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Change Request

	Title:
	Presence CONRR Restructure
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Public       FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential

	To:
	PAG

	Doc to Change:
	OMA-CONRR-Presence_SIMPLE-V1_0-20050128-D

	Submission Date:
	28 Jan. 2005

	Classification:
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 0: New Functionality
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 1: Major Change
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 2: Bug Fix
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 3: Clerical

	Source:
	Haris Zisimopoulos, Vodafone, haris.zisimopoulos@vodafone.com

	Replaces:
	N/a


1 Reason for Change

To restructure the Presence CONRR to include the comments against the Presence and RLS XDM Specifications.
R01: Recovered correct items numbering.
2 Impact on Backward Compatibility

None.

3 Impact on Other Specifications

None.

4 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.

5 Recommendation

Make the proposed changes in the Presence CONRR (OMA-CONRR-Presence_SIMPLE-V1_0-20050128-D).

6 Detailed Change Proposal

>>>>>>>>>>>Make the changes shown in the attached>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>
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Presence-SIMPLE Consistency Review Report


		Review Report Document Id

		OMA-CONRR-SIMPLE-V1_0-20050128-D

		 FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential



		Document Being Reviewed:

		1. OMA-RD_Presence-V1_0-20041111-C


2. OMA-PAG-SIMPLE-AD-V1_1_0-20041030-D


3. OMA-PAG-SIMPLE-Spec-V1_0_0-20041118-D


4. OMA-ERELD_OPS-V1_0-20041117-D


5. OMA-ETR-SIMPLE-V1_0-20041118-D

6. OMA-Presence_XDM_Specification-V1_0-20041118-D.doc

7. OMA-RLS_XDM_Specification-V1_0-20041118-D.doc

 



		Group Presenting Document:

		REL/ PAG



		Date of This Report:

		28 Jan. 2005
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1. SIMPLE RD - OMA-RD_Presence-V1_0-20041111-C


Recommendations


		ID

		Open Date

		Section

		Description

		Status



		1-1. 

		2004.12.02

		Naming

		Naming of documents is not consistent


(Source: REQ)

		[2005.01.18]: Closed. Editor of the document will comply with new version of the OMA process.



		1-2. 

		2004.12.02

		All

		Should the RD be updated with the CR changing from GM to XDM


(Source: REQ)

		[2005.01.18]: Closed. Make the proposed change.



		1-3. 

		2004.12.06

		3.2

		The term “Policy” is used but it is not defined whether this refers to the same term as used in PEEM. 


Proposal: Define whether this is the case. 


Source: Ericsson (OMA-PAG-2004-0802)

		[2004.01.18]: No action necessary



		1-4. 

		2004.12.07

		Section 3.2, Application specific availability

		In the second paragraph the “This information” is not clear to what it is referring to. It should be reword to say: “The Application-specific availability would be supplied by various network elements; and is commonly referred to as “network presence”.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2005.01.18]: Closed. Make the proposed change.



		1-5. 

		2004.12.07

		Section 3.2, Presence Information

		Remove the “items” word from this sentence: “to a Presentity that may include items presence elements”


(Source: Openwave)

		[2005.01.18]: Closed. Make the proposed change.



		1-6. 

		2004.12.07

		Section 3.2, Presence and Authorization Profile

		What are the differences between these two?


(Source: Openwave)

		[2005.01.18]: Closed. Remove “authorization profile” row and keep the presence profile row but replace the word “profile” with “policy”



		1-7. 

		2004.12.07

		Section 3.2, Presence Enhanced Phonebook

		Is it Presence Enhanced Phonebook or Presence Enabled PhoneBook as specified in the Abbreviations section 3.3 for PEP. In the rest of the document e.g. use cases 5.2.4.2 & 5.2.5 it is seems to be Presence enabled phonebook. In 5.3.1.3 it seems to be Presence enhanced phonebook.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2005.01.18]: Closed. Used Presence Enabled Phonebook consistently throughout the document.



		1-8. 

		2004.12.07

		Section 4.3, Para 2

		This paragraph talks about Person and services but has no references to Devices. We recommend the following change: “We need to be able to convey information about the person using Presence Service, but also about the communication means he or she uses and also the device he or she uses to access the Presence Service”


(Source: Openwave)

		[2005.01.18]: Closed. Make the proposed change. Change “device” to “devices”



		1-9. 

		2004.12.07

		Section 4.5

		Replace unavailable with Not Available. 


(Source: Openwave)

		[2005.01.18]: Closed. Make the proposed change.



		1-10. 

		2004.12.07

		Section 4.5, Last paragraph

		“These oOnes…”. We are not sure what oOnes is or refers to.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2005.01.18]: Closed. Delete “These o” so the sentence will read “Ones…”



		1-11. 

		2004.12.07

		Section 5.1.1.4

		It should be John not Bob. Bob is politely blocked


(Source: Openwave)

		[2005.01.18]: Closed. Make the proposed change.



		1-12. 

		2004.12.07

		Section 5.2.1.3, Second paragraph

		Unclear what “entries” refers to. Propose to remove this sentence.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2005.01.18]: Closed. Make the proposed change. Delete that sentence.



		1-13. 

		2004.12.07

		Section 5.2.1.8

		Remove the sentence: “The presence server then processes”.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2005.01.18]: Closed. Make the proposed change. Delete the sentence at the End of the second line.



		1-14. 

		2004.12.07

		Section 5.2.2

		“Who / what can use their presence”. Use is not the correct term.   Replace with “who can access their presence”. 


(Source: Openwave)

		[2005.01.18]: Closed. Make the proposed change.



		1-15. 

		2004.12.07

		Section 5.2.3.8

		The presentity is Jan and the watcher is Bob.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2005.01.18]: Closed. Make the proposed change. Replace Jan with Bob and Bob with Jan.



		1-16. 

		2004.12.07

		Section 5.2.4.5, Second bullet

		It should say “to get all the presence information in the notifications” as Alice may have selected to either send partial info or no information if polite blocking is used.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2005.01.18]: Closed. Make the proposed change as shown.



		1-17. 

		2004.12.07

		Section 5.2.6

		One thing which is not clear is how and why Sally’s presence goes to available rather to something else. We propose to add text in 5.2.6.5 and 5.2.6.6 to indicate: “Sally indicates to the Presence Service that she wants to be available after the validity period has elapsed”.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2005.01.18]: Closed. Make the proposed change.



		1-18. 

		2004.12.07

		Section 5.2.7.4, First Bullet

		Replace “proposed in this CR” with “proposed in this use case”


(Source: Openwave)

		[2005.01.18]: Closed. Make the proposed change.



		1-19. 

		2004.12.07

		Section 5.3.2.5

		In the Note I am not sure whether the OMA PoC statuses referenced here are still valid. Please update accordingly.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2005.01.18]: Closed. Make it consistent with PoC and replace “present/not present” to “willing/not willing”



		1-20. 

		2004.12.07

		Section 5.4.1

		Propose to add text that the Presence Network Agent is allowed to publish presence information on behalf of the presentity. In 5.4.1.5 add the following bullet: “Alice has authorized the Presence Network Agent to publish presence information on her behalf”.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2005.01.18]: Closed. Make the proposed change. 



		1-21. 

		2004.12.07

		Section 5.5

		Proposed to be removed as it pertains to generic subscription-notification mechanisms rather than presence specifically.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2005.01.18]: Closed. Add a note at the bottom of section 5.5 stating: “Note: There are no requirements currently specified as a result of this use case. This may be done in a future release.”



		1-22. 

		2004.12.07

		Section 5.6.2.2, First Bullet 

		It should presence client and not presence service client. Also the abbreviation should be PC and not PSC


(Source: Openwave)

		[2005.01.18]: Closed. Make the proposed change. 



		1-23. 

		2004.12.07

		5.7

		Propose to remove


(Source: Openwave)

		[2005.01.18]: Closed. Make the proposed change. Remove section 5.7 altogether. 



		1-24. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.1  4)

		Interwork is not specified with other standards then "PIDF"


Source: Ericsson (OMA-PAG-2004-0802)

		[2005.01.18]: Open. Anders to provide text. 


[2005.01.21]: Closed. Covered OMA–PAG-2005-028R01.



		1-25. 

		2004.12.07

		6.1.3 #1

		Not met


(Source: Openwave)

		[2005.01.18]: Closed. Replace the word “settings” with “policies”. Mark that as “not met” in the Presence AD. 


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		1-26. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.3.1  2), 8)

		Not implemented. How to control the delegation is not defined in GM. 


Source: Ericsson (OMA-PAG-2004-0802)

		[2005.01.18]: Closed. Mark that as “not met” in the Presence AD.


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		1-27. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.3.1  5)

		Not implemented. How this shall be done is not specified in presence. 


Source: Ericsson (OMA-PAG-2004-0802)

		[2005.01.18]: Closed. Mark that as “not met” in the Presence AD.


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		1-28. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.3.2  1)

		Not implemented. Subscribe using ad-hoc lists is not specified. 


Source: Ericsson (OMA-PAG-2004-0802)

		[2005.01.18]: Closed. Remove the phrase “on an ad-hoc basis”.



		1-29. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.3.2  23)

		On behalf of another watcher is not implemented in the specification. 


Source: Ericsson (OMA-PAG-2004-0802)

		[2005.01.18]: Closed. Mark that as “not met” in the Presence AD.


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		1-30. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.3.2  26)

		Watcher controlled throttling is excluded due to IETF. 


Source: Ericsson (OMA-PAG-2004-0802)

		[2005.01.18]: Closed. Mark that as “not met” in the Presence AD.


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		1-31. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.3.2  3)

		Not implemented. Watchers can not control this. 


Source: Ericsson (OMA-PAG-2004-0802)

		[2005.01.18]: Closed. Mark that as “not met” in the Presence AD.


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		1-32. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.3.2  4)

		Watcher controlled throttling is excluded due to IETF. 


Source: Ericsson (OMA-PAG-2004-0802)

		[2005.01.18]: Closed. Mark that as “not met” in the Presence AD.


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		1-33. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.3.5

		Not implemented. Delegation is not specified. 


Source: Ericsson (OMA-PAG-2004-0802)

		[2005.01.18]: Closed. Mark that as “not met” in the Presence AD.


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		1-34. 

		2004.12.07

		6.1.4.1 #3

		Not met.  To coarse “element” has been selected.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2005.01.18]: Closed. Add a comment in the Presence AD stating: “This requirement is met through the use of publication expiration. However this expiration is applied to the publication as a whole and cannot be applied to individual elements”


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		1-35. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.4.2  3)

		Not fully implemented. All attributes are not supported. 


Source: Ericsson (OMA-PAG-2004-0802)

		[2005.01.18]: Closed. Mark that as “partially met” in the Presence AD.


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		1-36. 

		2004.12.07

		6.1.4.3 #3

		Severely limited by composition policies as detailed in relevant section.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.18]: No action necessary



		1-37. 

		2004.12.07

		6.1.6 #2 + #3

		Propose to remove


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.18]: Closed. Make the proposed changes. Remove.



		1-38. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.6  2), 3)

		Not implemented. No interface to Web Services is specified. 


Source: Ericsson (OMA-PAG-2004-0802)

		[2004.01.18]: Closed. Make the proposed changes. Remove. 



		1-39. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.9.1

		Charging details are not specified ( formats etc). We propose to declare this as being outside the scope of the specifications. 


Source: Ericsson (OMA-PAG-2004-0802)

		[2005.01.18]: Open. Anders (Ericsson) to provide text according to the relevant resolution in XDM. 


[2005.01.19]:  No action necessary 



		1-40. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.9.2

		Charging details are not specified ( formats etc). We propose to declare this as being outside the scope of the specifications. 


Source: Ericsson (OMA-PAG-2004-0802)

		[2005.01.18]: Open. Anders (Ericsson) to provide text according to the relevant resolution in XDM. 


[2005.01.19]:  No action necessary





Editorial Comments


		Document Rev

		Section

		Description

		Status



		OMA-RD_Presence-V1_0-20041111-C

		6.1.9.1

		Editorial: The yellow field should be removed. 


Source: Ericsson (OMA-PAG-2004-0802)

		[2005.01.18]: Closed.



		

		6.1.9.2

		Editorial: The yellow field should be removed. 


Source: Ericsson (OMA-PAG-2004-0802)

		[2005.01.18]: Closed.



		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		





2. SIMPLE AD- OMA-PAG-SIMPLE-AD-V1_1_0-20041030-D


Recommendations


		ID

		Open Date

		Section

		Description

		Status



		2-1. 

		2004.12.06

		General

		Renaming other OMA “GM” documents to OMA” XDM” will affect references


(Source: Ericsson)

		[2004.01.19]: Closed. Make the proposed change.


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		2-2. 

		2004.12.06

		1

		Express Phase one is the result of SIMPLE V1.0. Change “one” to “1” consistently


(Source: Nokia)

		[2004.01.19]: Closed. Delete the second sentence and second paragraph.


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		2-3. 

		2004.12.06

		2.1

		Informative reference to “Presence” RD, does not follow required syntax (it includes the date and state as part of the specification name).


See OMA-ORG-Consistency-Review.Guidelines-V1_0, Ch 6, REF-9 “References to other OMA specifications shall be made without use of the date and state part of the name”


(Source: Ericsson)

		[2004.01.19]: Closed. Make the proposed change.



		2-4. 

		2004.12.07

		2.1

		The [EVENTLIST] reference is old. It’s recommended to use the “06” instead.


http://www.ietf.org/internet-drafts/draft-ietf-simple-event-list-0506.txt

(Source: Siemens)

		[2004.01.19]: Open. Siemens is going to investigate the impacts on other part of the AD.



		2-5. 

		2004.12.07

		Section 4, Para 1

		The current description is poor and potentially misleading.  “The OMA Presence Enabler is a service that manages the collection and controlled dissemination of presence information over mobile networks.” or something similar would be more appropriate.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.19]: Closed. Make the proposed change. Include the proposed text.


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		2-6. 

		2004.12.07

		Section 4, Para 2

		IETF hasn’t defined core technology, rather a set of protocols and formats.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.19]: Closed. Replace the word technology with “protocols and formats”.


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		2-7. 

		2004.12.07

		Section 4, Para 3

		3GPP/2 have not defined end-to-end information flows as they have not defined much in terms of presence content.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.19]: Closed. Remove the words “..and content for the presence information document”


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		2-8. 

		2004.12.07

		Section 4, Para 3

		Unclear how the text maps onto the picture.  Also probably limited value in describing “app layer” and “net layer”.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.19]: Closed. Remove picture and reference to the picture.


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		2-9. 

		2004.12.07

		4.2, 4.3

		Table numbering incorrect.  Previous table not numbered.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.19]: Closed. Make the proposed change.


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		2-10. 

		2004.12.06

		4.3

		Not implemented requirement RD 6.1.3.1 # 2 Delegation


RD requirement not covered so shall be mentioned in table 4.3


(Source: Ericsson)



		[2004.01.19]: No action necessary. Check previous section (RD comments) for resolution on those.


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		2-11. 

