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1. Review Information

1.1 OMA Groups Involved

	Name Of Group
	Role
	Invited
	Comments Provided

	Requirements
	Reviewer
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Architecture
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Security
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	IOP
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	PAG
	Host
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	


1.2 Review History

	Review Type
	Date
	Review Method
	Participating Groups
	Full Document Id

	Full
	2006.11.30
	Email + Teleconference
	PAG, REQ
	OMA-RD-Presence_SIMPLE-V2_0-20061030-D

	Full
	2006.12.11
	F2F Meeting
	PAG
	OMA-RD-Presence_SIMPLE-V2_0-20061030-D

	Full
	2006.12.19
	Teleconference
	PAG
	OMA-RD-Presence_SIMPLE-V2_0-20061030-D

	Full
	2007.01.09
	Teleconference
	PAG
	OMA-RD-Presence_SIMPLE-V2_0-20061030-D

	Full
	2007.02.06
	F2F Meeting
	PAG
	OMA-RD-Presence_SIMPLE-V2_0-20061030-D

	Full
	2007.02.07
	F2F Meeting
	PAG
	OMA-RD-Presence_SIMPLE-V2_0-20061030-D

	Full
	2007.02.13
	Teleconference
	PAG
	OMA-RD-Presence_SIMPLE-V2_0-20061030-D


2. Review Comments

2.1  OMA-RD-Presence_SIMPLE-V2_0-20061030-D

	ID
	Open Date
	Edit
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A001
	2006.11.25
	E
	Across RD
	Source: Xhafer Krasniqi, NEC

Form: INP doc, #0790R01

Comment: General comment. Defined terms, such as Watchers, Presence Information etc. to be written in capital letters when used in the RD. In many cases these terms are in small cases. 

Proposed Change:  To make all the defined terms in capitals, i.e. first letter to be a capital letter.


	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by OMA-PAG-2007-0057-CR_PRS2_RDRR_A001

	A002
	2006.11.20
	
	1
	Source: krisztian.kiss@nokia.com

Form: email

Clarify the scope: Presence 2.0 enabler
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by OMA-PAG-2006-0839

	A003
	2006.11.20
	
	2.1
	Source: krisztian.kiss@nokia.com

Form: email

Reference SIMPLE Presence 1.0 RD
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by OMA-PAG-2006-0840

	A004
	2006.11.22
	
	2.1
	Source: Enrique Izaguirre, Telefónica Móviles, leig@tid.es 

Form: INP doc

Wrong spelling: [XDMREQ] “XLM Document Management Requirements”
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by OMA-PAG-2006-840

	A005
	2006.11.22
	
	2.2
	Source: Enrique Izaguirre, Telefónica Móviles, leig@tid.es
Form: INP doc

[3GPP IM], [3GPP Security], [RFC2779]   do not appear in the document
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by OMA-PAG-2006-873

	A006
	2006.11.20
	
	3.2
	Source: krisztian.kiss@nokia.com

Form: email

he is available for PoC, whereas if any of those were not true, he is be ”Not Available”. 

Note: this is mostly unrelated to whether the user is willing or not to accept this particular type of communications. “The Application-specific availability” can be supplied by various network elements
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by OMA-PAG-2006-0841R01

	A007
	2006.11.20
	
	3.2
	Source: krisztian.kiss@nokia.com

Form: email

Delete “Presence” definition
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by OMA-PAG-2006-0841R01

	A008
	2006.11.20
	Y
	3.2
	Source: krisztian.kiss@nokia.com

Form: email

A logical entity that has Presence Information (see definition above) associated with it
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by OMA-PAG-2006-0841R01

	A009
	2006.11.20
	
	3.2
	Source: krisztian.kiss@nokia.com

Form: email

A Presentity is most commonly a reference for a person, although it may represent a role such as “help desk” or a resource such as “conference room #27”. Presentities are generally referenced by distinguished names, such as “dean.willis@softarmor.com” or by phone numbers like “+19724735455”. In SIMPLE, Presentities are generally referenced using a sip:, pres: or tel: URI
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by OMA-PAG-2006-0841R01

	A010
	2006.11.20
	
	3.2
	Source: krisztian.kiss@nokia.com

Form: email

Any uniquely identifiable entity that requests presence information about a presentity from the presence service. Special types of watcher are fetcher, poller, and subscribed-watcher. (Differs slightly from [RFC2778] and [3GPP2 PS] definitions).
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by OMA-PAG-2006-0841R01

	A011
	2006.11.20
	
	3.2 
	Source: krisztian.kiss@nokia.com

Form: email

Add definition of “watcher information subscriber”
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by OMA-PAG-2006-0841R01

	A012
	2006.11.22
	
	3.2
	Source: Enrique Izaguirre, Telefónica Móviles, leig@tid.es
Form: INP doc

Some text appears between “[…]” when they are not references. “()” should be used.

