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1.1 OMA-TS-ParlayREST_AddressListManagement-V1_0-20101007-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	G001 
	2010.10.23
	E
	2.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP doc

Comment: The reference [3GPP 29.199-13] still has “Part X” from the TS Template.

Proposed Change: Correct to “Part 13”
	Status: OPEN 

	G002 
	2010.10.23
	E
	2.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP doc

Comment: This reference uses both 2.7 as well as v2.8 

Proposed Change: Use 2.8
	Status: OPEN 

	G003 
	2010.10.23
	E
	3.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP doc

Comment: Check with other TSs, I thought [N/A] was removed everywhere?

Proposed Change: remove
	Status: OPEN 

	G004 
	2010.10.23
	E
	3.3
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP doc

Comment: acronym PX no longer needed

Proposed Change: remove. Also assign AI to all TS editors
	Status: OPEN 

	G005 
	2010.10.23
	E
	All sections
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP doc

Comment: Font type and fontsizes not according to agreed conventions in many places in text and tables.
Proposed Change: Please correct
	Status: OPEN 

	G006 
	2010.10.23
	E
	
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP doc

Comment: The tables mix Arial 9 and Arial 10 font size.

Proposed Change: Please make consistent
	Status: OPEN 

	G007 
	2010.10.23
	E
	5.0
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP DOC
Comment: use of Upper case after “:” not warranted in “For requests and responses that have a body, the following applies: In the requests received

Proposed Change: change to lower case “in”. Also assign AI to all TS editors
	Status: OPEN 

	G008 
	2010.10.23
	E
	5.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP DOC
Comment: Figure 1, [resourceRelPath] text is cut-off in several places. Also, “resource” should start with upper-case R.
Proposed Change: stretch surrounding box, change “resource” to “Resource”. Also assign AI to all TS editors
	Status: OPEN 

	G009 
	2010.10.23
	E
	5.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP DOC
Comment: all resource tables, use of “operation” in most of text descriptions.
Proposed Change: replace with “method”. Also assign AI to all TS editors
	Status: OPEN 

	G0010 
	2010.10.23
	E
	5.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP DOC
Comment: spurious “MemberDefiner” in resource table, for resource “Attributes for a member in a contact list”
Proposed Change: remove
	Status: OPEN 

	G0011 
	2010.10.23
	E
	5.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP DOC
Comment: Resource table, resource “Contact list changes subscriptions” text for PUT method “Creates new subscription for contact list changes” is not consistent in style with most of other description
Proposed Change: This method creates new subscription for contact list changes
	Status: OPEN 

	G0012 
	2010.10.23
	E
	5.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP DOC
Comment: Resource table, resource “Individual contact list changes subscription” text for PUT method “Delete and terminates subscription” is not consistent in style with most of other description
Proposed Change: This method deletes and terminates subscription
	Status: OPEN 

	G0013 
	2010.10.23
	T
	5.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP DOC
Comment: related to resource table named: “To allow client access to the contact lists shared by another user”. Currently the API does not include a mechanism to authorize other users’ access to a Contact List that a user may want to share. 

Proposed Change: include an access control mechanism to shared list. Solution may also impact the current agreed resources/methods related to shared lists.
	Status: OPEN 

	G0014 
	2010.10.23
	E
	5.2.1 through 5.2.12 (all Types)
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP DOC
Comment: No description sentence under each Type header, like in some other API TS.
Proposed Change: add description sentence for each type. Also assign AI to all TS editors (or remove such sentence in every other TS).
	Status: OPEN 

	G0015 
	2010.10.23
	Q
	5.2.13
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP doc

Comment: Should this list be in alphabetical order? Do we have a consistent convention across TSs?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN 

	G0016 
	2010.10.23
	E
	5.2.4
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP DOC
Comment: In ContactList Type description.‘ContactListCollection’ type.

Proposed Change: replace ‘ContactListCollection’ type … with ContactListCollection type…
	Status: OPEN 

	G0017 
	2010.10.23
	E
	5.2.5, 5.2.7, 5.2.8 and 5.2.9
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP DOC
Comment: Self referring URL should not be in bold, and should have a space after period.
Proposed Change: use regular font, space after period.
	Status: OPEN 

	G0018 
	2010.10.23
	E
	5.2.5
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP DOC
Comment: Spurious period at the end of the paragraph just before 5.2.6.
Proposed Change: remove
	Status: OPEN 

	G0019 
	2010.10.23
	Q
	5.3.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP doc

Comment: The list of resources use the same numbers as the list of steps in the sequence diagram. This may confuse the reader, as this may imply that step 1 corresponds to resource 1. Consider using a, b, c for the list of resources. If doing so, this needs to be applied consistently across TSs.

Note that the description of the steps themselves also sometimes contain the resource. Do we have duplication of information here? Can these list somehow be combined into a single list? 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN 

	G0020 
	2010.10.23
	E
	5.3.1 and in general
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP DOC
Comment: use/lack of use of curly brackets for {userId} etc… may not be consistent across the document
Proposed Change: needs decision on when we use {} and when not, and implement the decision consistently. Also assign AI to all TS editors
	Status: OPEN 

	G0021 
	2010.10.23
	E
	5.3.1, 5.3.2, etc …
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP DOC
Comment: Figure caption not centered
Proposed Change: center caption under figures
	Status: OPEN 

	G0022 
	2010.10.23
	E
	5.3.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP DOC
Comment: in bullet 7, resource path is not in bold font.
Proposed Change: use bold font for resource path.
	Status: OPEN 

	G0023 
	2010.10.23
	E
	5.4
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP DOC
Comment: sentence “This feature specified the use of listDefiner …” uses the past tense.

