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1 Reason for Contribution

OMA-AD-CMI-V1_0-20090507-D is in formal AD review.  
Summary of Contribution

This contribution presents reviews comments to OMA-AD-CMI-V1_0-20090507-D.
2 Detailed Proposal

	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A001
	2009.05.25
	E
	3.2
	Source: Oracle
Form:   input document

Comment: Per … is a strange way to give a reference.  

Proposed Change: Replace by “see […].
	Status: OPEN

	A002
	2009.05.25
	E
	3.2
	Source: Oracle
Form:   input document

Comment: Do we need to explicitly list definitions from [OMA-DICT]?. 

Proposed Change: suggest removing the definitions extracted from OMA-DICT (not even listing them).
	Status: OPEN 

	A003
	2009.05.25
	E
	4 + whole doc
	Source: Oracle
Form:   input document

Comment: Use of future tense “will” is confusing. This is the AD. What is states is what the enabler and its architecture is.
Proposed Change: Replace use of future tense from future to present in section 4 and throughout the document.
	Status: OPEN 

	A004
	2009.5.25
	T
	4
	Source: Oracle   

Form: input document

Comment: Notions of content management are widely spread in industry. It would be warranted to define or explain exactly what is meant by content management, what is in scope and what is not.

In particular one should position if CMI content management differs from other usage of the term in the industry.

A list of bullets is provided but it covers notions and CM and other notions…

Proposed Change: Define or explain as requested and as understood by group for enabler and based on RD/WID.
	Status: OPEN 

	A005
	2009.5.25
	T
	5
	Source: Oracle   

Form: input document

Comment:  The notion of content management is open ended but exemplified only by CMI and Mobile Advertisement (and more generally content that is used by services instead of simply accessed / sold independently of a service using it).

Most common usages of the term content management (CMS, …) in Telecoms relate to the notion of content delivery suite / platforms that include functions like a) Aggregation of content and / or ingestion portal b) Management of content (approval, categorization, recommendations / Campaigns), portal/catalogs of contents, logic to present (including sampling), sell (possibly recommended) content, content adaptation and delivery + content charging and revenue sharing. Many such mobile portal / content delivery suites have been deployed by operators or are sold as product by vendors. 

Reading the RD and more interestingly the AD, it seems that CMI is ready to be a major component to support in a standardized manner these platforms / suites. Yet nothing is said about it. We believe this may result into confusion for many readers on how / if this applies.

We urge the WG to consider such a clarifying / guiding positioning with respect to the most commonly and widely used notion of CM in telcos.

Proposed Change: We recommend adding a discussion at the level of section 4 (or a subsection) of the position / role of CMI in a conventional content delivery platform / suite / portal case. This may also be done in an informative appendix. 
	Status: OPEN 



	A006
	2009.5.25
	T
	4
	Source: Oracle

Form: input document

Comment: Content upload typically is referred in industry as “content ingestion”. 

Proposed Change: We recommend to consider using that terminology or adding a sentence relating the terminology….
	Status: OPEN 

	A007
	2009.5.25
	T
	4
	Source: Oracle  

Form: input document

Comment:  We note the absence of a mention of “content aggregation” which is really the role played by CMI towards the CP(s) where aggregation may be of actual content or pointers to content  still stored / hosted by the different CP. 

Again as this is really a commonly expected function / role of content management systems in Telco we recommend that the role / relationship be discussed in section 4

Proposed Change: Add some text related to content aggregation (of content or pointers) across CPs.
	Status: OPEN 



	A008
	2009.5.24
	T
	5.3.1.1 (+ implications on 5.2 / figure 1)
	Source: Oracle  

Form: input document

Comment:  Upload (deliver) content is really confusing! In general upload refers to the CP uploading content or information about content (e.g. URI/pointers or associated metadata). Delivery on the other end typically refers to the notion of making the content available for its consumer (e.g. often the subscriber in a content delivery suite use case; the consuming service (e.g. in real time or ahead of time as a provisioning step when the service is activated for the user in the case of scenarios like CMR).

These can not / should not be a same interface.

The group needs therefore to decide if delivery is in scope of what is modeled / exposed by CMI or if delivery is modeled as I2. 

If CMI models delivery to consumer of content, then we would argue the need to have an additional CMI interface for this purpose.

If CMI is assumed to treat delivery as I2, then the diagram  is Ok.

