Table 1
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A001
	2007.01.29
	E
	General
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution 0030
Comment: Inconsistent used of Categorization-based Content Screening and Categorization Based Content Screening. For example, see section 3.2, the definition for Categorization-based Content Screening Subscriber.
Proposed Change: Use the dash consistently throughout document
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A002
	2007.01.29
	T
	General
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution 0030
Comment: Do we need to maintain all these requirements references, like [CBCS-RD: CBCS-FUNC-24]? This creates a maintenance problem. Furthermore, I do not think this convention is used anywhere else.

Proposed Change: Remove requirements references throughout document.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A003


	2007.01.29
	T
	1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution0030 
Comment: Scope does not mention anything about Content Categorization (only refers to Content Screening).

Proposed Change: 

Change/add wording to address issue.


	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A004
	2007.01.29
	T
	3.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent
Forn: contribution 0030
Comment:

Definition for CBCS User specifically refers to the use of a device. There is nothing specific in the CBCS enabler requirements that would impose such limitation.

Proposed change:

Remove “using a device”.


	Status:

OPEN

<provide response>

	A005
	2007.01.29
	T
	3.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent
Forn: contribution 0030
Comment:

Definition for Content implies that the examples given are included in content (“It includes …”). Also some issues with 2nd sentence in definition also has 2 typos (coule instead of could, and itselt instead of itself, and missing a final period. A “the” in front of words “content part” may better the sentence. Finally “may include” instead of “can have” may also be more appropriate).

A question: is the meaning of “forbidden names” self-evident ? Do we need a definition, or maybe different wording?
Proposed change:

Replace “It includes” with “It may include”, and fix typos. The 2nd sentence could read:

Content can be the content part of a message (request or response) but also could be the request itself (for example an HTTP request may include forbidden names).

	Status:

OPEN

<provide response>

	A006
	2007.01.29
	T
	3.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent
Forn: contribution 0030 
Comment:

Definition for External Service Provider. What is an External Interface?
Proposed change:

Reword this definition, or add one for External Interface.

	Status:

OPEN

<provide response>

	A007
	2007.01.29
	E
	
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution 0030
Comment: The following abbreviations are used in the text, but not included in section 3.3: URI, MSISDN, TLS, SMS, MMS, IM, HTTP 

Proposed Change: Update section 3.3 with these abbreviations.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A008
	2007.01.29
	T
	4
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent
Forn: contribution 0030
Comment:

2nd paragraph only refers to pulling content.
Proposed change:

Insert after “… request screening”, and before “or the Enabler …”:

“..., or to which content is being pushed, …”
	Status:

OPEN

<provide response>

	A009


	2007.01.29
	T
	4
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution

Comment: Introduction section does not mention anything about Content Categorization (only refers to Content Screening).

Proposed Change: 

Change/add wording to address issue.


	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A010
	2007.01.29
	T
	4
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution 0030
Comment: 

Sentence “As a result of applying the rules, the content may pass, be blocked, be subject to modification, be combined with a warning, or pass after consent is received from an authorized principal.” The “consent” refers to requirement FUNC-028. However, this is NOT addressed anywhere in the normative document.

Proposed Change:

Not to be addressed in this section. But need to re-visit interfaces and/or components, and explain how “Ask for Consent” will be addressed. Note that we have a similar issue in GPM – ideally the resolution should be the same.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A010
	2007.01.29
	T
	4
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution 0030
Comment: The bullet list, consisting of 5 bullets, lists “other” as second bullet. This seems odd.

Proposed Change: Move second bullet to the end of the bullet list. This mean the word “and” needs to be removed from the currently fifth bullet
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A011
	2007.01.29
	T
	4
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution 0030
Comment: Remove the note, if the WG agrees to remove the requirements references.

Proposed Change: Remove note.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A012
	200y.01.29
	E
	4.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution 0030
Comment: The first paragraph is bulleted 

Proposed Change: Change to normal text formatting
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A013
	2007.01.29
	T
	4.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution 0030
Comment: 

There are references to what other resources (not CBCS) should or should not to do – e.g. “…(CBCS and other resources) get access…”,

Proposed Change:

Consider referring only specifically to what CBCS should, or should not do from security perspective – the rest being out-of-scope for BCS.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A014
	200y.01.29
	T
	5.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution 0030
Comment:

The starting paragraph wording, and quoting text from the Intro section seems awkward.

 “The following text places the CBCS enabler in the context of concepts defined in the PEEM AD [PEEM AD].”  

Proposed Change:

Replace the paragraph with text that just refers to Intro.


	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A015
	200y.01.29
	T
	5.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution 0030
Comment: Paragraph below the bullet list, third sentence. In general, the sentence seems awkward. In particular,  “Applying the CBCS enabler….”. What does applying an enabler mean? Should this be “Deploying the CBCS enabler…”?

Proposed Change: Replace applying with deploying.

