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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

	A001
	2007.03.04
	T
	1.0
	Source: Mark Pozefsky
Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD
Comment: don’t understand last part of 3rd paragraph “whereby interworking may have different charging principles.” 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN 



	A001
	2007.03.04
	T
	3.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   CPM message definition of  “of a discrete nature” makes no sense
Proposed Change: delete the phrase
	Status: OPEN 



	A001
	2007.03.04
	T
	3.2 
	Source: Mark Pozefsky

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   Continuous media definition uses the word “continuous” to define itself.  No idea what it means.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN 



	A001
	2007.03.04
	T
	3.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   CPM conversation uses “related due to common characteristics” but don’t understand what the phrase adds.  Why is it needed?
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN 



	A001
	2007.03.04
	T
	3.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   CPM Service Provider domain – the definition just rearranges these words and does not explain it
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN 



	A001
	2007.03.04
	T
	3.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   Address book uses “database” in definition which has certain meaning.
Proposed Change: change “database” to “set”
	Status: OPEN 



	A001
	2007.03.04
	T
	3.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   Last sentence of “preferred communication mode” is a requirement, not a definition
Proposed Change: make the sentence into a requirement
	Status: OPEN 



	A001
	2007.03.04
	T
	4.0
	Source: Mark Pozefsky

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   4th para: “, it provides network storage for any type of message, and media files” – the RD should say that the enabler handles messaging when recipient is not currently connected, and saves messages til user connected.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN 



	A001
	2007.03.04
	T
	4.0
	Source: Mark Pozefsky

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   bullet 7 says “The user's Address Books which are independent of user's technologies” – what is a “user’s technology”?
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN 



	A001
	2007.03.04
	T
	4.0
	Source: Mark Pozefsky

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   how is “ANI” an abbreviation of “Application Support”?   Put in Acronym section too.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN 



	A001
	2007.03.04
	T
	4.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   the picture does not and should not show “system elements” – those are defined during AD.  It shows actors.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN 



	A001
	2007.03.04
	T
	6
	Source: Mark Pozefsky

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:  HLF-012—“ The CPM enabler SHALL be allowed to send a CPM Message” but enablers (specs) are not “allowed” to do things.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN 



	A001
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   CONV-002 – don’t say how requirement achieved
Proposed Change: delete “with intermediate network storage”
	Status: OPEN 



	A001
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.3
	Source: Mark Pozefsky

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   GRP-006—what does “well before” mean?  Is that the important part of this requirement
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN 



	A001
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.3
	Source: Mark Pozefsky

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   GRP-005—the reqt should state that CPM groups can be defined before a conversation is initiated (perhaps), but should not refer to network storage.  Reqt should permit use of XDMS
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN 



	A001
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.4
	Source: Mark Pozefsky

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   PRS-001 – what is “presence support”, just describe what it is.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN 



	A001
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.4
	Source: Mark Pozefsky

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   Is PRS-003 a requirement on something that CPM will provide to the Presence enabler?
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN 



	A001
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.4
	Source: Mark Pozefsky

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   PRS-005 – contact lists are outside of scope.  Don’t describe in terms of CPM user but rather what needs to be specified  by enabler
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN 



	A001
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.5
	Source: Mark Pozefsky

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   MED-002 – what is “direct delivery”?
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN 



	A001
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.5
	Source: Mark Pozefsky

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   MED-009 – how does this requirement mesh with CBCS or STI enablers?
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN 



	A001
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6
	Source: Mark Pozefsky

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   STOR-001 should refer to the enabler providing an address book, not how it is implemented (ie references to network storage)
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN 



	A001
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6
	Source: Mark Pozefsky

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   all the requirements should be done in terms of end user appearance, not specifying where the data is stored or how (ie “network- based…)
Proposed Change: most can be fixed by merely removing the phrase “in the user’s network-based storage”
	Status: OPEN 



	A001
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6
	Source: Mark Pozefsky

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   STOR-016 – this is first mention of folders.  Are they part of enabler?  Need some reqts about folders?
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN 



	A001
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.6
	Source: Mark Pozefsky

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   Is “address book” an element of CPM enabler or part of a CPM system?  If not the former, then not appropriate for RD. 
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN 



	A001
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.9
	Source: Mark Pozefsky

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   If Address Book is part of the enabler, many more requirements are needed.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN 



	A001
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.10
	Source: Mark Pozefsky

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:  VAS-001 – not appropriate for RD to mandate a single protocol (whatever that might mean).  AD decision
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN 



	A001
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.10
	Source: Mark Pozefsky

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   VAS-002 – why not a SHALL.  This enabler can’t force changes to the other messaging enablers/specs
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN 



	A001
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.11
	Source: Mark Pozefsky

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   SEC-002 – I don’t think this enabler can affect CBCS actions.  This is an SP policy.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN 



	A001
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.11
	Source: Mark Pozefsky

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   SEC-004 is a CBCS requirement, not CPM
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN 



	A001
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.11.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   AUC-002 – this is a requirement on the security enabler, not CPM.  This is a deployment statement.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN 



	A001
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.13
	Source: Mark Pozefsky

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   USA-001 seems like a requirement on a CPM service, not enabler (since it deals with user i/f)
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN 



	A001
	2007.03.04
	T
	6.1.14
	Source: Mark Pozefsky

Form: OMA-REQ-CPM-2007-0076-IBM-review-of-CPM-RD

Comment:   this section seems to put requirements on other enablers, not this one.   Stating what should be used to do LI is a deployment choice.
Proposed Change: delete section.  At most, state that CPM enabler SHALL support lawful intercept (and stop at that).  
	Status: OPEN 
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