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1 Reason for Contribution

This contribution provides the comments for the review of the CBCS V1.0 RD
2 Summary of Contribution

See above.
3 Detailed Proposal

	ID
	Open Date
	Edit
	Section
	Description
	Status

	 
	 
	
	6.1
	Source: NEC

Form:  INP doc
Requirement label: CBCS-FUNC-022

Requirement: The feedback information about failed screening SHOULD allow the CBCS Service Provider to identify at least the CBCS Subscriber, the Content and the origin of the Content. It MAY contain information about why the CBCS User perceives the Content should not have been delivered as is.

Editorial:

Last sentence does not make any syntactical sense. 
	Status: OPEN 

	 
	 
	
	5.7.5
	Source: NEC

Form: INP doc

In Step 4. of this use case the CBCS enabler retrieves information about the characteristics of the content from the content provider. Reliable screening based on this requested information can only be insured, if the content provider is not giving false information. This is a major drawback. The content screening service should not have to rely on information given by the content provider but only on that returned by categorization entities.

Example: avoiding subscription-based content, hidden in original CP’s advertisement

Proposal: add new requirement –

The CBCS Enabler SHALL be able to deny content requests if the categorization information authorized by a Categorization Entity is missing.
	Status: OPEN 

	 
	 
	x
	3.2 and others

(Editorial)
	Source: NEC

Form:  INP doc
Editorial: usage of capital/non-capital writing

e.g. in  3.2: Authorized principal

e.g. in 5.1.2.1 and other sections

content screening enabler, screening rules, content delivery enablers

e.g. in 5.1.2.2 and other sections

Screening Rules” instead of “screening rules”

Proposal for solution:

align with general rule to use capital letter if definitions exist

	Status: OPEN 

	
	 
	
	4
	Source: NEC

Form:  INP doc

Suggestion: this section should contain a reference to appendix b.1 where the CBCS actors relationship is described.
	Status: OPEN 

	
	
	
	2
	Source: NEC

Form:  INP doc
References to other OMA enablers (e.g. MCC) missing.
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	x
	5.1.2.2
(Editorial)
	Source: NEC

Form: INP doc

1st bullet:

 “The CBCS Service Provider can differentiate its service offer from others,”

“others” should be specified. 

Suggestion: modify to:

“The CBCS Service Provider can differentiate its service offer from other service providers,”


	Status: OPEN

	
	
	x
	5.1.6
	Source: NEC

Form: INP doc

Editorial:

 “If content is blocked in step 2”
Modification proposal:
Should be step 3 from 5.1.5


	Status: OPEN

	
	
	
	5.2.5

5.3.5
	Source: NEC

Form: INP doc

What happens in step 3 if two Categorization Entities produce contradicting or  different results?
Both UCs do not make any statement to this situation.
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	
	5.3
	Source: NEC

Form: INP doc

Bullet 3, in 5.3.2.2

Content Screening Authority is not mentioned as an actor in 5.3.2
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	
	6.1
	Source: NEC

Form: INP doc

Requirement: CBCS-FUNC-003

“ The CBCS Enabler MAY use information from multiple Content Categorization entities’

What happens if two Categorization Entities produce contradicting or different results?
Could the prioritization of categories be an option or would this be described in the screening rules/policies? Should this be mentioned here?
See also comment to UCs in 5.2.5 and 5.3.5

	Status: OPEN

	
	
	
	6.1
	Source: NEC

Form: INP doc

Requirement: CBCS-FUNC-16 and CBCS-FUNC-018 cover the same function.
Proposal:

Delete CBCS-FUNC-16


	Status: OPEN 

	
	
	
	6.1.

6.1.6
	Source: NEC

Form: INP doc

Requirement: CBCS-FUNC-026 can conflict with CBCS-PRV-003, as the CP can analyze the even hidden screening rules by different attempt to deliver the content in different categories.

Question for Proposal for solution: Would not FUNC-030 avoid such conflict, and should rather to be changed to SHOULD?


	Status: OPEN 


4 Intellectual Property Rights

Members and their Affiliates (collectively, "Members") agree to use their reasonable endeavours to inform timely the Open Mobile Alliance of Essential IPR as they become aware that the Essential IPR is related to the prepared or published Specification.  This obligation does not imply an obligation on Members to conduct IPR searches.  This duty is contained in the Open Mobile Alliance application form to which each Member's attention is drawn.  Members shall submit to the General Manager of Operations of OMA the IPR Statement and the IPR Licensing Declaration.  These forms are available from OMA or online at the OMA website at www.openmobilealliance.org.

5 Recommendation

Discuss the review comments in the next possible REQ/ REQ-CBCS meeting for resolution.
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