		2004.12.06

		4.3

		Not implemented requirement RD 6.1.3.1 # 5


RD requirement not covered so shall be mentioned in table 4.3


(Source: Ericsson)



		[2004.01.19]: No action necessary. Check previous section (RD comments) for resolution on those.



		2-12. 

		2004.12.06

		4.3

		Not implemented requirement RD 6.1.3.1 # 8  Delegation


RD requirement not covered so shall be mentioned in table 4.3


(Source: Ericsson)



		[2004.01.19]: No action necessary. Check previous section (RD comments) for resolution on those.



		2-13. 

		2004.12.06

		4.3

		Not implemented requirement RD 6.1.3.2 # 3  Notifies at regular intervals does not exist.


RD requirement not covered so shall be mentioned in table 4.3


(Source: Ericsson)



		[2004.01.19]: No action necessary. Check previous section (RD comments) for resolution on those.



		2-14. 

		2004.12.06

		4.3

		Not implemented requirement RD 6.1.3.2 # 4 Watcher controlled throttling does not exist.


RD requirement not covered so shall be mentioned in table 4.3


(Source: Ericsson)



		[2004.01.19]: No action necessary. Check previous section (RD comments) for resolution on those.



		2-15. 

		2004.12.06

		4.3

		Not implemented requirement RD 6.1.3.2 # 23  Delegation


(Source: Ericsson

		[2004.01.19]: No action necessary. Check previous section (RD comments) for resolution on those.



		2-16. 

		2004.12.06

		4.3

		Not implemented requirement RD 6.1.3.2 # 26  Throttling does not exist


RD requirement not covered so shall be mentioned in table 4.3


(Source: Ericsson)



		[2004.01.19]: No action necessary. Check previous section (RD comments) for resolution on those.



		2-17. 

		2004.12.06

		4.3

		Not implemented requirement RD 6.1.3.5  All items (delegation)


RD requirement not covered so shall be mentioned in table 4.3


(Source: Ericsson)

		[2004.01.19]: No action necessary. Check previous section (RD comments) for resolution on those.



		2-18. 

		2004.12.06

		4.3

		Not implemented requirement RD 6.1.4.2  #3 Presence Spec contains which presence attributes that are not done.


RD requirement not covered so shall be mentioned in table 4.3


(Source: Ericsson)

		[2004.01.19]: No action necessary. Check previous section (RD comments) for resolution on those.



		2-19. 

		2004.12.06

		4.3

		Not implemented requirement RD 6.1.6 #2 Web service interface


RD requirement not covered so shall be mentioned in table 4.3


(Source: Ericsson)

		[2004.01.19]: No action necessary. Check previous section (RD comments) for resolution on those.



		2-20. 

		2004.12.06

		4.3

		Not implemented requirement RD 6.1.6 #3  WSI requirement


RD requirement not covered so shall be mentioned in table 4.3


(Source: Ericsson)

		[2004.01.19]: No action necessary. Check previous section (RD comments) for resolution on those.



		2-21. 

		2004.12.06

		4.3

		Not implemented requirement RD 6.1.9  Charging details in 6.1.9.1 not specified.


RD requirement not covered so shall be mentioned in table 4.3


(Source: Ericsson)

		[2004.01.19]: Closed. 


Add the following text in Presence AD –Requirements “not met” section:


      6.1.9.1 Charging of Presentity  The details are outside the current scope of the specification


        6.1.9.2 Charging of Watcher     The details are outside the current scope of the specification


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		2-22. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.1

		Other enablers need not be mentioned


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.19]: Open. Thanos to provide text.



		2-23. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.1.1

		Propose to strike.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.19]: Open. Thanos to provide text.



		2-24. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1

		Change “GM service” to “XDM service”


(Source: Nokia)

		[2004.01.19]: No action necessary.



		2-25. 

		2004.12.06

		6

		Change “GM enabler” to “XDM service”


(Source: Nokia)

		[2004.01.19]: No action necessary. 



		2-26. 

		2004.12.06

		6

		Add GM-2 reference point in the figure 2. This is for clients to get notifications of changes of the shared XDMS.


(Source: Nokia)

		[2004.01.19]: Closed. 


Add XDM-2 and XDM-4 in Fig.2 and add text for those reference point similar to 6.1.3.5.


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		2-27. 

		2004.12.07

		6.1.1.2

		“a user’s terminal” not “the user’s terminal”


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.19]: Closed. Make the proposed change.


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		2-28. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.2.1

		Change “this release” to “phase I”.


Change “Future releases” to “ future phases” 


Add “MMD” after 


“When the Presence Service is realized using IMS”


(Source: Nokia)

		[2004.01.19]: Closed. Add “or MMD” after “When the Presence Service is realized using IMS”


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		2-29. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.1.5

		XDMC may also include a watcher client for XML document changes.


XCAP client and SIP notifier must be mentioned


(Source: Ericsson)



		[2004.01.19]: Closed. Make following change: “The XDMC includes an XCAP client and SIP User Agent”.


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		2-30. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.1.6

		Presence XDMS also includes a Notifier as defined in RFC 3265  


SIP notifier must be mentioned


(Source: Ericsson)

		[2004.01.19]: Closed. Make following change: “The XDMS includes an XCAP Server and SIP Notifier as defined in [RFC3265]”.


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		2-31. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.1.6

		Presence XDMS may also store Presence related files used for content indirection of presence information. 


Add Content indirection 


(Source: Ericsson)

		[2004.01.19]: Open. Pending discussion on content indirection


[2004.01.27]: Open. Pending on 21.



		2-32. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.1.7

		RLS XDMS also includes a Notifier as defined in RFC 3265


SIP notifier must be mentioned


(Source: Ericsson)

		[2004.01.19]: Closed. Make following change: “The RLS XDMS includes an XCAP Server and SIP Notifier as defined in [RFC3265]”.


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		2-33. 

		2004.12.07

		6.1.3

		Include protocol information in each reference point description.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.19]: Open. Thanos to provide text.



		2-34. 

		2004.12.07

		6.1.3

		Some reference points (e.g. GM 13) belong to the OPS enabler, not the XDM enabler.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.19]: No action necessary.



		2-35. 

		2004.12.07

		6.1.3.1 

		Change “compression” to “compression/decompression”


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.19]: Closed. Make the proposed change.


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		2-36. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.3.2 #2

		"group list" shall  be "presencelist"


(Source: Ericsson)

		[2004.01.19]: Closed. Change to “presence lists”


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		2-37. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.3.2 #1

		It should be added that you subscribe to  "a presentity's" presence information as next bullet talks about the predefined list.


(Source: Ericsson)

		[2004.01.19]: Closed. Make the proposed change. 


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		2-38. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.3.2, 6.1.3.3

		Use "resource lists" instead of "group lists"


(Source: Nokia)

		[2004.01.21]: Closed. Resolved in 2-036. Use “Presence lists” in 6.1.3.3.


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		2-39. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.3.3, 6.1.3.4

		XDMS AD uses GM-2, GM-9 and GM-17 for getting notifications of changes of XML data. Thus, should be removed from PRS-3 and PRS-4.


(Source: Nokia)

		[2004.01.21]: Open. Tao to clarify what are the appropriate reference points.






		2-40. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.3.3 #3

		Remove the bullet as the RLS is handling this.


(Source: Ericsson)

		[2004.01.21]: Closed. Remove the bullet point.


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		2-41. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.3.4

		Rephrase PRS-4 has two function 
1) to receive a subscription and send notifications for a presence list. 
2) to subscribe to presence information  and to receive notifications for a presentity in a presence list.


Split last sentence in two.


(Source: Ericsson)

		[2004.01.21]: Closed. Make the proposed changes.


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		2-42. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.4. 

		Change 


“The Presence Service uses the Presence Information Data Format [RFC3863] as the base format through which presence information is represented.  The most basic unit of presence information in PIDF is called a tuple” 


to 


“The Presence Service uses the Presence Information Data Format [RFC3863] and its extensions as the base format through which presence information is represented.”


(Source: Nokia)

		[2004.01.21]: Closed. Make the proposed changes.


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		2-43. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.4 2nd sentence

		This is wrong. There exists presence data that is not a part of a tuple. The data model of the presence spec need to be decribed here. One person level, many service levels and many device levels, only the service level is a tuple


Rephrase second sentence to : "Presence data is split into a person, service and device level"


(Source: Ericsson)



		[2004.01.21]: No action necessary. Covered by 2-042.



		2-44. 

		2004.12.07

		6.1.4 Para 1 and 2

		This section defines the most basic element to be a PIDF tuple.  However, PIDF tuples can contain more than one pieces of information.  As such it is not a “basic” element, but a “complex” element.  


This is problematic as it does not meet certain requirements, such as 6.1.4.2 #9 or #10.  It is not possible to associate a tuple (or sub-tuple elements) with an expiration date, as the granularity is much coarser.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.25]: Open. Thanos to provide text.



		2-45. 

		2004.12.07

		6.1.4 Para 3

		This paragraph does not add any value.  Propose to strike.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.21]: Closed. Make the proposed change.


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		2-46. 

		2004.12.07

		6.1.4

		A reformulation is required, as the original pure PIDF format solely contained a tuple as basic element, which is used to represent a service. Extensions to the PIDF format introduce person and device as additional basic elements and detail further data elements contained within these basic elements.


The OMA Presence Service defines mappings of those Presence Information Elements onto the PIDF format and its extensions.


(Source: Siemens)

		[2004.01.21]: No action necessary. Covered by 2-042.



		2-47. 

		2004.12.07

		6.1.5

		We should not be standardizing local policies.  OMA defines certain behaviour and implementations that comply are OMA compliant.  If additional local policies are defined – OMA cannot prevent this – that’s fine, but OMA should not say anything about it.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.25]: Closed. Remove everything after “Note,…”






		2-48. 

		2004.12.07

		6.1.5.1

		Subscription rules define how incoming subscription requests are handled, not which ones can subscribe or not – that’s the ultimate effect, but it is not determined solely by subscription rules. 


(Source: Openwave) 

		[2004.01.25]: Closed. Change the first sentence: “Subscriptions authorization rules determine how incoming subscriptions are handled.”






		2-49. 

		2004.12.07

		6.1.5.1 

		“logically part of” should read “stored in”


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.21]: Closed. Make the proposed change.


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		2-50. 

		2004.12.07

		6.1.5.1

		Subscription rules do not have anything to do with polite blocking.  That is a combination of a subscription rule (allow) with a content policy (send false info).  The 3rd bullet should be removed.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.25]: Open. Thanos to provide text



		2-51. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.5.2

		In this little section I suggest adding for clarity:


“The documents containing the Presence Content Rules are stored in the Presence XDMS.”


(Source: VODAFONE)

		[2004.01.21]: Closed. Make the proposed change. Add the proposed change at the end of 6.1.5.2.


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		2-52. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.5.2

		“watchers that have been …” should be replaced with “potential watchers”.   One could define a content policy for a watcher that is not allowed a subscription.  That would be pointless, but probably hard and undesirable to enforce.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.21]: Closed. Make the proposed change. Change “watchers” to “potential watchers”






		2-53. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.5.2

		The last sentence starting "Each presence content rule…" could be removed, because the content rules defines the subset of PI which is delivered to watchers (no manipulation).


(Source: Nokia)

		[2004.01.21]: Closed. Remove the sentence: “Each presence content rule…”


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		2-54. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.5.3

		This section (Presence notification rules) could be removed. Presence XDM specification has already decided not to have this functionality. Or, explain in Presence XDM spec, that the function is to be specified in future phase.


(Source: Nokia)

		[2004.01.21]: Closed. Delete section. Craig to update section 4.3 of Presence AD related to those requirements.


[2005.01.25] Section 6.1.5.3 deleted. Requirements (not met) in section 4.3 need to be updated.



		2-55. 

		2004.12.07

		6.1.5.3

		This should be rewritten to apply to “potential watchers”


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.21]: No action necessary. Covered by 2-053.



		2-56. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.6.1

		IMS Core network -> SIP/IP Core network


(Source: Nokia)

		[2004.01.21]: Closed. Make the proposed change.


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		2-57. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.8

		Correct the style.


(Source: Nokia)

		[2004.01.21]: Closed. Section shall appear appropriately. 


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		2-58. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.8

		The registration description refers to presence sources and watchers implemented by a UE only. This appears to overlook application servers and other entities that can generate 3rd party register requests.


When the SIP/IP Core corresponds with 3GPP/3GPP2 IMS, the Presence Source and the Watcher will use the 3GPP/3GPP2 IMS registration mechanisms.


(Source: VODAFONE)

		[2004.01.21]: No action necessary. 



		2-59. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.8

		Registration Shall it not be a header?


Restore header.


(Source: Ericsson)

		[2004.01.21]: No action necessary. Covered by 2-057.



		2-60. 

		2004.12.07

		6.1.8

		Formatting issue


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.21]: No action necessary. Covered by 2-057.



		2-61. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.9

		Remove "SH" at the end of the chapter.


(Source: Nokia, Ericsson, Siemens)

		[2004.01.21]: Closed. Make the proposed change.


[2005.01.25] Closed and incorporated



		2-62. 

		2004.12.07

		6

		Missing quite a few high level feature descriptions


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.25]: Open. Thanos to provide text



		

		

		

		

		





Editorial Comments


		Document Rev

		Section

		Description

		Status



		OMA-PAG-SIMPLE-AD-V1_1_0-20041030-D

		

		

		



		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		





3. SIMPLE Spec - OMA-PAG-SIMPLE-Spec-V1_0_0-20041118-D


Recommendations


		ID

		Open Date

		Section

		Description

		Status



		3-1. 

		2004.12.06

		General

		The name of the specification is wrong, it should follow the new syntax and be renamed to something along the lines of  OMA-TS-SIMPLE-V1_0


(Source: Ericsson)

		[2005.01.21]: Closed. Editor of the document will comply with new version of the OMA process.



		3-2. 

		2004.12.06

		General

		Renaming other OMA “GM” documents to OMA” XDM” will affect these  references


(Source: Ericsson)

		[2005.01.21]: Closed. Make the proposed changes. 



		3-3. 

		2004.12.07

		General

		Sections should be marked Normative or Informative, such that readers that don’t find the fine print in 3.1 can still follow along.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.21]: No action necessary. Resolved by 3-206.



		3-4. 

		2004.12.06

		1

		Change “phase one” to “phase 1” consistently


(Source: Nokia)

		[2004.01.21]: Closed. Change according to: “This release of the specification supports the OMA PoC service enabler, and utilizes a SIP/IP core based on the 3GPP IMS and 3GPP2 MMD network capabilities. “



		3-5. 

		2004.12.07

		2.1

		Reference [XCAP] (used in 5.3.3.2) is missing. Please insert:


“The Extensible Markup Language (XML) Configuration Access Protocol (XCAP)”, J.Rosenberg, Oct 2004, (http://www.ietf.org/internet-drafts/draft-ietf-simple-xcap-04.txt)


Note: IETF Draft work in progress


(Source: Siemens)

		[2005.01.21]: Closed. 


Change the reference in section 5.3.3.2 from [XCAP] to [XDMSPEC].






		3-6. 

		2004.12.07

		2.1

		References [Provisioning Content], [OMA DM] and [PROVCONT] (the latter in the table of B.1) are missing. Likely, [Provisioning Content] equals [PROVCONT].