Some references appear without “[…]”
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by OMA-PAG-2006-874

	A013
	2006.11.25
	T
	3.2 Definitions
	Source: Xhafer Krasniqi, NEC

Form: INP doc, #0790R01

Comment: There is a definition for ‘Principal’ in OMA Dictionary. Why not referring to that or indicate about the existence of it. 

Besides this, the term is not used anywhere in the RD, except once under the Note as part of ‘Presentity’ definition.  So, it does not add any value to the RD. 

Proposed Change:  Check if definition specific to presence is necessary, if not remove. 
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by OMA-PAG-2007-0092R01-CR_PRES2_RDRR_A013

	A014
	2006.11.25
	E
	3.2. Definitions
	Source: Xhafer Krasniqi, NEC

Form: INP doc, #0790R01

Comment: The text in brackets (see definition below) under the Presentity definition refers to Presence Information that is defined before the ‘Presentity’ and should be (see definition above) and not below.    

Proposed Change: To change to: (see definition above) 

	Status: CLOSED
Same as A008

	A015
	2006.11.20
	
	3.3
	Source: krisztian.kiss@nokia.com

Form: email

Remove unused abbreviations
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by OMA-PAG-2006-0844R01

	A016
	2006.11.25
	T
	4. Introduction
	Source: Xhafer Krasniqi, NEC

Form: INP doc, #0790R01

Comment: General comment. It is very hard to know what is the difference between SIMPLE 1.0 RD and SIMPLE 2.0 RD. It should be explained in the Introduction part what is added to SIMPLE 2.0 RD that makes it different from SIMPLE 1.0 RD 

Proposed Change:  Add a paragraph to explain this difference or reason for 2.0
	Status: CLOSED
Resolved by OMA-PAG-2007-0024R02

	A017
	2006.11.20
	
	4.1
	Source: krisztian.kiss@nokia.com

Form: email

SIP/SIMPLE by IETF is accompanied with a set of RFCs (such as RPID, Rich Presence Information Data Format; CIPID, Contact Information in Presence Information Data Format; and XCAP, XML Configuration Access Protocol). 3GPP and 3GPP2 specify the practical implementations of IETF specifications in IMS (IP Multimedia Subsystem) and MMD (MultiMedia Domain) respectively. Both transport IP traffic and use of SIP as signaling protocol, and are commonly known as SIP/IP Core
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by OMA-PAG-2006-0842

	A018
	2006.11.20
	
	4.1
	Source: krisztian.kiss@nokia.com

Form: email

Remove 2nd paragraph
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by OMA-PAG-2006-0842

	A019
	2006.11.20
	
	4.3
	Source: krisztian.kiss@nokia.com

Form: email

Developing the Presence Service concept requires thinking about presence-related issues in broader terms still because both WV and SIP/SIMPLE do only part of the job. We need to be able to convey information about the person using Presence Service, the communication means the person is using, the device(s) being used to deliver the service(s), and the network(s) to which the device(s) is connected
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by OMA-PAG-2006-0845

	A020
	2006.11.20
	Y
	4.5
	Source: krisztian.kiss@nokia.com

Form: email

Remove extra space

Remove extra “.”

Change to: an end-user
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by OMA-PAG-2006-0845

	A021
	2006.11.20
	
	5
	Source: krisztian.kiss@nokia.com

Form: email

For unchanged use-cases, refer to Presence 1.0 RD
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by OMA-PAG-2006-0846

	A022
	2006.11.22
	
	5 / 2.1
	Source: Enrique Izaguirre, Telefónica Móviles, leig@tid.es
Form: INP doc

Non-changed use cases from Presence 1.0 RD shall be deleted and pointed via an appropriate link. OMA RD PRS1 shall be added to the normative references.
	Status: CLOSED
Addresed by OMA-PAG-0846 and OMA-PAG-2006-0840

