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1. Review Information

1.1 OMA Groups Involved

	Name Of Group
	Role
	Invited
	Comments Provided

	Requirements
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Architecture
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Security
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	IOP
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	PAG
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	


1.2 Review History
	Review Type
	Date
	Review Method
	Participating Groups
	Full Document Id

	Select: Full / Followup / Preliminary
	2008.01.23
	Select: F2F / Email / ConfCall
	
	OMA-<type>-<desc>-<version>-200ymmdd-<state>

	
	
	
	
	


This document contains the comments submitted in the following documents:

OMA-REQ-2008-0230-Nokia_and_NSN_comments_to_XDMV2.1_RD
OMA-REQ-2008-0231-XDM_2.1_RD_Review_Comments_from_some_PoC_WG_delagates
OMA-REQ-2008-0232-Samsung_Comments_XDM2.1_RD
OMA-REQ-2008-0235-XDM2.1_RD_Review_Comments_from_Telefonica

OMA-REQ-2008-0238-XDM2.1_RD_Review_Comments_from_Huawei
OMA-REQ-2008-0239-XDM-X2_1-20081028-Review from Huawei-Pozefsky
OMA-PAG-2008-0799-INP_RC_XDM2_1_Ericsson
OMA-PAG-2008-0802-INP_RC_XDM2_1_Motorola

And the comment captured in OMA-REQ-2008-0216-MINUTES_20Nov2008_CC section 7
Document history

0/196 RD comments resolved, 0/5 ERELD comments
2. Review Comments

2.1 OMA-RD-XDM-V2_1-20081028-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A001
	2008.11.28
	T
	Global
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0802

Comment: The term “shared” is used frequently in the XDM RD to indicate that a certain document is re-usable by other enablers.  However, in practice (and as advocated by OMA Service Environment), any functional element of any enabler can be re-used.  So the term “shared” has become very confusing because:

1) In the XDM RD, the term is associated to document names – but this is not the case in stage 3

2) What does it mean if a document or XDMS does NOT have the word “shared” in front of it – does that mean it cannot be re-used? (answer: NO)

Proposed Change:
Since the term “shared” does not have any practical purpose and in fact creates confusion about what can or cannot be re-used, it is proposed to:

1) Delete “Shared Group”, “Shared URI List”, and “Shared User Profile” from the definitions in section 3.2

2) Globally delete the term “shared” everywhere in the XDM RD.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A002
	2008.11.28
	E
	global
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0802

Comment: Inconsistent capitalization of “XDM Enabler” versus “XDM enabler”.

Proposed Change:
1) Copy definition of Enabler from the OMA Dictionary

2) Globally change “enabler” to “Enabler”
	Status: CLOSED

<provide response>

	A003
	2008.11.28
	E/T
	General
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0799

Comment: The current version of the RD does not use the last version of the RD template

Proposed Change: Consider updating to the latest version and move chapter 5 to an appendix
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A004
	2008.11.28
	T
	1
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0802

Comment: The “Scope” section is out-dated.

Proposed Change: Rewrite the “Scope” section.  Perhaps it should be very brief, with any description of the XDM enabler confined to section 4 “Introduction”.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A005
	2008.11.26
	T
	1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230

Comment: Second paragraph, second sentence “However, mechanisms to obtain the permission of principal …are out of scope” is not valid anymore for 2.1

Proposed Change: Delete the sentence
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A006
	2008.11.25
	E
	2.1
	Source: Samsung

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: Follow the procedure adapted in PRS2.0 grouping references as OMA, IETF, 3GPP etc. 