Proposed Change: replace “specified” with “specifies”.
	Status: OPEN 

	G0024 
	2010.10.23
	Q
	5.4
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent
Form: INP doc
Comment: I suggest adding a table caption to this table, as it is a different table than all the request-URI variable tables (for which we have agreed to have no captions). If accepted, this needs to be applied consistently across all TSs. If accepted, a table caption list needs to be added to the table of contents

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN 

	G0025 
	2010.10.23
	Q
	5.4 (and further)
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP doc

Comment: The subsections for response codes and exception fault codes is the same for all resources. Can we find a way to describe this only once in a central location in the document? If applied, this needs to be performed consistently across all TSs (and possibly in v1 as well).

Given that we are looking into web documentation, is it worth implementing this proposed change?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN 

	G0026 
	2010.10.23
	Q
	5.4 (and further)
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP doc

Comment: The request-URI variables serverRoot, apiVersion and userId are present for each resource. This causes duplication of information, as this is repeated from section 5.4 and further.

Proposed Change: Consider a way of describing this only once in the document. If applied, this needs to be performed consistently across all TSs (and possibly in v1 as well).
	Status: OPEN 

	G0027 
	2010.10.23
	Q
	5.4
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP doc

Comment: The clause “The userId, contactListId, X, and Y must be percent-encoded according to [RFC3986]” is repeated for every resource.

Proposed Change: Consider a way of describing this only once in the document.
	Status: OPEN 

	G0028 
	2010.10.23
	Q
	5.4.4, 5.4.5, 5.4.6
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP doc

Comment: Sections 5.x.4, 5.x.5, 5.x.6 are duplicated across all resources. The only variable may be what operation is listed in the Allow clause. But even there, for each individual resource, these three subsections say the same. This is a lot of duplication, causing our documentation to “bloat”.

Proposed Change: Consider a way of describing this only once in the document. If applied, this needs to be performed consistently across all TSs (and possibly in v1 as well).
	Status: OPEN 

	G0029 
	2010.10.23
	T
	5.4.3.1.2 and other responses to GET in 5.4.3 (except 5.4.3.2.2)
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP doc

Comment: Response example is missing resourceURL for ContactListCollection.
Proposed Change: add resourceURL in response.
	Status: OPEN 

	G0030 
	2010.10.23
	T
	5.4.3.2.2 
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP doc

Comment: Response example is using mailto:... instead of {userId}
Proposed Change: replace with {userId}
	Status: OPEN 

	G0031 
	2010.10.23
	T
	5.6.1, 5.7.1, 5.11.1,

5.22.1 … (check all)
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP doc

Comment: user id description in the Request URI variables table is different than in most other sections.
Proposed Change: make it consistent: e.g. replace with “user identifier. Example: tel:+1555887766”
	Status: OPEN 

	G0032 
	2010.10.23
	E
	5.10 and others (check all) 
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP doc

Comment: resource font in bold is 9 instead of 10.
Proposed Change: replace with fontsize 10.
	Status: OPEN 

	G0033 
	2010.10.23
	E
	5.10 
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP doc

Comment: spurious “,” before period at the end of the sentence: “This resource is used to retrieve all attributes for a member of a contact list,.”
Proposed Change: replace “,”
	Status: OPEN 

	G0034 
	2010.10.23
	T
	5.11.1, 5.22.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent
Form: INP doc
Comment: Last row in the table, “The allowed string for this light-weight resource is {name}, as defined in the [ResourceRelPath] column in table 5.2.3.” I was confused by this, as in the table in section 5.2.3 there is no column with title [ResourceRelPath]. Should this be 5.2.5 in stead?

Proposed Change: Change 5.2.3 to 5.2.5
	Status: OPEN 

	G0035 
	2010.10.23
	E
	5.13.1 and similar other (check all)
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent
Form: INP doc
Comment: hyperlink in Request URI table: http://example.com:80/ParlayREST
Proposed Change: remove hyperling 
	Status: OPEN 

	G0036 
	2010.10.23
	T
	5.13.5.1.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent
Form: INP doc
Comment: POST request example includes resourceURL, and a wrong one 
Proposed Change: remove resourceURL from example 
	Status: OPEN 

	G0037 
	2010.10.23
	E
	5.16.3.1.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP doc

Comment: The “request” subsection has a subtitle, i.e. “all list attributes and all member attributes (default)”. Should this in fact not be added to the title of the parent section? Look for example at the title of section 5.17.3.1

Proposed Change: Move to title of parent section
	Status: OPEN 

	G0038 
	2010.10.23
	E
	5.20.4.2
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP doc

Comment: Missing period in sentence “The PUT example is followed by a GET example on a memberList that was updated as a result of adding a new Contact request”
Proposed Change: add period.
	Status: OPEN 

	G0039 
	2010.10.23
	T
	App C
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Form: INP doc

Comment: The chapter heading for Appendix C has no “Normative/Informative” indication.

Proposed Change: Add  “Normative/Informative” indication as appropriate.
	Status: OPEN 

	G0040 
	2010.10.23
	E
	App E
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent
Form: INP doc
Comment: Hyperlinks in reference column of the table seem to be missing.
Proposed Change: add hyperlinks
	Status: OPEN 

	G0041 
	2010.10.23
	E
	App E
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent
Form: INP doc
Comment: I recommend adding a table caption to this table for Parlay X operations mapping, to easy document navigation. If accepted, this needs to be applied consistently across all TSs. If accepted, a table caption list needs to be added to the table of contents

Proposed Change: add caption
	Status: OPEN 
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