(Source: Siemens)

		[2004.01.25]: Closed. Editor to add the proposed refernces. 



		3-7. 

		2004.12.06

		3.2

		The definition for Presence External Agent (PEA) should be improved. Text should be added as in the other definitions and the 3GPP TS 24.141 reference should be removed since it does not define PEA.


(Source: SonyEricsson)

		[2004.01.25]: Open. SonyEricsson to provide text



		3-8. 

		2004.12.06

		3.2

		In the definition of "Presence Source" is it unclear why Presence User Agents is preceded by 3GPP/3GPP2. Propose to remove "3GPP/3GPP2" since Presence User Agent is already listed in the definition list.


(Source: SonyEricsson)

		[2004.01.25]: Closed. Make the prposed change



		3-9. 

		2004.12.07

		3.2

		The definition of “Presence Reference Architecure” is strange.


Changing or removing is recommended.


(Source: Siemens)

		[2004.01.25]: Closed. Remove the definition. 



		3-10. 

		2004.12.07

		3.2

		Add URI schemes into the “Presentity” definition:


such as "sip:joe.bloggs@example.com" or by phone numbers like "tel:+12345678"


(Source: Siemens)

		[2004.01.25]: Closed. Make the proposed changes.



		3-11. 

		2004.12.07

		3.2

		Reference [OMA PRES RD] is missing


(Source: Siemens)

		[2004.01.25]: Closed. Editor to add the proposed change. 



		3-12. 

		2004.12.07

		4

		3856 Section 6.7 does not specify when notifications are generated.  As such a particular implementation could *never* generate any notifications and still be fully compliant.  This would lead to interop problems, as an enabler using the OMA enabler might expect a number of notifications but never get them.  The OMA standards should mandate notifications when presence state changes.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.25]: Open. Thanos to provide text



		3-13. 

		2004.12.06

		4

		3rd Paragraph, Publication should be mentioned in the sentence "In addition to the SIP methods for subscription and notification of presence state based on [RFC3265], [RFC3856] and [RFC3903]…" since the reference [RFC3903} is included.


Should be changed to:


"In addition to the SIP methods for subscription, publication, and notification of presence state based on [RFC3265], [RFC3856] and [RFC3903]…"


(Source: SonyEricsson)

		[2004.01.25]: Closed. Make the proposed changes.



		3-14. 

		2004.12.07

		Section 4

		Unclear how CIPID maps onto the presence model. Also semantics of CIPID information are too vague to be useful.  Should either narrow down the semantics (by developing CPID extensions) or remove references to CIPID.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.25]: Open. Thanos and Haris  to check further. 



		3-15. 

		2004.12.07

		Section 4

		The semantics of the data in RPID and PRESCAPS are in several instances too vague.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.25]: Open.Thanos to provide text clarifying the semantics of RPID and remove references to PRESCAPS.



		3-16. 

		2004.12.07

		Section 4.1

		Need not mention Presence and POC.  Can just mention that additional features will be available in future releases, in order to future-proof the documents.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.25]: Closed. Scrap section 4.1



		3-17. 

		2004.12.07

		4.1

		The usage of the terms “release” and “Phase” are not yet consistent. In GM specs “release” is used, here “Phase”.


(Source: Siemens)

		[2004.01.25]: No action necessary as section is scrapped. 



		3-18. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.1

		Unclear how the “first” time a full publication is done.  Which entity knows *all* the state of a presentity?


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.25]: Open.Thanos to provide text.



		3-19. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.1.1

		There are several “open issues” in the referenced IETF drafts that would materially affect the OMA specs.  Those need to be resolved before we can proceed.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.25]: Open.Thanos to provide text.



		3-20. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.1.2

		Unclear how the Presence XDMS is relevant for content indirection


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.25]: Open. Pending on 21.



		3-21. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.1.2

		The direct content can be uploaded to any suitable server, not just to Presence XDMS. Rephrase:


...and upload the content to a content server the Presence XDMS; or ...


(Source: Siemens)

		[2004.01.25]: Open. Haris to provide text.



		3-22. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.1.2.1

		The [XDMSPEC] doesn’t define any storage for MIME objects. This was not required.


We propose to remove the last paragraph of (1): “The HTTP URIs MAY be formulated...”


(Source: Siemens)

		[2004.01.25]: Open. Pending on 21.



		3-23. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.1.2.2

		Reference to exact name of the OTAP parameter:


The In case it is performed with OTAP, it SHALL use the value of CLIENT-OBJ-DATA-LIMIT parameter is defined in Appendix B.1.


(Source: Siemens)

		[2004.01.25]: Closed. Make the proposed changes.



		3-24. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.1.2.1, 5.3.1.2

		The Presence XDMS does not define any mechanisms to store indirect presence information.  Is that even the right place to store presence information?


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.25]: Open. Pending on 21.



		3-25. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1.2.1 First bullet 2nd sentence

		Technical: In order to not have future conflicts with AUID values defined by IETF/IANA we need to replace the structure in the sentence 
"The HTTP URIs MAY be formulated according to the following structure: http://<xcap-root-uri>/presence-ind/user/<SIP URI>/<mime-objects>  with  something else.


Change structure to: http://<xcap-root-uri>/org.openmobilealliance.presence-ind/user/<SIP URI>/<mime-objects> to avoid collisions with future work in IETF


(Source: Ericsson)

		[2004.01.25]: Open. Pending on 21.



		3-26. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.1.2.2

		Similarly to the text in 5.1.1.2.1 it should be described how is the direct content included in SIP PUBLISH:


Set a CID URI referencing to other multipart body which contains the MIME object;


Include the presence document of the format “application/pidf+xml” or “application/pidf-partial+xml” in the root of the body of the “multipart/related” content.


(Source: Siemens)

		[2004.01.25]: Open. Pending on 21.



		3-27. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.1.3, Para 3

		This doesn’t make sense.  Perhaps a Presence Source wants to report some state that has a validity period of 10s.  Just because there is a limitation that this Presence Source should not generate more than one publication per 5 mins, that doesn’t mean that whenever it issues a publication, that it should have a lower expiration time.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.25]: Closed. Remove the third paragraph.



		3-28. 

		2004.12.07

		Section 5.1.1, 5.3.1

		Unclear how multiple sources can publish presence information for a particular presentity.  Specifically, how are they identified, and what access control mechanism is used to see how they are access-controlled to meet 6.1.3.5 #1, 6.1.3.1 #2, #3, #6 and #7.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.25]: Open.Thanos to start email discussion on that .



		3-29. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1.2.1/step 2/ bullet 2

		Change: application/pidf-partial+xml -> application/pidf-diff+xml


(Source: Nokia)

		[2004.01.25]: Closed. Make the proposed changes.



		3-30. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1.2.2

		There is no OTAP in OMA DM spec. Provisioning references should use OMA DM specifications.


The text should be resolved regarding to support of provisioning.

Change “presence source” to “Presence Source” consequently.


Change “PUBLISH” to “PUBLISH request”.


(Source: Nokia)

		[2004.01.25]: Closed. Make the proposed changes: 


1. Change OTAP to OTA Provisioning where appropriate


2. Change “presence source” to “Presence Source”



		3-31. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.2




		Change the last sentence according to: 


“Upon activation of the presence service, the presentity SHALL subscribe to watcher information through one of it Presence Sources, if subscription to watcherinfo is supported by the Presence Source.”


(Source: VODAFONE)

		[2004.01.25]: Open. Pending on 32. 



		3-32. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.2

		Subscription to watcher information is beyond the responsibility of a presence source according to the definition of presence source


Proposal: remove chapter 5.1.2 and create new section for the presentity role. Presence source and presentity are not the same in general.


(Source: Siemens)

		[2004.01.25]: Open. Siemens to provide text to clarify subscription to “watcherinfo” in PresAD and Presence Spec.



		3-33. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.2

		Need to be clearer that lacking any authorization mechanisms, one can only subscribe to their own watcher information.  


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.27]: Open.Thanos to provide text..



		3-34. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.2, Para 3

		Unclear as to what this requirement is about having to subscribe to one’s watcher-info.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.27]: Open. Pending on 32



		3-35. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.2

		Hard to understand the last sentence in this section. It conflicts with the MAY statement in the first sentence in the second paragraph and does not add any information. Propose to remove it.


(Source: SonyEricsson)

		[2004.01.27]: Open. Pending on 32



		3-36. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.2

		A Presence Source should not be subscribing to watcher info.  By definition a presence source is a source of presence information.  Watchers only should subscribe to watcher info.  Clearly you can have an entity (e.g. application) that assumes the role of presence source and presence watcher.


(Source: Openwave)  

		[2004.01.27]: Open. Pending on 32



		3-37. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.2.1

		Notification filtering draft reference is incorrect


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.27]: Closed. Change [FILTER] to [NOTFILTER]



		3-38. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.2.1

		In addition to "content" of notifications it is also beneficial to support the trigger part of filtering in WINFO subscriptions, because the presence source might want to get notified only e.g. pending subscriptions (for reactive authorization).


Possible resolution:


Change “to control the contentof notifications sent to it”


to


”to control the content and triggers of notifications”


(Source: Nokia)




		[2004.01.27]: Closed. Make the proposed changes.



		3-39. 

		

		5.1.3

		Those examples should be informative.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.27]: Closed. Make them “Informative”. 



		3-40. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.3.2

		Remove the sentence: “This can be achieved by using keep-alives (heartbeat) mechanism from the terminal to the PNA.” This may be complicated. Proper information could be obtained by PNA from operator’s network nodes e.g. GSM attach/detach from HLR, PDP context active/inactive from GGSN/SGSN, registration status from IMS etc.


(Source: Nokia)

		[2004.01.27]: Closed. Make the proposed change.



		3-41. 

		2004.12.07

		5.2

		The definition of watcher in this chapter does not cover the entire definition as in 3.2.


Proposal: The watcher is an entity that subscribes to presence information about a presentity or list of presentities or watcher information about a watcher (i.e. presence list).


(Source: Siemens)

		[2004.01.27]: Open. Pending on 32.



		3-42. 

		2004.12.07

		5.2

		The section 5.2 does not describe subscription to presence information.


We propose to add new chapter “5.2.X Subscription to presence information”.


(Source: Siemens)

		[2004.01.27]: Closed. Add a new section named as “Subscription to a single Presentity” move the first paragraph of “General” to this



		3-43. 

		2004.12.07

		5.2.1

		This sub-section mandates watcher to support “all the elements listed in section 10.2 or a subset of those”.


Which elements are mandatory? The “subset” must be precisely specified.


(Source: Siemens)

		[2004.01.27]: Closed. In section 5.2.1 General leave only the sentence “ A Watcher SHALL support….”


In Section 5.2.5 add the sentence: “ A watcher SHALL be able to interpret any application-specific subset of the elements listed in section 10.2 using the semantics described therein. The Watcher MAY support other PIDF extensions to interpret elements whose semantics do not match with those defined in section 10.2”



		3-44. 

		2004.12.07

		5.2.1

		Last paragraph is out of scope.  Watcher can do what they please with the information they have.  Standard needs not say anything on the subject.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.27]: Closed. See 43. 



		3-45. 

		2004.12.06

		5.2.1

		The last sentence: "The watcher SHALL be able to communicate the received presence information to external presence-enabled applications (e.g. PoC, IM, Gaming), as required."


This is an unnecessary requirement on the implementations and will be hard to test. Propose to remove the statement.


(Source: SonyEricsson)

		[2004.01.27]: Closed. See 43.



		3-46. 

		2004.12.07

		5.2.3

		We don’t think that subscription to watcher information is a watcher use case. It’s a presentity’s one. The watcher does not subscribe to watcher information.


Move this section to 5.1 and replace “watcher” by “presentity” or “presence source”.


(Source: Siemens)

		[2004.01.27]: Open. Pending on 32.



		3-47. 

		2004.12.06

		5.2.3

		Does watcher subscribe to watcherinfo? Remove section.


(Source: VODAFONE)

		[2004.01.27]: Open. Pending on 32.



		3-48. 

		2004.12.07

		5.2.4

		The [FUTURE] (see the last bullet) is not a reference. There’s no requirement for <timed-status>.


We propose to delete the last bullet.


(Source: Siemens)

		[2004.01.27]: Closed. Delete the last bullet-point and extend the sentence “A watcher MAY support other…” with the following text: “…, as long as if a watcher that does not understand those extensions can ignore them without changing the meaning of the presence elements that are understood”. Also add the same text in section 5.1 at the end of the first sentence.  


Delete [FUTURE] from the references. 



		3-49. 

		2004.12.07

		5.2.4

		If the “device-id” is used to identify a tuple, why it’s not mentioned in sub-chapter 5.3.3.1.1?


The list in 5.2.4 and the algorithm in 5.3.3.1.1 should be consistent.


Inconsistency with IETF drafts must be resolved.


(Source: Siemens)

		[2004.01.27]: No action necessary.



		3-50. 

		2004.12.06

		5.2.4 4th bullet

		Timed-status is not used as defined in [FUTURE]. The proposed usage is incorrect. Instead the timestamp element as defined by [RFC3863] (PIDF) can be used.


Replace text "<timed-status> element, as defined in [FUTURE], if present" 
with 
"<timestamp> element, as defined in [RFC3863], if present"


(Source: Ericsson)

		[2004.01.27]: No action necessary. See 48



		3-51. 

		2004.12.06

		5.2.4

		Add reference to [RFC3863] for <tuple> and <timestamp>. 


Make the changes in the last paragraph: 


“If the watcher recognizes more than one semantically identical service elements in the presence document (<tuple> elements identified as being the same based on the previous criteria) with conflicting elements, the watcher SHOULD use the conflicting element from the <tuple> element with the latest <timestamp> element as defined in [RFC3863].”


(Source: VODAFONE)

		[2004.01.27]: Closed. Change the proposed text: 


“If the watcher recognizes more than one semantically identical service elements in the presence document (<tuple> elements identified as being the same based on the previous criteria) with conflicting elements, the watcher SHOULD use the conflicting element from the <tuple> element with the latest <timestamp> element as defined in [RFC3863].”



		3-52. 

		2004.12.06

		5.2.4

		Timestamp values coming from different sources without synchronization does not provide an accurate determination of the timeliness.


(Source: VODAFONE)

		[2004.01.27]: Open. Haris to provide text.



		3-53. 

		2004.12.07

		5.2.4

		device-id only exists within “device” element, so it cannot apply to a tuple.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.27]: Open. Thanos to provide text to clarify in the Presence Spec how services and devices. 


Krisztian to send email to SIMPLE list mentioning the XML schema for the <device-id> needs to show under <tuple> as well. 



		3-54. 

		2004.12.07

		5.2.4

		Definition of “semantically identical” is not included anywhere in the document.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.27]: Closed. Replace the last paragraph of 5.2.4 with :“ If the watcher recognizes more than one semantically identical one service


elements in the presence document (<tuple> elements identified as being the


same (based on the previous criteria shown above) with conflicting


sub-elements (i.e. elements with same names but different values), the


watcher SHOULD select use the conflicting element from the <tuple> element


with the latest <timestamp> element.” 