Proposed Change: a) tease out delivery” from uploading

b) Decide how delivery is treated in CMI. Explain in text and update figure / list of interfaces if needed as explained above.
	Status: OPEN 



	A009
	2009.5.25
	T
	5.3.1.1
	Source: Oracle   

Form: input document

Comment:  The restriction to upload of content and management of metadata is troubling.

1) Upload/ingestion should cover both content (as content or pointer to content [text is unclear on that aspect also and should be updated to cover both aspects])

2) Management should address both content (pointers or actual content) and metadata (i.e. additional information about the content). 

Proposed Change: Modify to reflect the proposal of the comment.
	Status: OPEN 



	A010
	2009.5.25
	T
	5.3.1.1
	Source: Oracle  

Form: input document

Comment: “Activation” and “deactivation” of content is really an unfortunate term considering the understanding that exists in OSS (TMF) for these notions related to services, subscriptions, resources etc… We recommend not to use that term and find alternative.

Proposed Change: we recommend replacing activated content with something like content “made available for usage” or something similar…
	Status: OPEN 

	A011
	2009.5.25
	T
	5.3.1.1
	Source: Oracle  

Form: input document

Comment:  The notion of metadata is undefined. It should be explained here…

Proposed Change: Describe what is metadata for CMI (suggest that it be any information about content used for the management (e.g. who created, who uploaded, what category is it, etc…) but that it is not the content itself that should be either media or pointer to media)
	Status: OPEN 



	A012
	2009.5.25
	T
	5.3.1.2
	Source: Oracle 

Form: input document

Comment:  Use of activation here is further different from use in 5.3.1.1 and in industry for OSS/BSS… We recommend not using this term here to avoid confusion and changing it. 

Proposed Change: Use instead the word: “ authorized CP” or “Partner CP” or “registered CP”….
	Status: OPEN 



	A013
	2009.5.25
	T
	5.3.1.2
	Source: Oracle   

Form: input document

Comment:  “•
Service discovery and/or notifications of available features related to CMI content”. 

We believe some clarifications would help. Is this for the CP? If yes what is there to discover from a content ingestion point of view? Is it for the consumer? Then what is exactly expected to be offered to the consumption.

Something else?

This is confusing (especially as the previous bullet pertains to the CMI-1 requester) while this bullet does not seem to… and at the minimum requires explanations. 

Should we distinguish functions aimed at ingestion vs functions aimed at consumption of content and then we also expect functions aimed at actual management of the content?

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN 



	A014
	2009.05.25
	T
	5.3.1.2
	Source: Oracle
Form:   input document

Comment: “•
Purchase of content 


•
Authorizing a principal to access content (activate/deactivate/extension of authorization to access the  content)”  

As for previous comment this seems to mix consumption aspects and management aspects…

We recommend to:

a) Group BPC-1 into:

a. Management Of CMI (Content, Metadata, Settings etc)

b. Ingestion business process (pertaining to CMI-1) (e.g. SLA, self service  etc by CP)

c. Consumption business process (discovery, …)

b) Determine if one or multiple interfaces. As a guidance here we recommend that if the CMI release will not specify in details BPC-1 then remaining grouped is fine. Ifw e plan to standardize some aspects, then making distinction above may help…

Proposed Change: Apply as recommended.

This also would affect last paragraph of section.
	Status: OPEN 

	A015
	2009.05.25
	T
	5.3.1.2
	Source: Oracle
Form:   input document

Comment: We seem to miss an interface (or a functionality description in BPC-1) to expose management of the content and metadata… Shouldn’t be described and included?
Proposed Change: Clarify and add.
	Status: OPEN 

	A016
	2009.05.25
	T
	5.3.1.3
	Source: Oracle
Form:   input document

Comment: We recommend a discussion that indicates if this is a request / response or subscribe / notify model or both or ... 

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN 

	A017
	2009.05.25
	T
	5.3.2
	Source: Oracle
Form:   input document

Comment: What is content status. 

Proposed Change: Define.
	Status: OPEN 

	A018
	2009.5.25
	T
	5.3.2
	Source: Oracle   

Form: input document

Comment: We believe that (some of the) management functions (approval, change/management of status, management of content and metadata in general, etc) are rather part of a BPC-x interface!

