existing enablers (without nominate them) will evolve to fulfil CPM requirements. Too many assumptions are made without bringing any value.

Second, this sentence is not appropriate in a Stage 2 document. 
Proposed Change: Delete this sentence.
	Status: OPEN

	A032
	2008.05.09
	E
	5.3.1.3.2

For session handling
	Source: LG

Form: INP doc

Comment: Paragraph “For session handling” : 7th bullet is already covered by the paragraph dedicated to policy handling
Proposed Change: Remove the following bullet : “Provide the centralized media distribution”
	Status: OPEN

	A033
	2008.05.09
	T
	5.3.1.3.2

For session handling
	Source: LG

Form: INP doc

Comment: Paragraph “For session handling”, 8th bullet: What does the e.g. mean? What is a SIP based conference framework. The example does not add any information.
Proposed Change: delete the e.g.
	Status: OPEN

	A034
	2008.05.09
	T
	5.3.1.3.2

For session handling
	Source: LG

Form: INP doc

Comment: Paragraph “For session handling”, 8th bullet: what is the difference with 2nd bullet: “provide centralized CPM session handling”. ? It looks like a conference focus is no more than a centralized entity that handles session. Therefore, the two bullets seems very similar.
Proposed Change: If there is no difference, then remove bullet 8.
	Status: OPEN

	A035
	2008.05.09
	T
	5.3.1.3.2


	Source: LG

Form: INP doc

Comment: What is meant by the last sentence? “The specific controlling functionality for CPM will be based on existing enablers.”

This sentence is not appropriate in a Stage 2 document. 
Proposed Change: Delete this sentence.
	Status: OPEN

	A036
	2008.05.09
	T
	5.3.1.3.3
	Source: LG

Form: INP doc

Comment: The value of the Conversation History Function is very limited. It could be simpler to rely on the PF to provide these few functionalities.
Proposed Change: Remove all mentions of CPM Conversation History Function and move the functionalities to PF section 
	Status: OPEN

	A037
	2008.05.09
	T
	5.3.1.3.3
	Source: LG

Form: INP doc

Comment: Last sentence is not correct.

“The capabilities of the CPM Conversation History Function are based on the IM Conversation History Function.”

The capabilities are based on the CPM RD. And the possible fact that the realization will be based on IM is a Stage 3 story.

Proposed Change: Delete this sentence. 
	Status: OPEN

	A038
	2008.05.09
	T
	5.3.1.3.4
	Source: LG

Form: INP doc

Comment: Last sentence is not correct.

“The capabilities of the CPM Deferred Messaging Function are based on the IM Deferred Messaging Function”
The capabilities are based on the CPM RD. And the possible fact that the realization will be based on IM is a Stage 3 story.

Proposed Change: Delete this sentence. 
	Status: OPEN

	A039

	2008.05.09
	T
	5.3.1.3.4
	Source: LG

Form: INP doc
Comment: The text should preferably include the idea that the expiry time set by the user can be overridden by the system, if needed.
Proposed Change: Provide a description for the above comment.
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