		3-55. 

		2004.12.07

		5.2.4

		FUTURE is not a normative reference and should not be one as it does not address any requirements.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.27]: No action necessary .See 48.



		3-56. 

		2004.12.07

		5.2.4

		This is a really poor way of performing aggregation.  If aggregation can be performed using standardized logic, it should be done at the presence server and not at the watcher.  Shifting this to the watcher violates requirement 6.1.1 #7.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.27]: Open. Thanos to provide text.



		3-57. 

		2004.12.06

		5.2.4   

		The references [DATAMODEL] and [FUTURE] are missing in 2.1


Add [DATAMODEL] (and [FUTURE]) to 2.1 (plus all IETF dependency lists) or remove references


(Source: Ericsson)

		[2004.01.27]: Closed. Add [PRESDATAMODEL] in section 2.1



		3-58. 

		2004.12.06

		5.2.5/ 2nd chapter

		Currently, it is not possible to subscribe partial notifications of watcher information. The default function of WINFO is to provide partial information…


(Source: Nokia)

		[2004.01.27]:Closed. Delete the words “or watcher information”. 



		3-59. 

		2004.12.06

		5.2.6

		In addition to "content" of notifications it is also beneficial to support the trigger part of filtering in WINFO subscriptions, because the watcher might want to get notified only e.g. pending subscriptions (for reactive authorization).


Possible resolution:


Change 


“to control the contentof notifications sent to it”


to



”to control the content and triggers of notifications”

(Source: Nokia)

		[2004.01.27]: Closed. Make the proposed change. 



		3-60. 

		2004.12.06

		5.2.7.1

		Presence XDM specification needs to define how authorisation and authentication is handled when a watcher is fetching the information via HTTP (what happens if in different domains or service providers networks?)


If a solution cannot be found add a note "The functions for handling authorisation  will be for FFS”


(Source: Ericsson)

		[2004.01.27]: Open. Haris to clarify where this is specified or provide some text. 



		3-61. 

		2004.12.06

		5.2.7.1

		Will it be possible when the watcher is in another domain? How to authenticate that watcher?


If a solution cannot be found add a note "The function for handling watcher in another domain is for FFS"


(Source: Ericsson)

		[2004.01.27]: Open. Haris to clarify where this specified or provide some text. See 60.  



		3-62. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.1

		Following sentence is not clear to me:” The default policy SHOULD be to authorize the publication for the presentity, and to reject the publication for all other users.”


Please rephrase.


(Source: Siemens)

		[2004.01.27]: Closed. Replace the sentence “The  default policy…” with “The PS publication authorization policy SHALL authorize the publication for the presentity, and SHOULD reject the publication for all other users.”



		3-63. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.1.1

		missing description how to handle the case that the PS does not support partial publication. something like „If the PS does not support partial publishing, then the PS shall send a 415 (Unsupported Media Type) response with "application/pidf+xml" in the Accept header field” is needed


(Source: Siemens)

		[2004.01.27]: Closed. Replace the second para with: “If the Presence Source generates a partial publication request…” and delete the sentence “and the PS supports partial publication”.



		3-64. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.1.2

		The title of the chapter is not in line with the content.


Proposal: change title into: ”Handling of multipart/related content type”


or: extend the content with information on how to handle large content for other content types


(Source: Siemens)

		[2004.01.27]: Closed. Rename all the sections that are named “Handling of large content” to “Handling of large objects”



		3-65. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.1.2

		Bullet 1: The upper limit explanation is not clear to me.  Please rephrase.


(Source: Siemens)

		[2004.01.27]: No action necessary. Fixed by OMA-PAG-2005-047R02



		3-66. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.1.2

		Bullet 2: The presence XDMS can not contain presence information.  Where the Presence server stores the received MIME type is server specific implementation and should not be mentioned here


Proposal: remove “. The PS MAY store the received MIME object in the Presence XDMS by creating an appropriate HTTP URI therein (according to the procedures described in 5.1.1.2.1) and uploading the content via the HTTP PUT method [RFC2616].”


(Source: Siemens)

		[2004.01.27]: Open. Pending on OMA-PAG-2005-055



		3-67. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.1.2

		has a requirement on the PS to be able to retrieve external content via http:GET. I do not see, why this is necessary. Why not working with the URI in the NOTIFY?


(Source: Siemens)

		[2004.01.28]: Open. Siemens to clarfify. 



		3-68. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.2

		“per local policy” should be removed, or replaced with “per presentity policy”.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.28]: Closed. Make the proposed change.



		3-69. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.2

		Text at the end of the section does not correspond with Figure 5.


(Source: Openwave)

		[2004.01.28]: Open. Thanos to propose some text. 



		3-70. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.2.2

		The title of the chapter is not in line with the content.


Proposal: change title into: ”Handling of multipart/related content type”


or: extend the content with information on how to handle large content for other content types


(Source: Siemens)

		[2004.01.28]: No action necessary. See 3-64.



		3-71. 

		2004.12.06

		5.3.2.1, 5.3.2.2

		The two sections are empty; however they're referred in other sections, e.g. 5.3.4.2.


(Source: Nokia)

		[2004.01.28]: No action necessary. 



		3-72. 

		2004.12.06

		5.3.2.2

		Change 


“If the size of the MIME object data in the NOTIFY request exceeds the limit defined for the Presence Source…”


to


“If the size of the MIME object data in the NOTIFY request exceeds the limit defined for the watcher…”


(Source: Nokia)

		[2004.01.28]: No action necessary. Resolved by OMA-PAG-2005-055R02 



		3-73. 

		2004.12.06

		5.3.2.2

		Include bullet point to


 “handle the MIME object data as followsindirect content”


(Source: Nokia)

		[2004.01.28]: No action necessary. Resolved by OMA-PAG-2005-055R02



		3-74. 

		2004.12.06

		5.2.5/ 1st bullet; 5.3.2.3

		The reference list contains "[PARTNOT]", but "[PARTIAL]" used here.


(Source: Nokia)

		[2004.01.28]: No action necessary. Resolved by OMA-PAG-2005-047R02



		3-75. 

		2004.12.06

		5.3.2.2

		"as followsindirect content" -> "as indirect content"


(Source: Nokia)

		[2004.01.28]: No action necessary. Resolved by OMA-PAG-2005-055R02.



		3-76. 

		2004.12.06

		5.3.2.2

		The bullet structure has 3 levels which makes it confusing


Proposal Remove the unfilled bullets in the latter part.


(Source: Ericsson)

		[2004.01.28]: No action necessary. Resolved by OMA-PAG-2005-055R02.



		3-77. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.2.2

		How the presence server stores and fetches the content is up to the server implementation.


Proposal:  remove all server specific issues from the chapter


(Source: Siemens)

		[2004.01.28]: No action necessary.



		3-78. 

		2004.12.06

		5.3.2.3

		"If the watcher indicates request for…": it is not possible to request PNs, only q-value can be used to indicate the most preferred content type. Use "indicates preference…" instead.


(Source: Nokia)

		[2004.01.28]: Closed. Make the proposed change. Change the word request to “preference” and delete the words with the Accept header field.



		3-79. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.3

		This section does not describe how Authorization rules are applied for publishing presence information. For instance, any party can submit (use SIP publish method) presence information on behalf of another party. The Presence server does not check whether the identity (Public SIP ID) is authorized to update (i.e. publish) another presentities presence data. This section should clearly state the mechanisms to define some authorization rules (via an administrative interface) and checked by the presence server before a SIP Publish request is accepted to update the presence data of another presentity (other than the one requesting it). If this issue is not handled, the presence server will be vulnerable to masquerading attacks by malicious parties who can update any presentities presence stored in the server. Please note that the authentication and authorization provided by the SIP/IP core will not be sufficient to check for authorization of updating presence data stored in the Presence server. This authorization needs to be performed by the Presence server itself. 


(Source: Vodafone)

		



		3-80. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.2.3

		Procedure description (when should the PS send a partial notification) is missing.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-81. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.3

		the picture is not  complete. The presence information is not only provided using “PUBLISH”. The picture does not cover e.g. presence info provided using XCAP or other means.


in addition it uses NOTIFY inside the PS, which seems to be wrong.


(Source: Siemens)




		



		3-82. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.3

		Triggers for updating the presence document shall be given, e.g change of policy rules, expiry, new published information, etc.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-83. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.3.1

		The PS SHALL at least implement the following default Composition Policy. Local policy in the PS MAY modify or replace the default Composition Policy. 


This sentence says that you have to implement the default composition policy even if you have a local policy.


Proposal: Rephrase sentence to “The PS SHALL implement a composition policy.  Local policy in the PS MAY replace the minimum default Composition Policy.”


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-84. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.3.1, last para

		OMA should be silent on what local policy may or may not do.  OMA should be concerned as to what the standardized behaviour is.


(Source: Openwave)

		



		3-85. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.3.1.1

		Structuring of this section is confusing: the upper level of the structure should be service/device/person. All related info should be indented accordingly.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-86. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.3.1.1

		“The PS SHALL keep <tuple> elements from different Presence Sources separate if there are conflicting elements under the <tuple> elements”


Question: Does this mean that there could be a tuple saying available for IM and another tuple saying not available for IM?


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-87. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.3.1.1

		Should the PS merge tuples with different device-id?


The list in 5.2.4 and the algorithm in 5.3.3.1.1 should be consistent.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-88. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.3.1.1

		The rules for the Device and Person element –unlike for the Service elements- are described from the perspective that elements are added. However, published documents can also be removed or the contained information can become invalid. A reformulation is required:


For Device Elements:


The PS SHALL merge the <device> elements with the same <device-id> attribute from different Presence Sources into one <device> element with this <device-id> attribute if there are no conflicting elements (same elements with different values) under these <device> elements, and otherwise override the conflicting elements with the latest published element.


For the Person Element:


The PS shall merge the <person> elements from the different Presence Sources.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-89. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.3.1.1

		Tuple + device: How does one presence source remove an element that another presence source has published using this composition policy?


(Source: Openwave)

		



		3-90. 

		2004.12.06

		5.3.3/ 3rd bullet


5.3.3.1.1

		Removal of "r": "notificationr"


Change composition policy for <person> taking into account the possibility of having multiple <person> elements.


(Source: Nokia)

		



		3-91. 

		2004.12.06

		5.3.3.1.1

		The default composition policy does not support having multiple values for different watchers of the same presence attribute. Support for this should be added in phase I in order to avoid different versions of default composer policy in the future.


(Source: Nokia)

		



		3-92. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.3.1.1

		Tuple + device: This composition policy is poor.  It enables two publish side-by-side two sets of information that are not ‘semantically identical” but does not provide a mechanism for a source to update (overwrite) the value of an existing (semantically identical) element. 


A better solution would be to add an additional opaque identifier that could be used by the composition mechanism to determine whether two tuples or devices are the same or different, and therefore whether to put them side-by-side or overwrite them.


(Source: Openwave)

		



		3-93. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.3.1.1

		Device:  What happens if there are sub-elements under “device” that you need multiple of, and they come from different sources?  For example the network availability element of a device might be published from the device, or some network elements.  With the current composition policy, this is not possible.


(Source: Openwave)

		



		3-94. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.3.1.1

		Person:  How do you delete a sub-element of “person”?


(Source: Openwave)

		



		3-95. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.3.1.1

		Person:  what happens if you want to have two elements under person with the same name?


(Source: Openwave)

		



		3-96. 

		2004.12.06

		5.3.3.1.1 last sentence

		The meaning of the word  "merge" is not clear so needs to be clarified.


Change sentence to  "The PS SHALL add new elements, overwrite existing ones with new values under the same <person element>"


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		3-97. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.3.1.1

		Person: what happens if an element under person has sub-elements that come from different presence sources? 


(Source: Openwave)

		



		3-98. 

		2004.12.06

		5.3.3.1.1

		Needs to be coordinate with IETF or does OMA define its own way?


Currently no solution so a decision about how to handle this is needed


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		3-99. 

		2004.12.06

		5.3.3.2/ figure 6; 2nd main bullet

		"Apply local policy" should rather be "apply default policy" defined by "pres-rules/common-policy" ("the default in the absence of any action will be block").


(Source: Nokia)

		



		3-100. 

		2004.12.06

		5.3.3.2/2nd main bullet

		Rephrase:"check if any "identity" elements of the document matches" -> "check if any of the conditions of the document matches…", because there can be also other than "identity" condition.


(Source: Nokia)

		



		3-101. 

		2004.12.06

		5.3.3.2/3rd main bullet

		"If the combining rules…" (refer to common-policy)


(Source: Nokia)

		



		3-102. 

		2004.12.06

		5.3.3.2/3rd main bullet

		change the rest of the text concerning the "allow": …"apply the presence content rules defined under the "transformations" elements of matched rules"


(Source: Nokia)

		



		3-103. 

		2004.12.06

		5.3.3.2

		Change the reference to section 12.1.2.1 in the following bulletpoint:


“- “allow” decision, then the PS SHALL accept the subscription (see 12.1.2.1) and apply the Presence Content Rules defined under the “transformations” element of the same rule.” 


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		3-104. 

		2004.12.06

		5.3.3.2

		The chapter does not describe how the new " external-list", "other-identities" shall be handled as it only covers "Identities".


If the need is agreed we will make contribution describing how this can be done.


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		3-105. 

		2004.12.06

		5.3.3.2


Fig 6

		Our understanding is that the checks in the flow are in the wrong order. It should start with "polite-block", continue with "block","confirm" and "allow". The reason for this is that the "polite block" has the lowest privacy value (protects me the most since it hides my real privacy state), "block" protects my presence information but gives some information, "confirm" does not give any presence information but tells the watcher that later on he might get some and "allow" gives full access to my presence information.


Change the flow so that the checks are done in the order 1) polite block, 2) block, 3) confirm and last 4) allow


Also the last four bullets in the chapter needs to reflect this order so they should be rearranged in the same order. We will provide a detailed contribution if agreed


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		3-106. 

		2004.12.06

		5.3.3.2 5th bullet

		If we in the PS XDMS spec can specify the name to be "pres-rule" we can replace the text "For example, a presentity with a SIP URI sip:user@domain.com, the PS will fetch the Presence Authorization Rules document from the directory http://<xcap-root-uri>/pres-rules/users/sip:user@domain.com."


New text will be "For a presentity with a SIP URI sip:user@domain.com, the PS SHALL fetch the Presence Authorization Rules document from the directory http://<xcap-root-uri>/pres-rules/users/sip:user@domain.com/pres-rule"


The Presence XDMS needs this to be added to the naming convention


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		3-107. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.3.2

		There is no mechanism to distinguish between content rules and authorization rules.  As a result all of those need to be evaluated every time a decision is needed.  In addition, if a terminal wants to manage one of the sets it needs to always download/upload both.  


(Source: Openwave)

		



		3-108. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.3.2

		Only Subscription Authorization Rules is explained in this chapter.  Nothing about Presence Content Rules handling


Proposal: Add Presence Content Rules handling part


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-109. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.3.2

		Where does the identity comes from? Clarification needed.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-110. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.3.2

		Figure 6 is drawn as if there can be at most one matching rule. If there are multiple matches, a composition algorithm as specified in [PRESRULES] is to be applied. A proposal for an update of figure 6 is included below.
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(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-111. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.3.2

		The description of the bullet points have to be reformulated to be in line with the updated figure.