And possibly breaking the sentence in two sentences – to make it more readable.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A016
	2007.01.29
	T
	5.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution 0030
Comment: Paragraph below the bullet list, last sentence states the obvious, but fails to make the connection with PEEM.

Proposed Change: Add at the end of the sentence:

“, and since Screening Rules are Policy Rules specific to CBCS, the PEEM interface for Policy Rules management may be re-used.”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A017
	200y.01.29
	T
	5.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution 0030 
Comment: 

Last paragraph, the sentences:

“The high level PEEM requirements are defined in the PEEM RD [PEEM RD]. Note that the purpose of the PEEM RD and PEEM AD is not to mandate if and how enablers such as CBCS should support the PEEM callable interface and PEEM management interface.” do not add anything, or are confusing or are out-of-scope. What does high-level mean? Are there also low-level PEEM reqmts? And why should we state in the CBCS AD, what PEEM is or is nor to do?

Proposed Change:

Remove the 2 sentences, and the “Instead,” at the start of the next sentence.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A018
	2007.01.29
	T
	5.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution 0030
Comment: Second paragraph refers only to the function of determining the category, but to assigning the category.
Proposed Change:
“This component can be called directly by an external resource or by the Content Screening Component, in order to determine the category(ies) assigned to the submitted content. The component also can be called to provision the assignment of a category to submitted content.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A019
	200y.01.29
	T
	5.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution 0030
Comment:
Is indeed CBCS-2 (which I think we agreed will become PEM-2) an interface exposed by each of the 2 CBCS components?

Proposed Change:
One of 2 alternatives:

- separate and describe a “CBCS Rules Mgmt component”. This component will expose the PEM-2 interface, through which both Content Screening Rules & Categorization Rules” would be managed.

OR

-have only 1 of the existing components expose the PEM-2 i/f, and explain that the 2 components share an internal infrastructure to get access to the 2 types of rules.
In either case, the text may needs to change accordingly.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A020
	2007.01.29
	T
	5.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution 0030
Comment: The last two sentences seem to appear in the wrong order.

Proposed Change: Swap the last two sentences.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A021
	200y.01.29
	E
	5.3.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution 0030
Comment: Typo “sendor” -> “sender”, in both of the second level bullets.

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A022
	2007.01.28
	T
	5.3.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution 0030
Comment: 1st bullet, 2nd level, 2nd bullet: “can be used”.
Proposed Change:
Replace “can” with “may”.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A023
	2007.01.29
	T
	5.3.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution 0030
Comment: 2nd bullet, 2nd level, 1st bullet, sentence:

“The processing of the Screening Rules may use content category/other information received or obtained and any other needed context information (e.g., information in the CBCS User Profile such as preferred and banned content).” Implies that there is a 3rd way, beside receiving or obtaining, to get access context info.

Proposed Change:

The processing of the Screening Rules may use content category/other information received and/or use context information obtained through other means (e.g., information in the CBCS User Profile such as preferred and banned content).
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A024
	200y.01.29
	T
	5.3.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution 0030
Comment: General comment in this section, regarding the use of “Screening Rules” only. 

This is related to the resolution on whether PEM-2 is exposed by both components or only one.

Proposed change:

Make sure that the text is consistent with resolving the issue of which component exposes the PEM-2 i/f and for what purpose. You may have to add here “Categorization Rules”, in case this component manages both.
This comment also applies to the following section 5.3.2.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A025
	2007.01.29
	T
	5.3.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution 0030
Comment: The list of management functions in section 5.3.1 for Screening Rules includes “viewing”

Proposed Change: Be consistent
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A026
	200y.01.29
	T
	5.3.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution 0030
Comment: Second bullet, is this really a feature of the component?

Proposed Change: Suggest moving this bullet and making it a normal paragraph at the end of this section.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A027
	2007.01.29
	T
	5.3.3 & 5.3.4
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution 0030
Comment: Titles may be misleading. None of these interfaces are defined in CBCS. The 1st one is likely to “enhance” PEM-1, the 2nd one is less clear if it will be changed at all (but there is a possibility).
Proposed Change: Suggest adding (derived):

PEM-1 interface (derived) &

PEM-2 interface (derived).

If when we complete the GPM TS that is incorrect, we need to move one or both under 5.8.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A028
	200y.01.29
	T
	5.3.4
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution 0030
Comment: The list of management functions includes “modifying”, whereas “updating” is used in other instances.

Proposed Change: Suggest replacing “modifying” with “updating”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A029
	2007.01.29
	T
	5.3.5
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution 0030
Comment: First sentence has  at least 2 different possible interpretation (retrieving, as well as provisioning), since we don’t have an agreed definition for “to categorize content”.
Proposed Change: Suggested modified sentence:

“Using this interface, a resource may obtain the category (or categories) associated with a given content.”