Proposed Change: Consider pdating
	Status: OPEN 

	A019
	2009.5.25
	T
	5.3.2
	Source: Oracle   

Form: input document

Comment:  What is CMI policy enforcement. This is not explained anywehere. 

a) Explain

b) Make sure that the relationship to PEEM and intrinsic vs non intrinsic aspects are clarified

Proposed Change: Explain and clarify as described
	Status: OPEN 



	A020
	2009.5.25
	T
	5.3.2
	Source: Oracle   

Form: input document

Comment: “

Editors Note: The following functionality may be deferred to a later release

· Content upload from CMI Component to CMI interface-using entity, e.g. for user-generated content 

“ This is really confusing:

a) The term uploading is in our view incorrect. it refers here to delivering or consuming.

b) We already recommended teasing out this aspects from CMI-1. However it is part of the CMI component no matter how we decide to treat it from an interface point of view (new CMI-x or I2).

Proposed Change: Update terminology and decide if it is out of scope for this release (e.g. we will have a CMI-x later) or if it is because it is I2 (i.e. simply not modeled by CMI ever)…
	Status: OPEN 

	A021
	2009.5.25
	T
	5.3.2
	Source: Oracle   

Form: input document

Comment:  Based on comments made earlier, more BPC-y interfaces may exist. In any case the functionality should be classified as discussed in comment A014.

Proposed Change: Apply
	Status: OPEN 



	A022
	2009.05.25
	T
	5.4
	Source: Oracle
Form:   input document

Comment: secure tunnel? Define, clarify what is meant / implied. Is this a feature of interfaces CMI-1 or of the binding?
Proposed Change: Fix but remain consistent in what is part of CMI interface and what is specified elsewhere and assumed by CMI…
	Status: OPEN

	A023
	2009.05.25
	T
	5.4
	Source: Oracle
Form:   input document

Comment: 2nd paragraph seems to discuss deployment… This should be discussed in an informative appendix instead.

In addition, this requires some more descriptive details to make the deployment understandable by the reader…
Proposed Change: Update as proposed.
	Status: OPEN

	A024
	2009.05.25
	T
	5.4
	Source: Oracle
Form:   input document

Comment: Depending how consumption / delivery is modeled in CMI, security considerations may be needed…
Proposed Change: Apply
	Status: OPEN 

	A025
	2009.05.25
	T
	5.4
	Source: Oracle
Form:   input document

Comment: Last sentence. It is not sufficient…;

a) Should is to be replaced by “are”

b) The security consideration should capture if there are considerations or not not if there are requirements for authorization etc… So these requirements may result into considerations for enabler (what OMA specify in CMI) versus what is provided by protocol/bindings, other enablers and other assumptions). This is what needs to be captured.

Proposed Change: Update
	Status: OPEN

	A026
	2009.05.25
	T
	Appendix B.1
	Source: Oracle
Form:   input document

Comment: Will this level of BPC-1 interface be specified or is it customized (i.e. WS that can be discovered etc)?
Proposed Change: Clarify here or in main body related to BPC-1
	Status: OPEN 

	A027
	2009.05.25
	T
	Appendix B.2
	Source: Oracle
Form:   input document

Comment: We are significantly confused by this use case. See for example “The end result of activation is the assignment of data to the Content Provider”. It does not amount to a upload or ingestion from CP as discussed in main body of AD. It’s the opposite…. Data is associated to a CP instead of content or pointer to it or metadata is uploaded by CP… 

This is not consistent with text in main body!

Proposed Change: Update to be consistent. We recommend updating flow. But otherwise this must be explained here and made consistent in main body. We believe that if this flow is correct then the current AD body is incorrect! So we really hope the update is at the level of this appendix flow and text…
	Status: OPEN

	A028
	2009.05.25
	T
	Appendix B.2
	Source: Oracle
Form:   input document

Comment: As explained earlier:

a) Content management is unclear

b) Service activation is confusing

We understand making content available for usage but we believe that is done by SP rather than CP?

We do not understand service activation (undefined so far) it is to be defined…
Proposed Change: Clarify and fix
	Status: OPEN 

	A029
	2009.05.25
	T
	Appendix B.3
	Source: Oracle
Form:   input document

Comment: The terminology should be content ingestion or upload, not delivery. Delivery is on the consuming side.
Proposed Change: Fix
	Status: OPEN 

	A030
	2009.05.25
	T
	Appendix B.3.1
	Source: Oracle
Form:   input document

Comment: We think that this mixes upload/ingestion with delivery / consumption.