Please mind the selected bullet type.


Also take into account that there can be multiple matching rules.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-112. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.3.3


5.3.4.1

		It is unclear which response code is to be returned in case the filter is not understood by the PS. This should be a 200 class final response code, as otherwise no NOTIFY is to be sent according to [FILTER] §3.3.4. On the other hand, [FILTER] §3.3.4 states that a 488 ”Not acceptable here” response indicates that some aspects for the filter are not understood of not accepted. But for a non-200 class response a NOTIFY is not to be emitted !


Proposed solution: introduce a new proper final success code 2XX.


[FILTER] §3.3.4 needs to be reformulated.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-113. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.3.3


5.3.4.1

		If the PS “does not understand” the filter, should it simply ignore the filter? This might be a problem, as the filter itself may have an uri that identifies the resource to which the filter applies, so it is not clear from which resource the actual presence information is to be included in the NOTIFY. [FILTER] §3.3.2 describes “rules” pertaining to the Request-URI and Filter-URI. E.g. the filter-URI defines the target resource, but if not provided the filter applies to the resource identified in the Request-URI.


Hence a statement is to be added like “Both the Filter-URI (if present) supplied in the filter and the Request-URI are taken into account according to [FILTER] to identify the resource from which the actual full watcher information is provided.”


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-114. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.3.4

		This should somehow be indicated when a watcher subscribes to a presentity with a throttle, else the watcher might be very confused.  Also, we should be silent about local policy, as described earlier.


(Source: Openwave)

		



		3-115. 

		2004.12.06

		5.3.4

		In this section only the watcher is mentioned as an "actor". In 5.2.3. it is said that the presence source is the actor which makes winfo subscriptions. And in 5.2 the watcher is defined only as a "PI subscriber".


(Source: Nokia)

		



		3-116. 

		2004.12.06

		5.3.4

		Could also the default policy contain that the watcher (of a presentity) is able to get its own WINFO. (Note: 3GPP supports this at least in one of the message flows.)


(Source: Nokia)

		



		3-117. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.4

		“local policy” should be replaced with “presentity policy”


(Source: Openwave)

		



		3-118. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.4

		As we’re not describing any additional authorization policies, the watcher policy SHALL be only the presentity can subscribe to their watcher-info.


(Source: Openwave)

		



		3-119. 

		2004.12.06

		5.3.4.3

		3rd bullet.


There is no section 1.1.1.1 as the text refers to.


(Source: Nokia)

		



		3-120. 

		2004.12.06

		5.3.5

		See the comments #001 and 003 for reference points (not to use PRS-3).


(Source: Nokia)

		



		3-121. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.5

		Should elaborate on why the server should support those (i.e. because all the relevant policies that it needs to function are stored there).


(Source: Openwave)

		



		3-122. 

		2004.12.07

		5.3.5

		The “subscription to changes made to XML” is not necessary to fulfill the requirements.


It’s recommended to state that the PS:


SHALL support retrieval of XML ...


MAY support subscription to changes ...


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-123. 

		2004.12.07

		5.4

		Aggregation mechanism needs to be specified, or removed.


(Source: Openwave)

		



		3-124. 

		2004.12.07

		5.4

		5the bullet “Applies aggregation and rate control mechanisms to the notifications, as appropriate.  This appropriate is not further explained.


Proposal: Add subchapter to explain.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-125. 

		2004.12.07

		5.4

		How is the PUBLISH on behalf of another user authorized?


The RLS has probably to include a P-Assered-Identity header into the request, please refer to section 7.2.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-126. 

		2004.12.07

		5.4.2

		Too high-level description.  How does this backend subscription work?  Will the RLS subscribe on behalf of the subscriber?  Will the notification be bundled?  How is the RLS authorized to subscribe for a user?


Proposal: Explain or reference draft.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-127. 

		2004.12.06

		5.4.4/ 1st chapter

		"SHALL BE" -> "SHALL be"; 


". and" -> "and" 


(Source: Nokia)

		



		3-128. 

		2004.12.06

		5.4.4

		Add X-XCAP-Asserted-Identity for the case GAA is not supported in the last sentence.


“When realized in 3GPP IMS or 3GPP2 MMD networks, the RLS SHALL insert the SIP URI of the received P-Asserted-Identity header (as defined in [3GPP TS 24.229] and [3GPP2 X.P0013-004]) from the SIP SUBSCRIBE request in the X-3GPP-Asserted-Identity header, as defined in [3GPP TS 24.109] or the X-XCAP-Asserted-Identity header as defined in [XDMSPEC].” 


(Source: VODAFONE)




		



		3-129. 

		2004.12.06

		5.4.4


5th paragraph

		It needs to be clarified which RequestURI that shall be used when an RLS is subscribing for changes.
Now it can be interpreted as either "The RequestURI shall be the SIP URI of the owner of the document"  or "The Request URI shall be the presence list's SIP URI". 


Proposal is to add "The Request URI shall be the presence list's SIP URI". This will cover the case when a list of an unknown owner is requested.


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		3-130. 

		2004.12.07

		5.4.4

		states “In case of subscribing, the RLS SHALL follow the procedures defined in [XDMSPEC] section 6.1.2 (via the PRS-4 reference point).” Subscribing to what?? Better “In case of subscribing for xcap change” (or “sip-profile” ) …


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-131. 

		2004.12.07

		5.4.4

		5.4.4 states “When realized in 3GPP IMS or 3GPP2 MMD networks, the RLS SHALL insert the SIP URI of the received P-Asserted-Identity header (as defined in [3GPP TS 24.229] and [3GPP2 X.P0013-004]) from the SIP SUBSCRIBE request in the X-3GPP-Asserted-Identity header, as defined in [3GPP TS 24.109].”   


what is the requirement here??? RLS shall insert the SIP URI in x-3gpp-asserted-identy header of what?? I guess a XCAP GET is meant


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-132. 

		2004.12.07

		5.5 through 5.8

		Unclear what the value of those sections is.


(Source: Openwave)

		



		3-133. 

		2004.12.06

		5.6

		Why is this chapter here? Chapter 5.5 plus he Presence XDMS describes this.


Remove chapter


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		3-134. 

		2004.12.07

		5.6

		Presence XDMS is defined here as following procedures defined in XDM Spec. This is not said in the Presence XDM spec (except in introduction, informative). Shouldn't it be done there instead?


(Source: Orange)

		



		3-135. 

		2004.12.06

		5.7

		Why is this chapter here?  Chapter 5.5 and the RLS XDMS describes this.


Remove chapter


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		3-136. 

		2004.12.06

		5.8

		Why is this chapter here? Chapter 5.5 and the Shared XDMS describes this.


Remove chapter


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		3-137. 

		2004.12.07

		6

		Need to ensure that referenced standards are qualified with the limitations described in the remainder of the document.


(Source: Openwave)

		



		3-138. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.2

		The 5 paragraph needs to be improved. "If the Watcher SHALL initiate..." should be changed to "If the Watcher initiates signalling compression according to..., then the SIP/IP Core SHALL..."


(Source: SonyEricsson)

		



		3-139. 

		2004.12.07

		6.1.2

		The PRS-2 reference point supports the communication between the watcher and SIP/IP Core network. The protocol for the PRS-2 reference point SHALL be SIP [RFC 3261] and the traffic is routed to the PS via the SIP/IP Core.


Traffic can also be routed to RLS


Proposal: “…routed to the PS or RLS…


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-140. 

		2004.12.07

		6.1.3

		PRS-3 is called in PoC Spec PRS-2.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-141. 

		2004.12.07

		6.1.4

		PRS-3 mentioned in the 2nd paragraph. Should read “PRS-6”. In Presence AD and GM AD called PRS-4


(Source:  Siemens)

		[2004.01.27]: No action necessary. Fixed by OMA-PAG-2005-047R02



		3-142. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.4

		The reference point should be PRS-4.


(Source: Nokia)

		[2004.01.27]: No action necessary. Fixed by OMA-PAG-2005-047R02



		3-143. 

		2004.12.06

		6.1.4

		Reference Point PRS-6 should be PRS-4. PRS-6 does not exist in figure 2.


(Source: SonyEricsson)

		[2004.01.27]: No action necessary. Fixed by OMA-PAG-2005-047R02



		3-144. 

		2004.12.07

		7

		Missing in this chapter is the protection of data in the Presence XDMS.


Please clarify if this out of the scope of this document.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-145. 

		2004.12.07

		7.1

		Remove the text directly under 7.1. This text has been moved under 7.1.2.


(The text in 7.1 is a copy paste of 7.1.2)


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-146. 

		2004.12.07

		7.1

		Missing in this chapter is the privacy via the presence rules


Proposal: Add chapter to explain privacy via the presence rules are make reference to chapter where this is explained.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-147. 

		2004.12.06

		7.1.1

		The first sentence seems to be improper in line with the latest agreement on authentication.


Resolve it as "All incoming SIP requsts SHALL be authenticated.".


(Source: Nokia)

		



		3-148. 

		2004.12.06

		7.1.

		Remove all text. The same is repeated in 7.1.2


(Source: Nokia)




		



		3-149. 

		2004.12.07

		8.1

		The sentence is referring to something, which seems to have been deleted.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-150. 

		2004.12.07

		10

		General remark: This chapter is very detailed compared to other chapters.  Other chapters contain references to draft or other specs (see previous remark to references to 3GPP specs) where in this chapter the draft is copied into the document.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-151. 

		2004.12.06

		10

		Need to satisfy OMA PoC requirements described in OMA PoC RD 6.2.6.


Extensions needed to show PoC alerts status/willingness, PoC session status/willingness


(Source: Nokia)

		



		3-152. 

		2004.12.07

		10.1

		Composition policy describe in data model is incomplete/inadequate.  Need to state we are overriding this.


(Source: Openwave)

		



		3-153. 

		2004.12.07

		10.1

		DataModel is a normative draft, yet we do not use all the features contained in there.  We need to clarify this further.


(Source: Openwave)

		



		3-154. 

		2004.12.06

		10.1.1

		More than one "person" element could be allowed, e.g. supporting multiple values of the same information to different users might require publishing several person elements. The text should not be so specific on how many person elements are allowed (instead, compositor rules could say that all the person information is merged).


(Source: Nokia)

		



		3-155. 

		2004.12.07

		10.1.2

		1st sentence, 2nd par.: mapping of devices to services not clear currently. The tuple doesn’t support device-ids. Note the pending comments against the presence data model draft.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-156. 

		2004.12.06

		10.1.2

		Change reference in the last sentence from [RFC3863] to [PRESDATAMODEL].


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		3-157. 

		2004.12.07

		10.1.2

		I do not understand the mapping of “Mood” to <mood>. Where is “Mood” defined?


This applies to the Mapping of a couple of the other elements as well.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-158. 

		2004.12.07

		10.2

		It is unclear which presence attributes are envisioned and which attributes are mandatory to support.


Proposed solution: Provide a table with all envisioned presence attributes with M/O indication


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-159. 

		2004.12.07

		10.2

		A lot of the elements in here need tighter definitions, as well as defined mechanisms to extend them.  We will provide more detailed contributions to address those issues.


(Source: Openwave)

		



		3-160. 

		2004.12.06

		Presence Spec, 10.2

		Unclear requirement: "OMA Presence RD [PRESREQ] specifies a set of high-level presence information semantics that SHALL be supported by the Presence Service. What does this requirement mean? Propose to change the word "SHALL be" to "are". Otherwise we need to define the "Presence service".


(Source: SonyEricsson)

		



		3-161. 

		2004.12.07

		10.2

		The impact of willingness on PoC should be described.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-162. 

		2004.12.07

		10.2

		No handling described if pidf-mapping is not correctly implemented. Proposal: skip the incorrectly encoded information.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-163. 

		2004.12.07

		10.2.1...3

		Willingness is a bit confusing. Proposal: add a processing flow description how the dependencies are.


Siemens will provide a contribution.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-164. 

		2004.12.07

		10.2.2

		Each service may offer several communication channels. For example PoC defines willingness for PoC sessions and willingness for PoC alerts.


How to map willingness for two different channels of the same service?


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-165. 

		2004.12.07

		10.2.2

		The OMA-RD_PoC (6.2.6) requires following presence attributes to be supported:


- Registered for PoC?


- Do Not Disturb for new sessions?


- Do Not Disturb for alerts?


- Able to accept new sessions?


- Able to accept alerts?


- Currently in at least one session?


It should be described how are these parameters mapped to the „framwork“ defined in the SIMPLE Spec.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-166. 

		2004.12.06

		10.2.1.2.; other similar "cases"

		Use better wording: "is a "person" element" … -> "is a part of person/service/device information…"


(Source: Nokia)

		



		3-167. 

		2004.12.07

		10.2.2.3


10.2.4.3


10.4

		It should be stated explicitly that service-description is only allowed for application-willingness and application-availability.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-168. 

		2004.12.06

		10.2.3.2

		“Overriding Willingness” is a “person” and not a “service” element. 


(Source: VODAFONE, SonyEricsson, Nokia, Siemens)

		[2004.01.27]: No action necessary. Fixed by OMA-PAG-2005-047R02



		3-169. 

		2004.12.06

		10.2.3 and 5.3.3.1.1

		Determine composition actions for “overriding willingness”


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		3-170. 

		2004.12.07

		10.2.4,


and other

		“composition actions” should be replace by “default composition actions”.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-171. 

		2004.12.06

		10.2.4.5

		Add the text "None" to this empty section to indicate that no requirement exist


(Source: SonyEricsson)

		



		3-172. 

		2004.12.06

		10.2.3.3

		<basic> is missing.


(Source: Nokia, Siemens)

		



		3-173. 

		2004.12.07

		10.2.9

		If 'location-info' element has to be supported, also the 'usage-rules' element has to be supported because they are both mandatory child elements from 'geopriv'.


Solution: Add 'usage-rules' as presence attribute or change the draft to make the 'usage-rules' element optional.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-174. 

		2004.12.07

		10.2.9.4

		Isn’t “Geographical location” more a device status whereas the “place-type” status is a person element?


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-175. 

		2004.12.07

		10.2.11.3

		Not consistent in the IETF drafts. Sometime <timezone> sometimes <time-zone>. See pending IETF comments. Should be adapted after resolution by IETF.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-176. 

		2004.12.07

		10.2.15

		In the description sub-section, it is stated that icon is a “person” or “service” element, but the subsequent sub-sections only describe the “person” element. Moreover it is preferable to use the status icon as defined in [RPID] instead of the icon element. This is more appropriate and reduces IETF dependencies. Hence:


§10.2.15.2: The “Status Icon” is a “person” and/or a “service” element according to the presence data model.


§10.2.15.3: The “Status Icon” element SHALL be mapped to the PIDF as following:


<person> → <status-icon> for a “person” related “status icon”,


<tuple> → <status-icon> for a “service” related “status icon”.


The <status-icon> element is defined in [RPID]


§10.2.15.4: ... “person” and “service” elements ...


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-177. 