Proposed Change: Modify accordingly.
	Status: CLOSED

<provide response>

	A007
	2008.11.28
	E/T
	2.1
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0799

Comment: OMA Dictionary is continuously being  revised 

Proposed Change: Recommend to not include the version number for the dictionary alt update to current version which is 2_7
	Status: CLOSED

Version number deleted, consistent with solution in PRS 2.0

	A008
	2008.11.28
	E
	2.1
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0799

Comment: The Privacy Reference enabler only consist of the RD

Proposed Change: Add the RD document and rename to “Privacy Requirements for Mobile Services”, OMA-RD-Privacy-V1_0


	Status: CLOSED

<provide response>

	A009
	2008.11.28
	T
	2.1
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0799

Comment: The RFC 2396 is replaced

Proposed Change: Change to new RFC3986 and update all places in section 6.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A010
	2008.11.25
	E
	2.1
	Source: Samsung

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: Add references to CPM RD. 

Proposed Change: Modify accordingly.
	Status: CLOSED

<provide response>

	A011
	2008.11.28
	E
	2.1
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0802

Comment: The references to previous versions of the XDM RD should be informative, not normative. 

Proposed Change: Move [XDM_RD-V1_1] and [XDM_RD-V2_0] to section 2.2 (informative references).
	Status: CLOSED

<provide response>

	A012
	2008.11.28
	E
	2.1
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0799

Comment: The [XDM_RD-V1_1] and [XDM_RD-V2_0] are not a normative references

Proposed Change: Move to section 2.2.
	Status: CLOSED

<provide response>

	A013
	2008.11.26
	T
	2.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230

Comment: 3GPP TS 29.199 is used in Definitions so should be normative

Proposed Change: Move to normative section
	Status: CLOSED

<provide response>



	A014
	2008.11.28
	E
	2.2
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0799

Comment: The CPM RD is missing as reference.

Proposed Change: Add to section 2.2.
	Status: CLOSED

Added to 2.1 (see A010, A035)

	A015
	2008.11.26
	T
	2.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230

Comment: CPM (and CAB) RDs are missing from informative references

Proposed Change: Add missing RDs 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

CPM was added, CAB is pending


	A016
	2008.11.28
	E
	3.2
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0799

Comment: All occurrences of defined words are not capitalized 

Proposed Change: Review document and update where applicable (especially section 6)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A017
	2008.11.28
	E
	3.2
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0799

Comment: PAG  has removed all duplicate text where a reference is given and replaced  with “Use definition in” 

Proposed Change: Remove duplicated text
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A018
	2008.11.26
	T
	3.2


	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230

Comment: The definition of Access Control Policy is unclear: what kind of requests are meant?

Proposed Change: <Recommended action>
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A019
	2008.11.25
	T
	3.2
	Source: Samsung

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: Is the Access Control Policy is similar to User Access Policy. 

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A020
	2008.11.26
	
	3.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230

Comment: Definitions for Access Control Policy and Access Permissions read entirely differently, though – just telling from the terms being defined – they should be related. This is confusing.

Proposed Change: rethink the definitions from viewpoint of a reader who does not know how XDM 2.0 looks like architecturally
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A021
	2008.11.26
	
	3.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230

Comment: Definition of Access Permissions seems to assume an underlying technical architecture. Recognizing that this is not the first XDM release this is understandable, but not good requirements writing. 

Proposed Change: consider an architecture neutral style
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A022
	2008.11.25
	T
	3.2
	Source: Samsung

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: The definition part “there exists a need to select a User Preferences Profile.”  of Active Device profile is not clear. 

Proposed Change: Rephrase it.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A023
	2008.11.26
	
	3.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230

Comment: clarify that there are multiple Active Device Profiles for a user, one per device. 

Proposed Change: append “for this device” to definition of Active Device Profile
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A024
	2008.11.30
	T
	3.2
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0239

Comment: The definition of “Group” says “predefined set of users” – can’t a group be defined dynamically?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A025
	2008.11.30
	T
	3.2
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0239

Comment:  Can a group consist of other than users, eg devices?  Can a group have groups inside it ?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A026
	2008.11.26
	E
	3.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230

Comment: Font size of definition of Principal too small. 