1) The ingestion happens before to allow management. There are no other options!

2) The ingestion can include content upload + metadata or pointers + metadata. In the latter case the content remains on CP site.

3) When delivery/consumption request is made the content is delivered from the SP (if content was uploaded) or by CP (if pointers were uploaded).
Proposed Change: Fix so that the above holds
	Status: OPEN 

	A031
	2009.05.25
	T
	Appendix B.3.1
	Source: Oracle
Form:   input document

Comment: terminology is confusing! It seems like it is delivery of user generated content (to CP – i.e ~ upload by user of user generated content to web site like Juicecaster (f the SP or of a CP) or content sharing peer to peer) instead of what is shown here where it is delivery of content from CP to subscribers!
Proposed Change: Fix section terminology to show what is intended
	Status: OPEN 

	A032
	2009.05.25
	T
	Appendix B.3.1
	Source: Oracle
Form:   input document

Comment: If the goal is to illustrate how user generated content can be uploaded to a CP, then this needs to be updated… It also seems that the upload is just another ingestion and should be CMI-1 not the delivery part!!!

Flows must be so that user now take advantage of the “ingestion capabilities” and CP now becomes the consumer of the delivery.

Have upload being using CMI-1 even if used by user!
Proposed Change: Fix
	Status: OPEN 

	A033
	2009.05.25
	T
	Appendix B.3 and 3.1
	Source: Oracle
Form:   input document

Comment: It seems that CMI tries to model delivery/ consumption.
Proposed Change: In all above related comments the resolution should rather go towards introducing a CMI-x for delivery!
	Status: OPEN 

	A034
	2009.05.25
	T
	Appendix B.4
	Source: Oracle
Form:   input document

Comment: We do not understand what this means. We believe that all what we say is that a CP can behave as a SP that deploys CMI.
Proposed Change: Fix to explain as above
	Status: OPEN 

	A035
	2009.05.25
	E
	Appendix B - all
	Source: Oracle
Form:   input document

Comment: Fix CMC => CMI
Proposed Change: Fix
	Status: OPEN 

	A036
	2009.05.25
	T
	Appendix B.4.1
	Source: Oracle
Form:   input document

Comment: Upload should be based on CMI-1 in SP and CP

Confirmation should go via CMI-1 all the way to user! 
Proposed Change: Fix
	Status: OPEN 

	A037
	2009.05.25
	T
	Appendix B.6
	Source: Oracle
Form:   input document

Comment: We do not understand what is discovered. Please explain. If CMI-1 is specified it is will not need to be discovered. We expect that CMI-1 allows to get / search data… isn’t it all what is said here?
Proposed Change: Clarify and fix.
	Status: OPEN 

	A038
	2009.05.25
	T
	Appendix B.7
	Source: Oracle
Form:   input document

Comment: Notification of What? This seems again to confuse ingestion and consumption.
Proposed Change: Clarify and fix
	Status: OPEN 

	A039
	2009.05.25
	T
	Appendix B.8
	Source: Oracle
Form:   input document

Comment: We do not understand. This confuses consumption and upload. The CP does not purchase content it uploads content. The consumer purchase content. 
Proposed Change: Fix
	Status: OPEN 

	A040
	2009.05.25
	T
	Appendix B.10
	Source: Oracle
Form:   input document

Comment: Can this is async with a subscription /notification model. If yes, indicate.
Proposed Change: Fix
	Status: OPEN 

	A041
	2009.05.25
	T
	Appendix B.11
	Source: Oracle
Form:   input document

Comment: Shouldn’t we have here on in previous appendix the subscription steps?
Proposed Change: Fix
	Status: OPEN 

	A042
	2009.05.25
	T
	Appendix B.12
	Source: Oracle
Form:   input document

Comment: This is simply not understandable without some text that clearly explain what is going on.

We are confused and do not like OOS-1 and OOS-2. 

This is such an atypical case that we recommend 

a) Deleting section [As it should rather appear in CMR if CMR uses CMI this way. We are not even sure it does at this stage…)

b) If we want to keep then we recommend first adding a typical case of content delivery platform first

c) This figures works only if we clearly distinguish and show how delivery / consumption works separately from ingestion…
Proposed Change: Apply above.
	Status: OPEN 


3 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.

4 Recommendation
We request that these comments be added to the CMI ADRR and addressed.
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