Alternatively, we can keep the sentence as is, and add a definition for “to categorize content”, or for “content categorization”.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A030
	200y.01.29
	T
	5.3.5
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution0030 
Comment: 

Proposed Change: Remove the NOTE
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A031
	2007.01.29
	E
	5.3.6
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution 0030
Comment: Wasn’t it agreed that PEM-2 replaces CBCS-2?
Proposed Change: If this section is still needed, update accordingly and remove NOTE. However, if the PEM-2 i/f is not exposed twice (separately), then this section needs to be collapsed with the PEM-2 Interface section, and updated appropriately (this is related to a previous comment).
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A032
	200y.01.29
	T
	5.3.6
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution 0030
Comment: The list of management functions in section 5.3.1 for Screening Rules includes “viewing”

Proposed Change: Be consistent
	Status: OPEN

Same as A025

	A033
	2007.01.29
	T
	5.3.8.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution 0030
Comment: The 1st sentence is a poor justification. We should not justify a CD decision, by a convention (?!) used in another AD. The 2nd sentence seems to lack context.
Proposed Change: Replace paragraph with:

While CBCS can be deployed in a proxy pattern, a proxy interface is not specified by CBCS; this is because specifying such an interface depends on the functionality being proxied (e.g. browsing, HTTP, messaging, etc) which is out-of-scope for CBCS.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A034
	200y.01.29
	T
	5.3.8.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution 0030
Comment: The 1st sentence is a poor justification. We should not justify a CD decision, by a convention (?!) used in another AD. The 2nd sentence may need further justification, or may not be relevant, since both i/f are not specified in CBCS.
Proposed Change: Replace paragraph with:

Interface to other resources is not specified by CBCS; it is a shorthand notation standing for all interfaces that CBCS may have to use for exchanges with delegated resources, in the process of evaluating and/or enforcing screening rules or categorization rules.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A035
	2007.01.29
	T
	5.4.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution 0030
Comment: Request to categorize (in Figure 2) as well as in text “request a content categorization” may be misinterpreted in the absence of a content categorization, or “to categorize content” definition (see also comment A029). 
Proposed Change: Replace flow label with:

“Request to obtain content categories”, and similar in text.
Alternatively, introduce needed definition(s).

Note that, depending on resolution, a change may be appropriate in subsequent flows figures and/or text.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A036
	200y.01.29
	E
	5.4.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: 

Comment: There is a remaining MS Word comment form Katell at the end of the section

Proposed Change: Remove comment
	Status: OPEN



	A037
	2007.01.29
	T
	5.4.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution 0030
Comment: Issue with the first 3 sentences in the section. The 1st sentence should only refer to the callable pattern. The 2nd and 3rd seem to be misplaced before the flow has been explained. Finally, the 2nd sentence may be misleading – implying that this flow is not typical. 
Proposed Change: Reword first sentence to:

“The CBCS enabler can be deployed in a callable usage pattern (see Figure 3).”
Replace 2nd sentence with:

“It should be noted that typically the end-user may not directly request a content screening, but another authorized principal may do it on the end-user’s behalf.”.

Move the re-worded last 2 sentences to the end of the section. 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A038
	200y.01.29
	T
	5.4.3
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution 0030
Comment: The 1st sentence can be improved.
Proposed Change: Reword first sentence to:

“The CBCS enabler can be deployed in a proxy usage pattern (see Figure 5). 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A039
	2007.01.29
	T
	5.4.4
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution 0030 
Comment: First paragraph: The list of management functions includes “modifying”, whereas “updating” is used in other instances.

Proposed Change: Suggest replacing “modifying” with “updating”
	Status: OPEN

Same as A014

	A040
	200y.01.29
	T
	5.4.4
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution 0030
Comment: Second paragraph: the list of management functions does not include “viewing”, and it includes “modifying” in stead of “updating”.

Also, make sure whether the operations are the same for “categorization rules” or “assigning categories” (e.g. viewing may or may not be applicable, since it seems to imply the use of CBCS-1 instead, to obtain the categories).
Proposed Change: Be consistent
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A041
	2007.01.21
	T
	5.4.4
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution 0030
Comment: This section may be further updated due to use of PEM-2 instead of CBCS-2, and continued work on the current CBCS-3. Just a note to make sure that whatever changes are applied, they are consistently reflected in this section, both figures and text (this is related to other previous comments – in particular with PEM-2, and which component(s) expose it).
Proposed Change: Be consistent when applying changes.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A042
	2007.02.05
	T
	5.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution 0030R01
Comment:  Several references in the document point to Screening Rules and Management Rules. Is this a dependency on PEL ?
Proposed Change: Add text on PEL dependency (if PEL is to be re-used for Screening Rules and/or Management Rules).
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A043
	2007.02.05
	T
	New ?
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: contribution 0030R01
Comment: Several references in the document point to Screening Rules and Management Rules. However, there is no text explaining the Screening Rules and Management Rules expression language.
Proposed Change: Add text to explain the Screening Rules and Management Rules expression language (e.g. in 5.3.1 or in a new section). Clarify whether it is a PEL re-use or not, and whether specific CBCS requirements may influence the PEL outcome.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>