Proposed Change: <Recommended action>
	Status: CLOSED

<provide response>



	A027
	2008.11.28
	T
	3.2
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0799

Comment: The definition of Primary Principal needs to be refined when introducing “delegation”. Also some form of “subscription owner” to cover a common overriding entity is expected to be needed.

Proposed Change: Add and refine definitions
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A028
	2008.11.30
	T
	3.2
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0239

Comment: Why not use the definition for Service Provider that is in the OMA Dictionary?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

<provide response>



	A029
	2008.11.30
	T
	3.2
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0239

Comment:  The definition of “Shared Group” uses “group” to define itself – what can be in a group, etc. is needed to understand it

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A030
	2008.11.28
	E
	3.2
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0799

Comment: The term Subscription Authorization Policy is not used 

Proposed Change: Remove it
	Status: CLOSED

<provide response>

	A031
	2008.11.30
	T
	3.2
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0239

Comment: “Subscription Auth Policy” – is the definition an example of such a policy, or is it the only permitted kind?  Is this a definition or an example?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

Term deleted (see A030)


	A032
	2008.11.28
	T
	3.2
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0802

Comment: The definition for “Subscription Authorisation Policy” is out-dated. 

Proposed Change:
1) Change term to “Presence Subscription Rules”

2) Replace definition with the following:

“An example of an Access Control Policy, used by the OMA Presence SIMPLE enabler.”
	Status: CLOSED

Term deleted (see A030)

	A033
	2008.11.25
	T
	3.2 (Definition of User Preferences Profiles)
	Source: Samsung

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: Capitalize user 

Proposed Change: since definition for User exists consider capitalizing through out the document.
	Status: CLOSED

<provide response>

	A034
	2008.11.28
	T
	3.2
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0802

Comment: The term “User Preferences Profile Identity” is a misnomer, since “identity” is usually something that is addressable which is not the case here.

Proposed Change:
1) Change term to “User Preferences Profile Identifier”.

2) Replace definition with the following:

An identifier (e.g. “work”, “home”) associated with a particular User Preferences Profile that is unique within the scope of a Primary Principal.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A035
	2008.11.28
	E
	3.2
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0802

Comment: Defined terms must be capitalized. 

Proposed Change:
In definition for “User Preferences Profile”, capitalize the term “User” and also add a reference to the CPM RD (since definition was copied from there).
	Status: CLOSED

<provide response>

	A036
	2008.11.28
	T
	3.2
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0799

Comment: The definitions of CPM owner, CPM address and CPM device are missing.

Proposed Change: Add definitions
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A037
	2008.11.25
	T
	3.3
	Source: Samsung

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: Add abbreviation for CPM.

Proposed Change: Add CPM.
	Status: CLOSED

<provide response>

	A038
	2008.11.28
	E
	3.3
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0802

Comment: The term User Preferences Profile is used very frequently in the RD, so an acronym would be helpful.

Proposed Change:
Add UPP to list of acronyms.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A039
	2008.11.26
	E
	3.3
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230

Comment: CPM, CAB are missing from the list of abbreviation 

Proposed Change: Add missing abbreviations
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>


	A040
	2008.11.28
	E
	3.3
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0799

Comment: All abbreviations are not used 

Proposed Change: Remove CS, GUI, PSL, SMS, UE, UI and VoIP
	Status: CLOSED

<provide response>

	A041
	2008.11.28
	E
	3.3
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0799

Comment: Add any new abbreviations as CPM, CAB (if added in section 4 and onwards) 

Proposed Change: Add new abbreviations.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

Duplicate of A039

	A042
	2008.11.26
	A010
	3.3
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: remove trailing dots after some abbreviations

Proposed Change: <Recommended action>
	Status: CLOSED

<provide response>



	A043
	2008.11.28
	T
	4
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0802

Comment: Introduction section is out-dated.

Proposed Change:
Update the text to include new enablers that have XDM dependencies (or delete the list of dependencies), update terminology, etc.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A044
	2008.11.25
	T
	4
	Source: Samsung

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: Emphasize more about CPM since XDM2.1 covers most of the requirements related to CPM. 