	A023
	2006.11.21
	
	5.1.1.5
	Source: Johnny Vrancken, Siemens AG
Form:  email

Comment: An additional precondition is that Alice has authorized John to see her presence information. Alternatively, the normal flow can be enhanced with a description of how Alice authorizes John.
	Status: CLOSED
Section no longer exists

	A024
	2006.11.21
	Y
	5.2.1.3
	Source: Johnny Vrancken, Siemens AG
Form:  email

Comment: … requesting that he  to share his presence information …
	Status: CLOSED
Section no longer exists

	A025
	2006.11.21
	T
	5.2.1.7
	Source: Johnny Vrancken, Siemens AG
Form:  email

Comment: the behavior described in 8) 9) and 10) is not supported in OMA PAG V1.0, neither is there a requirement listed in §6 that a watcher must be able to sent a message to the presentity, requesting to give the watcher authorization in case the watcher is blocked or authorization is pending (this typically has to be done by means outside the presence scope).

11) only occurs if the Bob has configured reactive authorization.

Proposed Change: 

8) Sue’s phone phonebook gets an indication that the authorization is pending, or that she is not authorized.

9) The phonebook provides an indication to Sue that the authorization is pending or that she is not authorized.

10) When Sue is not authorized, she contacts Bob asking him authorization to see his presence information.

11) The presence service provided to Bob will provide Bob options to handle the request from the Presence Server or directly from Sue. He may deny the request, fully accept the request etc.  see 12).

Also the flow on page 19 and the text of 5.2.1.8  needs to be adapted.
	Status: CLOSED
Section no longer exists

	A026
	2006.11.21
	E
	5.2.2.6
	Source: Johnny Vrancken, Siemens AG
Form:  email

Comment: 

… service information, and. When members …
	Status: CLOSED
Section no longer exists

	A027
	2006.11.21
	T
	5.2.3.6
	Source: Johnny Vrancken, Siemens AG
Form:  email

Comment:  

7) … The device will display a notification to Bob stating “Not Authorized”
	Status: CLOSED
Section no longer exists

	A028
	2006.11.21
	E
	5.2.9
	Source: Johnny Vrancken, Siemens AG
Form:  email

Comment: Alice is a female, so

He doesn’t => she doesn’t

his presence => her presence
	Status: CLOSED
fix by editor



	A029
	2006.11.21
	T
	5.2.9
	Source: Johnny Vrancken, Siemens AG
Form:  email

Comment: From the text in §5.2.9, one gets the impression that this notification filtering can be achieved by Presence Authorization Rules. When Alice subscribes to Bob’s / John’s presence however, the subscription is handled by Bob’s / John’s Presence Server according to Bob’s / John’s authorization rules. Alice’s authorization rules are not involved at all.

What would be possible is that, along with the subscription data, a filter is supplied, stating that notifications only are sent according to the watcher’s presence state. If Bob’s / John’s presence server doesn’t know Alice presence state 
(as e.g. Alice presence data is handled by another presence server) the server might indicate that it does not support  / understand this watcher filter.

Proposed Change: 

=> change “rules” into “filters” , “notification filtering rules” into “watcher filtering”,  throughout §5.2.9.
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by OMA-PAG-2007-0038-CR_PRES2_RDRR_A029

	A030
	2006.11.20
	Y
	5.2.9.1
	Source: krisztian.kiss@nokia.com

Form: email

This use case shows how the watcher can set some filtering rules based on his presence attribute. Here the watcher is able to indicate when notifications from the Presentity are blocked based on the presence information of watcher. This use case demonstrates how the watcher can set these rules on a server avoiding unnecessary notifications when the watcher is busy or is not willing to communicate. This reduces the notification traffic.
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by OMA-PAG-2006-0847

	A031
	2006.11.20
	Y
	5.2.9.3, 5.2.9.6, 5.2.9.7
	Source: krisztian.kiss@nokia.com

Form: email

Re-write for better readability
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by OMA-PAG-2006-0847

	A032
	2006.11.21
	E
	5.2.9.6
	Source: Johnny Vrancken, Siemens AG
Form:  email

Comment: 

· Alice is able to set conditions based on his her presence attributes to block the unwanted notifications
· Presence server is able to block the unwanted notifications, so this reduces the notification traffic
	Status: CLOSED
fix by editor

	A033
	2006.11.21
	E
	5.4.1.7
	Source: Johnny Vrancken, Siemens AG
Form:  email

Comment: 