		2004.12.06

		10.2.15.5

		Specify “icon” formats


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		3-178. 

		2004.12.06

		10.3

		This chapter defines a number of new OMA namespaces. The namespace information is sent over the air. The proposal is to combine all Phase 1 attributes into one new name space instead of the 3 defined to reduce the number of bits sent.


If agreed we can submit a contribution that combines the namespaces.


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		3-179. 

		2004.12.07

		10.3.2

		The <willingness> element describes the “Application-specific willingness”, whereas the <default-willingness> element describes the “Default willingness”. Hence the first sentence of 10.3.2 is to be corrected as follows:


The <willingness> element is an extension to PIDF that is used to describe the “Application-specific willingness” or the “Default willingness” data elements. The <willingness> element SHALL be used as a child element of the <tuple> element defined in [PIDF] or the <person> element defined in [PRESDATAMODEL].


(Source: Siemens)

		[2004.01.27]: No action necessary. Fixed by OMA-PAG-2005-047R02



		3-180. 

		2004.12.06

		10.3.2

		remove "default willingness" from this chapter and “or the <person> element defined in [PRESDATAMODEL]”


(Source: Nokia)

		



		3-181. 

		2004.12.06

		10.3.2; (10.3.3; 10.3.4;


10.3.5, 10.2.1, 10.2.2, 10.2.3)

		Place the <willingness>, <overriding-willingness>, <default-willingness> elements under the <status> element of <tuple> and <person>, because it's dynamic type of information


(Source: Nokia)

		



		3-182. 

		2004.12.06

		10.3.2.1; (10.3.3.1; 10.3.4.1)

		remove the "any" definition just after the "willingness" element; and keep it inside the "willingness" type definition


(Source: Nokia)

		



		3-183. 

		2004.12.07

		10.3.2.1 (XML schema)

		Proposal would be to name the complex type “will” instead of “willingness” to be consistent with the other definitions of willingness.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-184. 

		2004.12.06

		10.3.2.1;


(10.3.3.1


10.3.4.1


10.3.5.1)

		If "tns:" prefix is used in "willingness" type definition it should be defined in xmlns definitions; otherwise don't use it


(Source: Nokia)

		[2004.01.27]: No action necessary. Fixed by OMA-PAG-2005-047R02



		3-185. 

		2004.12.06

		10.3.3.1

		Combine XML schema definition with <willingness>


(Source: Nokia)

		



		3-186. 

		2004.12.06

		10.3.4.1

		Combine XML schema definition with <willingness>


(Source: Nokia)

		



		3-187. 

		2004.12.06

		10.3.5.1

		10.2.5.1 says that the "type" attribute is mandatory. However, the XML schema does not define such an attribute.


(Source: Nokia)

		[2004.01.27]: No action necessary. Fixed by OMA-PAG-2005-047R02



		3-188. 

		2004.12.06

		10.3.5.1

		XML Schema uses the xs:ID attribute. Changed to "xs:token" or "xs:string" because of xs:ID's uniqueness requirements within an XML Document.


(Source: Nokia)

		



		3-189. 

		2004.12.07

		10.3.5.1

		Shouldn’t we consider an abstract type definition for “nw-avail”? Siemens will try to give a sample as contribution.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-190. 

		2004.12.07

		10.4

		Section 10.4 should be marked as informative and moved into Appendix.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-191. 

		2004.12.07

		10.4

		The examples are incorrect. Shown namespaces are wrong.


Examples are inconsistent. While one example defines the namespace for service description, the other one omits it although service description is used in the tuple element.


It’s recommended to show examples for each defined extension.


Examples will be updated via Siemens contribution.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-192. 

		2004.12.06

		10.4/ all examples

		The "titles" of examples indicate the willingness but the XML document indicates the availability. They should be aligned with each other. Proposal: provide willingness information in some of the examples and availability in others. 


(Source: Nokia)

		



		3-193. 

		2004.12.06

		10.4/ all examples

		Correct the names of the OMA related namespaces (et, ser).


(Source: Nokia)

		



		3-194. 

		2004.12.06

		10.4

		Extend the example to have a “device” example


(Source: Nokia)

		



		3-195. 

		2004.12.07

		10.4

		Open issue: How to handle SMS as a service? Discussed on the mailing list.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-196. 

		2004.12.06

		10.4/ 3rd example

		Check the name of the geopriv related namespace.


(Source: Nokia)

		



		3-197. 

		2004.12.06

		10.4/ 4th example

		</status> element should be before the <service-description>


(Source: Nokia)

		



		3-198. 

		2004.12.06

		10.4/ 3rd example

		Check the name of the geopriv related namespace.


(Source: Nokia)

		



		3-199. 

		2004.12.06

		10.4/ 4rd example

		Correct the XML element to be <service-description>


(Source: Nokia)

		



		3-200. 

		2004.12.06

		10.4/ all examples

		Correct the XML elements under the <service-description>: <service-id> and <version> information are mandatory.


(Source: Nokia)

		



		3-201. 

		2004.12.06

		10.4/ 3rd example

		Define RPID specific namespace to <activity>; and also add correct namespace to <person> (see from the [PRESDATAMODEL]).


(Source: Nokia)

		



		3-202. 

		2004.12.07

		11

		References to RFC 3856 insufficient since only one event package is described. Either remove this reference or add the other event packages (winfo, presence, sip-profile, filter).


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-203. 

		2004.12.06

		12.1.2.5/ 5th step

		"… a full state presence document formulated according to [PARFORMAT]" -> "[PARNOT]" reference should be used


(Source: Nokia)

		



		3-204. 

		2004.12.06

		12

		It should explained in the text, whether the signaling flows below are as examples or normative message flow that are mandatory.


(Source: Nokia)

		



		3-205. 

		2004.12.07

		12

		The section 12 shows “The relevant signalling flows, which illustrate the implementation...”


The whole chapter 12 is informative. It should be marked as “(Informative)” and moved into Appendix. The PoC and XDM callflows are handled in the same way.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-206. 

		2004.12.06

		12

		Make this section “informative”


(Source: VODAFONE)

		[2004.01.21]: Closed. Make the proposed change.



		3-207. 

		2004.12.06

		12

		Change sections references accordingly:


“The relevant signalling flows, which illustrate the implementation of the relevant use cases, derived from the [PRESREQ]. The supported headers of the SIP methods used in order to perform those functions are defined in section 11 and the body of the messages, when required, in section 10” 


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		3-208. 

		2004.12.07

		12.1

		Missing flows:


· re-subscribe


· subscription to resource lists


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-209. 

		

		12.1.1.3

		It is generally not clear when a partial notification and when a full or aggregated notification should take place. I think we need some rules here. To be discussed.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-210. 

		2004.12.07

		12.1.1.3

		In this flow it seems that the PS waits for publishes from the different presence sources.  This is not the case.  


Proposal: remove this flow because it is not different from another flow without aggregation.  Aggregation is handled on the server and has no impact on the flow.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-211. 

		2004.12.07

		12.1.1.3

		The bullets 1 and 5 say something about presence sources composing the presence information. Since it has been left to the presence server to do the composition, isn't that confusing?


(Source: Orange)

		



		3-212. 

		2004.12.07

		12.1.1.3

		How does the server know when to wait for more sources to publish before aggregating the notification?


(Source: Orange)

		



		3-213. 

		2004.12.07

		12.1.2.3

		Missing in this flow are the messages to the subscribed watcher.


Proposal: extend flow with message to subscribed watcher.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-214. 

		2004.12.07

		12.1.2.5

		The description of message (13) includes the description of message (14). Description of message (14) falsely is empty.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-215. 

		2004.12.07

		12.1.2.5

		11.  .... showing only the changed tuple.


Replace “tuple” by “presence information”, as “tuple” refers only to services part of presence info. Presence info also includes person and device information.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-216. 

		2004.12.07

		12.1.2.6

		Principally, a published presence document expires rather than a tuple which is one of the elements a presence document is composed of.


It is proposed to replace “tuple” by “presence document” throughout this section (in the header, figure and flow description).


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-217. 

		2004.12.07

		12.1.2.7.1 (4)

		A choice between 403 and 603 is not a good idea. Proposal is to use 403 only


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-218. 

		2004.12.07

		12.1.4

		In the header of the figure “Watcher” is missing


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-219. 

		2004.12.07

		12.1.4

		The flow as drawn in figure 23 applies when the application of the presence subscription authorization rules results in placing the subscription into the state “pending”. This “pending” state has nothing to do with polite-blocking subscription handling, as polite-blocking results in the “active” subscription state according to [PRESAUTH] §3.2.1.


Note however that there is a naming conflict between the subscription state names used in [PRESAUTH] §3.2.1 and the subscription state names used (and reported) by the watcher as specified in RFC3857 and RFC3858:


[PRESAUTH]
[RFC3857] / [RFC3858]


accepted
active


pending

pending


rejected

terminated


Hence the first sentence “In this use case we assume that the PS does not support polite blocking which results in appropriate working of generating SIP 200 OK and 202 Accepted responses.” has to be replaced by e.g.:


“In this use case we assume that the application of the presence subscription authorization rules for the watcher results in placing the subscription into the state “pending”.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-220. 

		2004.12.07

		12.1.4

		The [WINFO] is now RFCed. Replace “[WINFO]” → “[RFC3857], [RFC3858]”


(occurs twice; in bullet 1 and 13)


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-221. 

		2004.12.07

		A.3

		Item SIMPLE-RLS-S-008 rather then SIMPLE-PS-S-009


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-222. 

		2004.12.07

		Appendix B

		In “OMA-XDM-Spec” an mandatory/optional classification for provisioning parameter has been realized. Description of optional/mandatory should be consistent throughout the specs.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-223. 

		2004.12.07

		B.1

		The PUSH Application ID is not registered by OMNA.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-224. 

		2004.12.06

		App B.1

		Note App B1 has non listed reference and abbreviation


Add”[Provisioning Content] [OMA DM]” to chapter 2.1 and “OMNA” to 3.3


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		3-225. 

		2004.12.07

		B.1

		SyncML object structure and parameters are missing


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-226. 

		2004.12.06

		Appendix B

		Remove the parameter Service_enabled since it is not needed after initialisation of service. No other services have this parameter either.


(Source: Nokia)

		



		3-227. 

		2004.12.07

		C.1


C.1.1

		Remove empty “Appendix C”


(Source: Siemens)

		



		3-228. 

		2004.12.06

		new  appendix

		Appendix for initial filter criteria is needed. ( Ref to 3GPP?)


If agreed we will make a contribution defining that.


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		3-229. 

		2004.12.06

		- 

		Provisioning files are to be registered in OMNA.

(Source: Nokia)

		





Editorial Comments


		Document Rev

		Section

		Description

		Status



		OMA-PAG-SIMPLE-Spec-V1_0_0-20041118-D

		3.2

		The definition of "Presence Reference Architecture" should be removed. The term is not used in the document and the definition indicates that it is obsolete.


(Source: SonyEricsson)

		



		

		3.2

		Improve the wording of the term "Presence Information". Change from "… that may include items presence elements such as..." to "… that may include Presence Information Elements such as…".


(Source: SonyEricsson)

		



		

		3.2

		Remove the repeated words "unit of" in the "Presence Information Element" definition.


(Source: SonyEricsson)

		



		

		3.2

		Improve the definition of "RLS". The term should be spelled out as  Resource List Server (RLS)


(Source: SonyEricsson)

		



		

		3.3

		Editorial. Add abbreviation


PS Presence Server

(Source: Nokia)

		



		

		3.3

		The abbreviation PS is used throughout the document so must be added. Add: PS - Presence Server.


(Source: SonyEricsson)

		



		

		3.3

		The abbreviation OTAP is used in 5.1.1.1.2. Add:  OTAP - Over The Air Provisioning to section 3.3


(Source: SonyEricsson)

		



		

		4

		First sentence. Unclear why the word "semantics is in italics. Proposal to change it to normal.


(Source: SonyEricsson)

		



		

		4

		Editorial. Term control

Express Phase I is the result of SIMPLE V1.0.

(Source: Nokia)

		



		

		4

		Make the appropriate change:


“The Presence Services makes use of various data repositories in the network that store information related to presentities and watchers, specifically: 


· The Presence XDMS (see [PRESXDM]) for storage of documents related to a presentity, such as subscription authorization rules and presence content rules for watchers; 


· The Shared XDMS (see [SharedXDM]) for URI Lists which may be referenced from other documents; and


· The RLS XDMS (see [RLSXDM]) for storing a watcher’s presence list.”


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		5.1.1.1, 5.1.1.2 and others

		Choose between single or double quotation marks for the content-type


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		5.1.3.1

		Apply UK English spelling in the document


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		6

		It would improve the reading if a reference to the Architecture Model (section 6) in the AD was added. 


Propose to add the following sentence in section 6:  "An overview of the reference points can be found in the [PRESAD]"


(Source: SonyEricsson)

		



		

		10.2.7.1 and 10.2.7.2

		Remove Space


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		10.2.12.1

		Add space:


“The “Mood” element is an enumerated or free text value provided by the Presentity indicating his/her/its mood(s). “


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		12.1.2.5

		Remove unnecessary bulletpoint 14


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		12.1.2.5

		Remove unnecessary bulletpoint 14


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		Global

		The [NOTFILTER] is wrongly referenced.


Globally replace “[FILTER]” → “[NOTFILTER]”

		



		

		Global

		The [PARNOT] is wrongly referenced.


Globally replace “[PARTIAL]” → “[PARNOT]”


(Source: Siemens)

		



		

		5.1.1

		Remove the bullet sign (not the text itself).


(Source: Siemens)

		



		

		5.2.4

		The [PRESDATAMODEL] is wrongly referenced.


Replace “[DATAMODEL]” → “[PRESDATAMODEL]”


(Source: Siemens)

		



		

		5.3.2.2

		“followsindirect content” should read “indirect content” (error in implementation of CR).


(Source: Siemens)

		



		

		7.2

		chapter → section


(Source: Siemens)

		



		

		B.2

		The “Change history” should be “Appendix C”.


“B.2” → “C.1”, “B.3” → “C.2


(Source: Siemens)

		



		

		10.1

		"provides" instead of "provide" (last sentence)


(Source: Orange)

		



		

		12.1.2.3


Point 11

		We could point to 5.3.3.2 for readability


(Source: Orange)

		



		

		12.1.2.7.2

		We could point to polite blocking in section 5.3.2.1 for readability


(Source: Orange)

		



		

		12.1.4


Point 15:

		We could point to 5.3.3.2 for readability


(Source: Orange)

		



		

		12.1.4

		The title of the top box of the chart reads "Home network of the presentity and"


There should be something after the "and"


(Source: Orange)

		





4. SIMPLE Enabler Release Definition - OMA-ERELD_OPS-V1_0-20041117-D

Recommendations


		ID

		Open Date

		Section

		Description

		Status



		4-1. 

		2004.12.02

		All

		PXDMSPEC and RXDMSPEC are missing from the ERELD list


(Source: REQ)

		



		4-2. 

		2004.12.06

		General

		Renaming other OMA “GM” documents to OMA” XDM” will affect references


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		4-3. 