Proposed Change: Change the introduction section to include CPM.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A045
	2008.11.28
	T
	4
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0799

Comment: The example bullet list contains only XDM 2.0 examples

Proposed Change: Add some XDM 2.1 example(s) and remove older example(s) if necessary
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A046
	2008.11.26
	T
	4
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: The first paragraph on top of the bulleted list and the first paragraph under the bulleted list should refer to CPM and CPM RD as XDM 2.1 derives requirements from CPM and CAB as well 

Proposed Change: Add CPM and CAB to the text + references to RDs
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A047
	2008.11.25
	T
	4
	Source: Samsung

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: Add some examples related to CPM enabler . 

Proposed Change: It would be better to add some examples about user preferences.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A048
	2008.11.28
	E/T
	4
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0799

Comment: XDM 2.1 derives some requirements from e.g. CPM 

Proposed Change: Add CPM (and any others) as a source for requirements
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A049
	2008.11.28
	T
	4

Last para
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0799

Comment: the sentence “Thus it can be envisaged ..” is outdated

Proposed Change: Rephrase
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A050
	2008.11.26
	T
	5
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: According to new RD template, the use cases should be brief, and stated at the end as annex. 

Proposed Change: Consider describing use cases very briefly in an annex.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

Duplicate of A003


	A051
	2008.11.25
	T
	5
	Source: Samsung

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: Some of the use cases are already described in XDM 2.0 RD.

Proposed Change: Remove them and add a reference to XDM2.0 RD.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A052
	2008.11.25
	T
	5
	Source: Samsung

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: Use cases related to CPM are missing. 

Proposed Change: Add some use cases related to CPM enabler.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A053
	2008.11.28
	T
	5.1.10
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0799

Comment: The History function can be a useful tool not only in conjunction with delegation but also when handling data in different devices for one user 

Proposed Change: Extend the use case by adding an alternative flow
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A054
	2008.11.30
	T
	5.1.10.1
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0239

Comment:  “desirable for the Primary Principal to capture” ->”desirable for XDM to capture”
Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

<provide response>

	A055
	2008.11.26
	T
	5.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: As detail requirements about CAB is not included in the XDM 2.1 RD, it is too early to include CAB-specific use cases here. Still, it would be useful to have a note to state that the section should be updated upon including CAB requirements. 

Proposed Change: Include a note as stated above.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A056
	2008.11.26
	T
	5.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: Do we need to list relevant PRS and CPM here as well? 

Proposed Change: Add if needed
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A057
	2008.11.26
	T
	6
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: as XDM 2.1 is expected to support CAB, the CAB requirements that need support from XDM 2.1 must be included.
Proposed Change: Include the CAB requirements (that require support from XDM 2.1) in appropriate sub-sections, based on discussion/agreement with CAB AHG. 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A058
	2008.11.26
	T
	6.1.1
	Source: Telefonica
Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0235
Comment: OMA-PAG-2008-0205-INP_XDM2.1_RD_alias_use_case input contribution ideas were agreed but never materialized on appropriate change requests.
Proposed Change: consider the proposal in slide#3
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A059
	2008.11.28
	T
	6.1.1

GEN-011
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0799

Comment: Complete this requirement with an additional GEN-011a for more granularity, to include many options for notification mechanisms:

Proposed Change Add GEN-011a

The XDM enabler SHALL support interfaces for notifications that can reach wider types of devices. 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A060
	2008.11.28
	T
	6.1.1

GEN-014 to GEN-16
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0799

Comment: Unclear what is meant with “Common content for all documents” etc. Does it mean documents that are shared between the different Primary Principals or something else? (Which Primary Principal is then the owner?)

Proposed Change: Clarify so that corresponding CPM requirement(s) is/are clearly supported
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A061
	2008.11.26
	T
	6.1.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: GEN-017 is related to profiles – not general

Proposed Change: Move to 6.1.2.12 or 6.3.1.6
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

Duplicate of A062


	A062
	2008.11.28
	T
	6.1.1
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0802

Comment: GEN-017 is not a general requirement.