3. The Presence Server notifies …
	Status: CLOSED
fix by editor

	A034
	2006.11.20
	Y
	5.4.1.7
	Source: krisztian.kiss@nokia.com

Form: email

Last bullet shall be numbered as “3)”
	Status: CLOSED

duplicate of A033

	A035
	2006.11.21
	E
	5.4.2.4
	Source: Johnny Vrancken, Siemens AG
Form:  email

Comment: 

Bob: Is able to view the presence …
	Status: CLOSED
Fix by editor

	A036
	2006.11.21
	E
	5.4.2.7
	Source: Johnny Vrancken, Siemens AG
Form:  email

Comment: 

1)
Alice is logs in onto her IM service via her GSM
	Status: CLOSED
Fix by editor

	A037
	2006.11.25
	E
	5.7. 

Open Issues
	Source: Xhafer Krasniqi, NEC

Form: INP doc, #0790R01

Comment: This section should not be in the RD. 

Proposed Change:  Remove


	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by OMA-PAG-2007-0056-CR_PRS2_RDRR_A037_A047

	A038
	2006.11.20
	
	6
	Source: krisztian.kiss@nokia.com

Form: email

Include appropriate enabler release for the requirements
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by OMA-PAG-2006-0849
Resolved by OMA-PAG-2007-0024R02

	A039
	2006.11.20
	Y
	6
	Source: krisztian.kiss@nokia.com

Form: email

“Presence Service” and “Presence Source” with capital letters; consistent usage
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by OMA-PAG-2006-0849
Resolved by OMA-PAG-2007-0057

	A040
	2006.11.20
	
	6
	Source: krisztian.kiss@nokia.com

Form: email

Include a requirement for traffic performance improvement over Presence 1.0
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by OMA-PAG-2006-0849
No action needed.

	A041
	2006.11.22
	
	6
	Source: Enrique Izaguirre, Telefónica Móviles, leig@tid.es
Form: INP doc

Requirements that include several bullets could be divided  in different rows, one per bullet, so different enabler releaser column can be applied to each bullet.
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by OMA-PAG-2007-0024R02-CR_PRS2_RDRR_A041

	A042
	2006.11.25
	E
	6. Requirements
	Source: Xhafer Krasniqi, NEC

Form: INP doc, #0790R01

Comment: General comment. Enabler Release column is blank in most part of the section 6.

Proposed Change: To fill in this column with the appropriate version, in order to be able to distinguish which requirements are for Release 2.0 and which ones are for Release 1.0


	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by OMA-PAG-2007-0024R02-CR_PRS2_RDRR_A041

	A043
	2006.11.25
	T
	6. Requirements
	Source: Xhafer Krasniqi, NEC

Form: INP doc, #0790R01

Comment: Most of the requirements are on the Presence Service. We in OMA define enablers and not Services. I understand and acknowledge the fact that same terminology is used in SIMPLE 1.0 RD and I don’t suggest to go back and change SIMPLE 1.0 RD, but at least we can either change this in 2.0 RD or acknowledge somewhere in the  RD to say that these requirements are on Presence Enabler and not on the service itself. 

Proposed Change: To either change to Presence Enabler when applicable or indicate somewhere in the RD RD to say that these requirements are on Presence Enabler and not on the service itself. 
	Status: CLOSED
Check with REQ WG and apply their decision
No action necessary

	A044
	2006.11.25
	T
	6. Requirements
	Source: Xhafer Krasniqi, NEC

Form: INP doc, #0790R01

Comment: There are quite a few requirements in SIMPLE 1.0 RD that have not been implemented. They are included in SIMPLE 2.0 RD but is not clear what is the status of them. It should be clearly indicated as what is group’s intention to do with them. These cases are: 

6.1.3 #1

6.1.3.1 #2, 5, 8

6.1.3.2 #3, 4, 23, 26

6.1.3.3 #4

6.1.3.5 #all of it

6.1.4.2 #3

6.1.6 #2, 3

Proposed Change: 

To either identify them as SIMPLE 2.0 RD requirements or indicate by adding a Note that they have not been met in SIMPLE 1.0
	Status: CLOSED
Same as 38 and 40

	A045
	2006.11.25
	T
	6. Requirements
	Source: Masafumi Watanabe, NEC

Form INP doc, #790R01

Comment: Naming for these tables is inconsistent. 

Most cases: “Table 0: X Requirements – Y Items”, But:

(1) Y is missing in some caption.

For example:

1.2.3 X
1.2.3.4 Y

Table 5: X Requirements

(2) X is missing in some caption.