		2004.12.06

		0 Figures

		Figure 1 link is incorrect


Regenerate Figures List of Content


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		4-4. 

		2004.12.06

		1

		The name "OMA Presence service (OPS)" is not used elsewhere in other documents. The name of the enabler as given in WID #0028 is “SIMPLE Presence Service” mostly abbreviated as “SIMPLE” but sometimes “Presence” in document names. 
An single agreed name is needed to avoid confusion. 


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		4-5. 

		2004.12.06

		2.2

		Informative reference to Presence RD, does not follow required syntax (it includes the date and state as part of the specification name).


See OMA-ORG-Consistency-Review.Guidelines-V1_0, Ch 6, REF-9 “References to other OMA specifications shall be made without use of the date and state part of the name”


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		4-6. 

		2004.12.07

		Section 4, Para 1

		“implementing claiming” doesn’t parse.


(Source: Openwave)

		



		4-7. 

		2004.12.07

		Section 4, Para 2

		The current description is poor and potentially misleading.  “The OMA Presence Enabler is a service that manages the collection and controlled dissemination of presence information over mobile networks.” or something similar would be more appropriate.


(Source: Openwave)

		



		4-8. 

		2004.12.07

		Section 6

		Why are we introducing new terms such as “RLC”?  Isn’t this just a watcher?


(Source: Openwave)

		



		4-9. 

		2004.12.06

		8 Headline

		"OMA Presence service OPS" is not used elsewhere in other documents


Use consistent name


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		4-10. 

		2004.12.06

		8

		Align the table width so they are alike


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		4-11. 

		2004.12.06

		9 Headline

		"OMA Presence service OPS" is not used elsewhere in other documents


Use consistent name


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		4-12. 

		2004.12.06

		A.2

		Appendix 2 should be used up till approval to track the history


Add Appendix 2


(Source: Ericsson)

		





Editorial Comments


		Document Rev

		Section

		Description

		Status



		OMA-ERELD_OPS-V1_0-20041117-D

		

		

		



		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		





5. SIMPLE Enabler Test Requirements - OMA-ETR-SIMPLE-V1_0-20041118-D

Recommendations


		ID

		Open Date

		Section

		Description

		Status



		5-1. 

		2004.12.02

		2.1

		Add all the relevant mandatory IETF references or add just the PRES-AD and PRES-SPEC and remove all the IETF references.


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		5-2. 

		2004.12.06

		4

		Reference to “Presence” RD, AD and TS  do not follow required syntax (it includes the date and state as part of the specification name).


See OMA-ORG-Consistency-Review.Guidelines-V1_0, Ch 6, REF-9 “References to other OMA specifications shall be made without use of the date and state part of the name”


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		5-3. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1.1


Item [1]

		Unclear testing requirement


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		5-4. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1.1 [01]

		To make it testable add a reference to TS Presence/SIMPLE  - 5.1.1


Add the text “TS 5.1.1”


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		5-5. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1.1 Error Flow [04]

		6.1.3.1-5 is marked non testable according to table 14.


If not testable, remove test requirement alt remove X in table 14 


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		5-6. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1.1


Item [5]

		Unclear testing requirement


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		5-7. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1.1 [05]

		Add another reference to the RD 


Add 6.1.3-7


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		5-8. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.1.1 [05]

		The requirement has quite some implications on routing and addressing. The Spec should describe it more thoroughly.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		5-9. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1.1, Error Flow [03]

		6.1.31-3,3 The last digit (3) seems to have no meaning


Change to 6.1.31-3


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		5-10. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1.1 Error Flow [10]

		6.1.3.1-5 5 is marked non testable according to table 14.


If not testable, remove test requirement alt remove X in table 14


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		5-11. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1.1 Error Flow [11]

		6.1.3.1-6 5 is marked non testable according to table 14.


If not testable, remove test requirement alt remove X in table 14


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		5-12. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1.1


Item [12]

		Not defined in the specs how the watcher will request not to be notified when a subscription expires.


Remove sentence after “unless…”


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		5-13. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1.1


Item [18]

		Requires “watcherinfo” which is optional. Make it optional.


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		5-14. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1.1


Item [19]

		Requires “event filtering” which is optional. Make it optional.


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		5-15. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.1.1 [22]

		This feature is no more mandatory.



(Source: Siemens)

		



		5-16. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1.1 [09]

		No details in the specs - other than the RD reference - RD 6.1.3.2 – 26


More details needed to write a test case about notifications frequency


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		5-17. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1.1 [22]

		As there are no details in the specs – only the RD reference - RD 6.1.3.2 –26 will make it hard to make a test case in at least phase 1.


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		5-18. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1.2


Item [1]

		Unclear requirement. Remove.


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		5-19. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.1.2 [02}/[03]

		This feature is no more mandatory.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		5-20. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1.3


Item [3]

		In 3GPP, the requirement to support anonymous watchers was recently dropped as it was felt unlikely to be used.


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		5-21. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1.3 Normal Flow [03]

		6.1.3.4-3 is marked as non testable according to table 14.


If not testable, remove test requirement alt remove X in table 14


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		5-22. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1.1 [14]

		Add a reference to RD 6.1.3.2-6


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		5-23. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.1.5

		Delegation not supported. Remove this section. 


(Source: Siemens)

		



		5-24. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.1.6 [01]

		I don’t think that this requirement reflect the status of the pidf mapping since more than “tuple” elements are available on the top level.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		5-25. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1.6


Items [6], [7]

		These items need to be updated according to the Presence_Spec


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		5-26. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1.6


Item [13]

		Picture format is not supported in the <mood> according to RPID. Remove (b)


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		5-27. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.1.6 [14]

		This requirement may needed to be modified if the proposal to remove CPID is accepted by PAG.


(Source: Siemens)

		



		5-28. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1.6

		Missing text in first column


Add Text “NORMAL FLOW”


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		5-29. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1.6 - ALL

		Presence Spec 8.2 is incorrect


This is true for all tags within this section


Change 8.” to “10.”


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		5-30. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1.6 Error Flow [01]

		No exact RD/Spec requirement bullet is mentioned.(More details are needed to be able to create  a test requirement.)


Also definition of what is an error case needs to be defined.


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		5-31. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1.7

		According to [PRESXDM] there are no “accept/reject” lists but  authorization rules that determine the users’ authorization policies. 


Re-phrase the testing requirements accordingly.


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		5-32. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1.7 Normal Flow [01, 02]

		6.1.5-1 is marked as non testable according to table 14.


If not testable, remove test requirement alt remove X in table 14


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		5-33. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.1.7 [01]

		This requirement does not reflect the XDM specification (although those list could be defined based on it).


(Source: Siemens)

		



		5-34. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1.8 Normal Flow [03]

		Incorrect reference, 6.1.6.2-4 doesn't exist in the presence RD


Change reference to 6.1.6-4.


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		5-35. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1.9 Normal Flow, between row 4, 5

		Unnecessary empty rows


Remove empty rows


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		5-36. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1.10 [01]

		Incorrect reference


Change PS spec 8.2.4 --> 10.2.4


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		5-37. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1.10 [01]

		Incorrect reference


Change PS spec 8.3 --> 10.3


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		5-38. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1.10 [02]

		Incorrect reference


Change PS spec 8.2.2 --> 10.2.2


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		5-39. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1.10 [02]

		Incorrect reference


Change PS spec 8.3 --> 10.3


(Source :Ericsson)

		



		5-40. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.2.1 [04]

		Subscription Expiration (Presence RD 6.1.3.2-9)

The [4] tag is also present in the Mandatory Test Requirements - 5.1.1.1 Presence Features [14]


Renumber second [4] to [5]


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		5-41. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.2.1.[05]

		Error flow


Renumber to [01].


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		5-42. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.2.1 Normal Flow [01]

		The RD ref. Is not clear


Make it more clear by removing second reference 6.1.3


(Source: Ericsson)

		



		5-43. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.14 [04]/[05]

		Mapping to Spec not clear: Is group presence meant, or simply a list of presentities?


(Source: Siemens)

		



		5-44. 

		2004.12.06

		XDM ETR


Former section 5.1.1.3


Item [2]

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0804 (Vodafone)

Needs to be updated according to the new version of the pres-rules I-D.

		[2005.01.14]: Open. Related to 3.037. Haris to investigate.






		5-45. 

		2004.12.06

		XDM ETR


Former section


5.1.1.3 [01]

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0797 (Ericsson)

Wrong reference - replace 5.3.1 --> 5.1.1

		[2005.01.19]: Closed. Editor to fix.



		5-46. 

		2004.12.06

		XDM ETR


Former section


5.1.1.3 [02]

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0797 (Ericsson)

Wrong reference - replace 5.3.2 --> 5.1.2

		[2005.01.19]: Closed. Editor to fix.



		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		





Editorial Comments


		Document Rev

		Section

		Description

		Status



		OMA-ETR-SIMPLE-V1_0-20041118-D

		3.3

		Alphabetise


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		5.1

		Last sentence: Remove period after “etc”


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		5.1.1.1


Item [17]

		Remove period 


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		5.1.1.1


Item [5]

		Contains a question mark


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		5.1.1.10




		Says that 6 presence states exist , but only 5 are listed.


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		Table 1

		*Second column NORMAL FLOW, : and space missing from [7] -> [24]


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		Table 2

		*Second column NORMAL FLOW, : and space missing from [1] -> [3]


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		Table 3

		*Second column NORMAL FLOW, : and space missing from [1] -> [9]


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		Table 4

		*Second column NORMAL FLOW, : and space missing from [1] -> [6]


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		Table 5

		*Second column NORMAL FLOW, : and space missing from [1] -> [3]


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		Table 6

		*Second column NORMAL FLOW, : and space missing from [1] -> [14]


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		Table 6

		*Second column ERROR FLOW, : and space missing from [1]


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		Table 7

		*Second column NORMAL FLOW, : and space missing from [1] -> [2]


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		Table 7

		*Second column ERROR FLOW, add dotted line


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		Table 8

		*Second column NORMAL FLOW, : and space missing from [1] -> [3]


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		Table 8

		*Second column ERROR FLOW, add dotted line


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		Table 9

		*Second column NORMAL FLOW, : and space missing from [1] -> [6]


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		Table 9

		*Between [3] & [4] what are symbols" ( " and " p "


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		Table 9

		*Second column ERROR FLOW, add dotted line


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		Table 10

		*Second column NORMAL FLOW, : and space missing from [1] -> [2]


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		Table 10

		*Second column ERROR FLOW, add dotted line


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		Table 11

		*Second column NORMAL FLOW, : and space missing from [2] -> [5]


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		Table 11

		*There are two number [4]


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		Table 11

		*Second column ERROR FLOW, change [5] to [1]


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		Table 12

		*Second column NORMAL FLOW, : and space missing from [1]


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		Table 12

		*Second column ERROR FLOW, add dotted line


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		Table 13

		*Second column NORMAL FLOW, : and space missing from [1] and [2]


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		Table 13

		*Second column ERROR FLOW, add dotted line


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		Table 14

		*The first column content is set to "justify" not "left Align"


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		Table 14

		*Forth Section 6.1.4.2 add "Presence Information Format


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		Appendix A.

		*Missing -> Header "A.2 Draft/Candidate Version 1.0 History"


(Source: VODAFONE)

		



		

		XDM ETR


Former section


5.1.1.3, Normal Flow [ 02]

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0797 (Ericsson)

Abbreviation MIME is not found.


Add MIME to Abbreviations 3.3 (Multi-Purpose Internet Mail Extensions)

		[2005.01.19]: Closed.



		

		XDM ETR


Former section


5.1.1.3 [03] - [15]

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0797 (Ericsson)

Blank Tags


Remove empty rows

		[2005.01.19]: Closed.



		

		XDM ETR


Former section


5.1.1.3 [01] - [05] - Error Flow

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0797 (Ericsson)

Blank Tags


Remove empty rows

		[2005.01.19]: Closed.





6. Presence XDM Specification - OMA-Presence_XDM_Specification-V1_0-20041118-D.doc

Recommendations


		ID

		Open Date

		Section

		Description

		Status



		6-1. 

		2004.12.05

		5.1.2.1

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0785 (Nokia)

4th chapter: 


· Also other basic data model elements should be supported by the "transformations" element (e.g., provide-person, provide-device).


· The current name of the "provide-tuple" is "provide-services"

		



		6-2. 

		2004.12.05

		5.1.2.1

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0785 (Nokia)

It has been defined which "sub-elements" (namely tuples and unknown-attributes) the "transformations" element shall support. It is unclear whether other sub-elements specified in the pres-rules I-D are supported or not. So “SHALL support” should be changed to “SHALL at least support”.

		



		6-3. 

		2004.12.05

		B 1.1

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0785 (Nokia)

Step 3 / example ruleset: 


· remove "rpid", "rs" and "ts" namespace definitions (not needed)


· "cr" namespace defined twice


it'd be good to have an additional rule containing some OMA specified extension as an example

		



		6-4. 

		2004.12.05

		B 1.1

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0785 (Nokia)

The current name of the "provide-tuple" is "provide-services"

		



		6-5. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0798 (SonyEricsson)

The second part of the second paragraph (i.e. "named as Presence Authorisation Rules document."), is little confusing. Why is the name of this document specified? Will it be used somewhere (e.g. in the XML document, XCAP URI, etc)? If not, we propose to remove this part.

		



		6-6. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1.10 & 5.1.2.10

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0798 (SonyEricsson)

The reference to section 6.4.2 "Integrity and confidentiality protection" seems to be incorrect. Change it to 6.4.3 "Authorization" or even better to the "Security Procedures" chapter 6.4.

		



		6-7. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.2.1

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0798 (SonyEricsson)

"provide-tuples" element not defined in draft-ietf-simple-presence-rules-01, [PRESAUTH] points to version 00. This spec does not define what it is. Replace with relevant attributes.

		Editor: Related to 001.



		6-8. 

		2004.12.06

		2.1

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0804 (Vodafone)

Needs to be escaped as above. Update with new version of the [PRESAUTH].

		



		6-9. 

		2004.12.06

		A1

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0804 (Vodafone)

Needs to be escaped as above Presence_XDM-AU-S-001 is unclear.

		



		6-10. 

		2004.12.06

		A1

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0804 (Vodafone)

Needs to be escaped as above Presence_XDM-AU-S-005 is unclear.

		



		6-11. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.2.1

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0804 (Vodafone)

Needs to be escaped as above Update according to the new version of the Presence Rules I-D.

		



		6-12. 

		2004.12.06

		2.1

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0805 (Siemens)

The [PRESAUTH] reference is old. It’s recommended to use the “01” instead.


Proposed Solution/Correction:

“Presence Authorization Rules”, J. Rosenberg, OctoberApril 2004, URL: http://www.ietf.org/internet-drafts/draft-ietf-simple-presence-rules-0100.txt

		Editor: Related to 008.



		6-13. 

		2004.12.06

		2.1

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0805 (Siemens)

The [XCAP] reference is old. It’s recommended to use the “05” instead.


Proposed Solution/Correction:

“The Extensible Markup Language (XML) Configuration Access protocol (XCAP)”, J. Rosenberg, November October 22, 2004, URL: http://www.ietf.org/internet-drafts/draft-ietf-simple-xcap-0504.txt

		[2004.12.08]: See 1.020.