For example:

1.2.3 X

 1.2.3.4 Y

Table 5: Y

(3) Text used in the caption is different from corresponding section.

For example:

1.2.3.4 Presence Authorization Rules

  Table 13 Presence Policy

Proposed Change: Change to consistent name
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by OMA-PAG-2007-0055-CR_PRS2_RDRR_A045

	A046
	2006.11.20
	
	6.1.3.1
	Source: krisztian.kiss@nokia.com

Form: email

Include a requirement for the ability to publish permanent presence information (without expiry)
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by OMA-PAG-2006-0681

	A047
	2006.11.25
	T
	6.1.3.1 Publish #6
	Source: Xhafer Krasniqi, NEC

Form: INP doc, #0790R01

Comment: What is ‘rate of publications’. I believe it is meant to say ‘frequency of publications’. 

Proposed Change: Change to frequency instead of rate. 
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by OMA-PAG-2007-0056-CR_PRS2_RDRR_A037_A047

	A048
	2006.11.25
	T
	6.1.3.1 Publish

#9
	Source: Xhafer Krasniqi, NEC

Form: INP doc, #0790R01

Comment: Is the intention here to support e mechanism to define and enforce publication authorization rules, or actually to define and enforce publication authorization rules. 

There is a difference from supporting a mechanism to do something, which may not necessarily do it, from actually doing something. 

The way I see this requirement is that the mechanism is supported, but it will be down to Presence Enabler and Presence Source whether they will do it. If this is the case, the wording is fine, but if the intention of the requirement is to say that Presence Enabler SHALL always define and enforce these publication authorization rules, than I suggest to change to: 

Furthermore, this would make it more consistent with most of the requirements in this section. 

Proposed Change: Clarify as what is the real intention. To just support the mechanism or to actually perform this task or both. 
	Status: CLOSED
The intention is to do both.

Addressed by OMA-PAG-2006-864

	A049
	2006.11.21
	T
	6.1.3.2
	Source: Johnny Vrancken, Siemens AG
Form:  email

Comment: 

FEAT-SUB-004:

3.) a condition whether the current state of presence information should be delivered upon successful subscription refresh or termination
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by OMA-PAG-2007-0039R01-CR_PRES2_RDRR_A049_A050

	A050
	2006.11.21
	T
	6.1.3.2
	Source: Johnny Vrancken, Siemens AG
Form:  email

Comment: 

FEAT-SUB-004: add

5) whether notifications are to be suppressed depending on particular watcher presence state values (if known to the presence server)
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by OMA-PAG-2007-0039R01-CR_PRES2_RDRR_A049_A050

	A051
	2006.11.30
	
	6.1.3.2
	Source: sunqian@huawei.com

Form: email

Presentity SHALL be able to request its own presence information.

For example, the client reside in a mobile phone shall be able to request its own presence information published by other presence sources of the same presentity (or delegation case).

This should be a default policy for the presence server.
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by OMA-PAG-2007-0015R03-CR_PRES2_A051

	A052
	2006.11.25
	T
	6.1.3.3 Notify

#6
	Source: Xhafer Krasniqi, NEC

Form: INP doc, #0790R01

Comment: ‘The Presence Service MAY buffer received notifications from a list of presentities and deliver those when some specified conditions are met’.

What happens if those notifications are delivered with huge delay and may not be relevant anymore? I believe the timing factor should be taken into consideration.   

Proposed Change: To modify the wording along the following lines: 

‘The Presence Service MAY buffer received notifications from a list of presentities and deliver those within an acceptable timeframe when some specified conditions are met ’
	Status: CLOSED
Clarify to show that requirement is for “watcher specified conditions”. 

New requirement for acceptable timeframe when buffering shall be added.
Addressed by OMA-PAG-2006-864

	A053
	2006.11.25
	
	6.1.3.4 Preferences

#8
	Source: Xhafer Krasniqi, NEC

Form: INP doc, #0790R01

Comment: Term ‘administrators’ is used, but is not defined anywhere and not sure what is the role of an administrator in this case.  

Proposed Change: Clarify or remove 


	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by OMA-PAG-2006-864

	A054
	2006.11.30
	
	6.1.3.5
	Source: sunqian@huawei.com

Form: email

FEAT-DEL-XXX:

The Presence Service SHALL allow a Presentity to request the presence information published by others on behalf of this Presentity.
	Status: CLOSED

Related to 51.

	A055
	2006.11.22
	
	6.1.4.2
	Source: Enrique Izaguirre, Telefónica Móviles, leig@tid.es
Form: INP doc

15) Hobbies (football, fishing, computing, dancing, etc.) and Icon (e.g. a status icon of the presentity’s choice) were in presence 1.0 RD. This could break backwards compatibility if not supported.
	Status: CLOSED
Leave icon.
Addressed by editor

	A056
	2006.11.30
	
	6.1.5.1
	Source: sunqian@huawei.com

Form: email

The title of table 12 is not correct.
	Status: CLOSED
Same as A045

	A057
	2006.11.30
	
	6.1.5.2
	Source: sunqian@huawei.com

Form: email

XDM-AUP-001 3) A document that defines what conditions will trigger a presence notification for a particular presentity. Does it refer to the filtering rules? If so, the XML document is not needed for the filtering rules. And it must not belong to Presence Authorization Policies.

This bullet is proposed to be deleted.
	Status: CLOSED

Requirement talks about presentity-based as opposed to watcher-based notification rules. Therefore, no change is necessary.

	A058
	2006.11.30
	
	6.1.5.2
	Source: sunqian@huawei.com

Form: email

Actually only one document is needed for Presence Authorization Policies. We should change the description, like:

The document related to presence authorization policies SHALL define:
1) how incoming subscription requests are handled.  This document SHALL be able to utilize Accept, Reject, Polite Block and Deferred lists.  Depending on how the subscription policy document combines those lists, the Presence Server will determine whether to accept, reject, politely block, or defer the handling of an incoming subscription request.

2) what presence information will be disseminated to the watchers of a particular presentity.

3) what conditions will trigger a presence notification for a particular presentity.
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by OMA-PAG-2007-0017R01-CR_PRES2_A058

Overriden by Addressed by OMA-PAG-2007-0024R02-CR_PRS2_RDRR_A041

	A059
	2006.11.30
	
	6.1.5.2
	Source: sunqian@huawei.com

Form: email
The word “defer” is not accurate.
1) A document that defines how incoming subscription requests are handled.  This document SHALL be able to utilize Accept, Reject, Polite Block and Confirm lists.  Depending on how the subscription policy document combines those lists, the Presence Server will determine whether to accept, reject, politely block, or confirm the handling of an incoming subscription request.


	Status: CLOSED

no change necessary

	A060
	2006.11.22
	
	6.1.8
	Source: Enrique Izaguirre, Telefónica Móviles, leig@tid.es
Form: INP doc

-SRC&WAT-001 number repeated.

-Reference to 5.2.5 shall be deleted.
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by OMA-PAG-2007-0012

	A061
	2006.11.25
	E
	6.1.8 

Presence Sources and Watchers
#2
	Source: Xhafer Krasniqi, NEC

Form: INP doc, #0790R01

Comment: Numbering for the second requirement is wrong.  

Proposed Change: Change to: SRC&WAT-002

	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by OMA-PAG-2007-0012

	A062
	2006.11.22
	
	6.1.9.1
	Source: Enrique Izaguirre, Telefónica Móviles, leig@tid.es
Form: INP doc

- ACC-PRES-001 number repeated.

-wrong numeration: 2) and 3) must be 1) and 2)
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by OMA-PAG-2007-0012

	A063
	2006.11.21
	E
	6.1.9.1
	Source: Johnny Vrancken, Siemens AG
Form:  email

Comment: 

ACC-PRES-001: 

Numbering has to start with 1 instead of 2
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by OMA-PAG-2007-0012

	A064
	2006.11.25
	E
	6.1.9.1

Collecting accounting information
#2
	Source: Xhafer Krasniqi, NEC

Form: INP doc, #0790R01

Comment: Numbering for the second requirement is wrong.  

Proposed Change: Change to: ACC-PRES-002

	Status: CLOSED
Addressed by OMA-PAG-2007-0012

	A065
	2006.12.11
	
	6.1.9.1 & 6.1.9.2
	Source: Antonio Fusco, Telecom Italia
Form: doc PAG #817
Comment: add GSMA charging requirements.
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by OMA-PAG-2006-0817

	A066
	2007.02.13
	
	6.1.3.2
	Source: Enrique Izaguirre, Telefonica SA
Form: doc OMA-PAG-2007-0111R01
Comment: limit number of simultaneous subscriptions per presentity
	Status: CLOSED

Addressed by OMA-PAG-2007-0111R01
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