		6-14. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1.1

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0805 (Siemens)

It should be specified how to handle elements that are not explicitly mentioned as “SHALL support”?


Proposed Solution/Correction:


It’s proposed to insert the following note at the end of sub-clause “5.1.1.1 Structure”:


Note: This specification does not define any value for other elements. This means that, if present, the Presence server ignores such elements.

		



		6-15. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.1.1

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0805 (Siemens)

In the OMA-PAG-SIMPLE-Spec-V1_0_0_0-20041118D, §7.1, it is stated that the PS SHALL consider anonymous subscriptions and that the authorization SHALL be according to the presentity’s Subscription Authorization Rules.


Proposed Solution/Correction:

The "conditions" element: 


a. SHALL support the "identity" element;


b. SHALL support the “anonymous” element;

cb. SHALL support the “external-list” element;


dc. SHALL support the “other-identity” element.

		



		6-16. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.2.1

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0805 (Siemens)

The “transformations” described in last two sentences are erroneous and incomplete:


The new version of the IETF I-D draft-ietf-simple-presence-rules no longer defines the “provide-tuples” element.


At least for the OMA specific pidf extensions it should be explicitly specified how the provide-unknown-attribute is used. It would be good to have such for all pidf extensions used by OMA.


Proposed solution is included in “OMA-PAG-2004-0784-XDM-PresenceContentRules”.

		



		6-17. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.2.1

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0805 (Siemens)

It should be specified how to handle elements that are not explicitly mentioned as “SHALL support”?


Proposed Solution/Correction:


It’s proposed to insert the following note at the end of sub-clause “5.1.2.1 Structure”:


Note: This specification does not define any value for other elements. This means that, if present, the Presence server ignores such elements.

		



		6-18. 

		2004.12.06

		A.1

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0805 (Siemens)

The “Requirement” column of Presence_XDM-AU-S-008 does not conform to the shown ABNF.


Proposed Solution/Correction:


Remove ABNF or make the “Requirement” column compliant to it.

		



		6-19. 

		2004.12.06

		B.1.1

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0805 (Siemens)

Example XCAP response is not inline with the latest draft-ietf-simple-presence-rules.


Proposed solution is included in “OMA-PAG-2004-0784-XDM-PresenceContentRules”.

		



		6-20. 

		2004.12.06

		B.1.1

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0805 (Siemens)

Example XCAP request URI is erroneous. A document name is missing.


Proposed Solution/Correction:


...


GET http://xcap.example.com/services/pres-rules/users/sip:ronald.underwood@example.com/friends.xml/~~/ruleset HTTP/1.1
…

		



		6-21. 

		2004.12.07

		General

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0811 (Ericsson)

The name of the specification is wrong, it should follow the new syntax and be renamed to something along the lines of OMA-TS-XDM_Pres-V1_0 (Name to be decided)

		



		6-22. 

		2004.12.07

		General

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0811 (Ericsson)

Renaming other OMA “GM” documents to OMA” XDM” as well as converting to the correct document naming convention will affect all references

		



		6-23. 

		2004.12.07

		2.1

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0811 (Ericsson)

PRESAUTH has an old reference. As the content has changed between 00 and 01 using the new reference must be approved 

		



		6-24. 

		2004.12.07

		2.1

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0811 (Ericsson)

XCAP has an old reference. As the content has slightly changed the new ref must be approved.

		



		6-25. 

		2004.12.07

		2.2

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0811 (Ericsson)

2 informative references to OMA specifications do not follow required syntax (they include the date and state as part of the specification name).

		



		6-26. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1 3rd paragraph 

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0811 (Ericsson)

The sentence "Presence Authorisation Rules documents…." shall be "Presence Authorisation Rules document…." as it exists one per user.

		



		6-27. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.1.1

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0811 (Ericsson)

Mixed bullets and letters. 


Change to either type

		



		6-28. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.1.1

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0811 (Ericsson)

Add a reference to where the elements are defined. 
Example "external list" [XDMSPEC], "identity" [COMMONPOL]


More data needed

		



		6-29. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.1.1

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0811 (Ericsson)

The following "conditions" element from [COMMONPOL] is missing, "id" 

		



		6-30. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.1.1

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0811 (Ericsson)

The following "conditions" element from [COMMONPOL] are missing, "domain"  "except"

		



		6-31. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.1.1

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0811 (Ericsson)

The following "conditions" element from [COMMONPOL] is missing, "Validity"  "From" "To"


Add all the elements in [COMMONPOL] we would like to support, like "id" (“geopriv” 7.1 states id content) 

		



		6-32. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.1.5 

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0811 (Ericsson)

Technical: Add a new chapter 


"Combining Permissions".The user of a Subscription Authorisation Rules document SHALL follow the following rules when combining the permissions  for a certain URI.
1. The “id” element SHALL override the “external-list” element in such away that if the same URI is found in the both elements, the URI found in the “external-list” element SHALL be ignored and the rules defined for the “id” element SHALL be used.
2. Only if a URI is not found in an “id” element or in a “external-list” element, the rules defined by the “other-identity” element SHALL be used.
3. If a URI is found in two different “external-list” elements, the rule with the lowest privacy value [COMMONPOL]  SHALL be used.
4. If a document is not found at all, all users SHALL be handled as having the value "block".


If this is solution is accepted we will provide a more detailed solution

		



		6-33. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.1.6

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0811 (Ericsson)

It needs to be defined that an "id" is a full SIP or TEL URI and that an external-list only can be a URL to a list element in the Shared XDMS. 


Replace the current text with:
”The Subscription Authorisation Rules document SHALL conform to data semantic described in [COMMONPOL] and [PRESAUTH] and extended in [XDMSPEC] section 6.6.1, with the clarifications given in this sub clause.
The Subscription Authorisation Rules document MAY contain references to URI Lists stored in Shared XDMS (as defined in [SHAREDXDM]).
The “id” identity sub element SHALL contain SIP, TEL or any other supported URI.
The “external-list” element SHALL contain an XCAP URL selecting a URI-list ( a list element in a resource-list  in SHARED XDMS).”

		



		6-34. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.1.6

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0811 (Ericsson)

The privacy definition in [PRESAUTH] does not follow the rules defined in [COMMONPOL]. The privacy order ought to be "Polite-block", "block", "confirm" and "allow" and not "allow", "confirm", "polite-block" and " block". [COMMONPOL] states that the value with the lowest privacy value shall be chosen if you have to choose from two different values. It also states that the highest integrer value shall be given to the lowest privacy value. 
This means that "Polite-block=3, "Block"=2, Confirm=1, Allow" =0. 
This issue needs to be discussed with the IETF SIMPLE WG.


See also comments on the SIMPLE TS item 6.3.3.2 fig 6

IETF seems to end up in a contradiction. 

		



		6-35. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.1.7

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0811 (Ericsson)

As it only exist one "pres-rule" document, this document can get a fixed name. This will make it possible for the Presence server to find the document if it only knows the owner's Public User Id ( PUI). 


Add the ext:


"The last part of the XCAP path to the document is /services/pres-rules/users/<PUI>/pres-rule"

		



		6-36. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.1.9

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0811 (Ericsson)

he "external-list has a dependency to Shared XDMS. State that it is OK to point to a list that does not exist and that it is the user of this document that must be able to handle this situation and act as if the element did not exist.


Replace the current text with:


“The element “external-list” is referencing an external resource in Shared XDMS [Shared_XDM]. If a user of a Presence Authorization rules document finds, when addressing this external resource that the  resource does not exist, the user SHALL act as if the document does not exist.” 

		



		6-37. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.2.1

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0811 (Ericsson)

The text is not correct and does not reflect the current state. 
It must be updated with the latest discussion within the OMA-PAG group and IETF SIMPLE

		



		6-38. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.2.5

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0811 (Ericsson)

Technical: Add a new chapter "Combining Permissions".The user of a Presence Content rules document SHALL follow the following rules when combining the permissions  for a certain URI.
1. The “id” element SHALL override the “external-list” element in such away that if the same URI is found in the both elements, the URI found in the “external-list” element SHALL be ignored and the rules defined for the “id” element SHALL be used.
2. Only if a URI is not found in an “id” element or in a “external-list” element, the rules defined by the “other-identity” element SHALL be used.
3. If a URI is found in two different “external-list” elements, the rule with the lowest privacy value [COMMONPOL]  SHALL be used.
4. If a document is not found at all, all users SHALL be handled as having the value "block".

		



		6-39. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.2.7

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0811 (Ericsson)

As it only exists one "pres-rule" document, this document can get a fixed name. This will make it possible for the Presence server to find the document if it only know the owner's Public user id (PUI). 

Add text "The last part of the XCAP path to the document is /services/pres-rules/users/<PUI>/pres-rule"

		



		6-40. 

		2004.12.07

		5.1.2.9

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0811 (Ericsson)

The "external-list has a dependency to the Shared XDMS. State that it is OK to point to a list that does not exist and that it is the user of this document that must be able to handle this situation and act as if the element did not exist.

		



		6-41. 

		2004.12.07

		App

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0811 (Ericsson)

Mention explicitly that this is a normative chapter

		



		6-42. 

		2004.12.07

		A, A1

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0811 (Ericsson)

There seems to be the notion of a server in the SCR tables (at least if the syntax explained in A is followed), but it is not explicitly mentioned in A1 that this is for the server.


You need 2 tables to indicate that it is both server and client 

		





Editorial Comments


		Document Rev

		Section

		Description

		Status



		20041118

		5.1.1.1

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0798 (SonyEricsson)

A reference to the [xdmspec] should be added for "external-list" and the "other-identity" element in the "conditions" section.

		



		

		5.1.2.10

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0819 (Orange)

Reference to Authorization rules is done on 6.4.2 instead of 6.4.3.

		





7. RLS XDM Specification - OMA-RLS_XDM_Specification-V1_0-20041118-D.doc

Recommendations


		ID

		Open Date

		Section

		Description

		Status



		7-1. 

		2004.12.06

		2.1

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0805 (Siemens)

The [XCAP] reference is old. It’s recommended to use the “05” instead.


Proposed Solution/Correction:

“The Extensible Markup Language (XML) Configuration Access protocol (XCAP)”, J. Rosenberg, November October 22, 2004, URL: http://www.ietf.org/internet-drafts/draft-ietf-simple-xcap-0504.txt

		



		7-2. 

		2004.12.06

		5.1.5


B.1.2

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0805 (Siemens)

There is no possibility to specify an alternative value for a local policy constraint (that is not a uniqueness constraint). The “uniqueness-failure” should not be misused for this.


Proposed Solution/Correction:


...SHALL respond with an HTTP “409 Conflict” response as described in [XCAP]. The error condition SHALL be described by the <policy-failure>, or <uniqueness-failure> error element.

If the <policy-failure>, or <uniqueness-failure> element in the received HTTP “409 Conflict” response includes an “alt-value” element...

The element definition is included in “OMA-PAG-2004-0786-XDM-PolicyFailure”.

		



		7-3. 

		2004.12.06

		A.1

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0805 (Siemens)

The “Requirement” column of RLS_XDM-AU-S-010 does not conform to the shown ABNF.


Proposed Solution/Correction:


Remove ABNF or make the “Requirement” column compliant to it.

		



		7-4. 

		2004.12.06

		B.1.1

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0805 (Siemens)

Example XCAP request URI (step 1) is erroneous. A document name is missing.


Proposed Solution/Correction:


GET http://xcap.example.com/services/resource-lists/users/sip:ronald.underwood@example.com/index/~~/ruleset HTTP/1.1

		



		7-5. 

		2004.12.06

		B.1.2

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0805 (Siemens)

Example XCAP request URI (step 1, step 5) are erroneous. A document name is missing.


Proposed Solution/Correction:


...


PUT http://xcap.example.com/services/resource-lists/users/sip:ronald.underwood@example.com/index/~~/ruleset HTTP/1.1

		



		7-6. 006

		2004.12.06

		B.1.1

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0805 (Siemens)

Example Presence List document is erroneous: [a] document name is missing if reference XCAP URI and [b] incorrect escaping.


Proposed Solution/Correction:


…


<resource-list>http://xcap.example.com/services/resource-lists/users/sip:hermione.blossom@example.com/index/~~


/resource-lists/list[%5b@name=%22spew%22]%5d</resource-list>

		



		7-7. 007

		2004.12.07

		5.1.10

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0808 (Openwave)

Reference to XDM spec is incorrect.  Should be 6.4.2

		



		7-8. 008

		2004.12.07

		B

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0808 (Openwave)

Should probably be informative

		



		7-9. 009

		2004.12.07

		5.1.5

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0808 (Openwave)

We need not standardize local policies and how they get enforced.

		



		7-10. 010

		2004.12.07

		General

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0810 (Ericsson)

The name of the specification is wrong, it should follow the new syntax and be renamed to something along the lines of  OMA-TS-RLS-XDM-V1_0

		



		7-11. 011

		2004.12.07

		General

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0810 (Ericsson)

Renaming other OMA “GM” documents to OMA” XDM” as well as converting to the correct document naming convention will affect all references

		



		7-12. 012

		2004.12.07

		2.1

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0810 (Ericsson)

PRESAUTH has an old reference. As the content has changed between 00 and 01 using the new reference must be approved 

		



		7-13. 013

		2004.12.07

		2.2

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0810 (Ericsson)

2 informative references to OMA specifications do not follow required syntax (they include the date and state as part of the specification name).

		



		7-14. 014

		2004.12.07

		App

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0810 (Ericsson)

Mention explicitly that this is a normative chapter

		



		7-15. 015

		2004.12.07

		A, A1, A2

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0810 (Ericsson)

There seems to be the notion of a client and server in the SCR tables (at least if the syntax explained in A is followed), but it is not explicitly mentioned in A1 that this is for the server.

		



		7-16. 016

		2004.12.07

		A1

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0810 (Ericsson)

The RLS_XDM-AU-S-010 item has a requirement which does not seem to follow the syntax in [IOPProc]

		



		7-17. 017

		2004.12.07

		B1.1

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0810 (Ericsson)

The first example is incorrect 


Replace "~~/rls-services" with "index"

		





Editorial Comments


		Document Rev

		Section

		Description

		Status



		20041118

		5.1.10

		Source: OMA-PAG-2004-0819 (Orange)

Reference to Authorization rules is done on 6.4.2 instead of 6.4.3.

		





8. General


Recommendations


		ID

		Open Date

		Section

		Description

		Status



		8-1. 

		2004.12.07

		Naming

		If we are changing the name of the enabler, we should do that across all documents.


(Source: Openwave)  

		



		8-2. 

		2004.12.07

		Phasing

		We should not mention phase 1 and phase 2 separation.  We should always talk about the current release, and if we need to push out functionality to a 2nd phase we should just say that this will be done in a future release.  That way, we insulate R1 from any changes to future version (e.g. if we decide to have R2 split into R2 and R3).


(Source: Openwave)

		





Editorial Comments


		Document Rev

		Section

		Description

		Status



		

		All

		General editorial update GM->XDM seems to be required


(Source: REQ, Openwave)
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