Proposed Change:
1) Move to section that is titled “User Preferences Profiles”

2) Change “SHALL” to “MAY”.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A063
	2008.11.30
	T
	6.1.1
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0239

Comment: GEN-017 – XDM previously could handle individual, non-URI list data elements.  What is new for “User Preferences Profile”?  I think this is not sufficiently specific to understand.

Proposed Change: Delete since details are given in 6.1.2.12
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A064
	2008.11.29
	T
	6.1.2
	Source: Huawei

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0238
Comment: Since the XDM2.1 is able to support history, the operation restore is possible to support also.
Proposed Change: add new subsection named “Restore” and append the relevant requirements. 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A065
	2008.01.23
	T
	6.1.2

FUNC-DMT-002
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: metadata document can be modified by primary principal and may be fetched by authorized principal. It is better described in section 6.1.2, maybe a reference is enough.

Proposed Change: correct it
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A066
	2008.11.28
	T
	6.1.2

FUNC-DMT-004
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0799

Comment: The requirement is coupled with the definition of Primary Principal but “delegation” will require refining

Proposed Change: Add another requirement for XDM 2.1
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A067
	2008.11.26
	T
	6.1.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: FUNC-DMT-005 can be more generic – expiration is part of document properties.

Proposed Change: Change for setting document properties.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A068
	2008.11.25
	T
	6.1.2.6
	Source: Samsung

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: Mark all the forward related requirements to XDM2.1 release. 

Proposed Change: Change the Enabler Package column from future release to XDM2.1
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A069
	2008.11.29
	T
	6.1.2.6
	Source: Huawei

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0238
Comment: The header “XDM Forward” is not consistent with the others, i.e. Modify.
Proposed Change: change to “Forward”
	Status: CLOSED

<provide response>



	A070
	2008.11.28
	E
	6.1.2.6
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0799

Comment: The headline is not consistent with the other headlines 

Proposed Change: Rename to only Forward
	Status: CLOSED

<provide response>

	A071
	2008.11.29
	T
	6.1.2.6
	Source: Huawei

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0238
Comment: all the requirements in this section are marked as future release.
Proposed Change: if it is good for XDM2.1, mark them to “XDM2.1”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

Duplicate of A068


	A072
	2008.11.26
	T
	6.1.2.6
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: The requirements about XDM Forward are marked for future release, while this would be a nice to have feature in Release 2.1, especially being able to forward part of an XDM document.
Proposed Change: Consider having this feature for XDM 2.1.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

Duplicate of A068


	A073
	2008.11.28
	T
	6.1.2.6
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0799

Comment: Social networking builds on efficient sharing/forwarding of information. 
Proposed Change: Consider to mark forwarding as XDM 2.1 requirement
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

Duplicate of A068

	A074
	2008.11.28
	T
	6.1.2.6

FUNC-FWD-001-005
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0799

Comment: Should forward apply to both entire documents and subsets of a document?
Proposed Change: If forwarding is supported, the Principals receiving the forwarded documents or parts of a document SHALL be able to accept or reject those documents
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A075
	2008.11.25
	T
	6.1.2.7
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: Mark all the Suspend related requirements to XDM2.1 release. 

Proposed Change: Change the Enabler Package column from future release to XDM2.1
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A076
	2008.11.29
	T
	6.1.2.7
	Source: Huawei

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0238
Comment: all the requirements in this section are marked as future release.
Proposed Change: if it is good for XDM2.1, mark them to “XDM2.1”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

Duplicate of A075


	A077
	2008.11.25
	T
	6.1.2.8
	Source: Samsung

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: Mark all the Resume related requirements to XDM2.1 release. 

Proposed Change: Change the Enabler Package column from future release to XDM2.1
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A078
	2008.11.29
	T
	6.1.2.8
	Source: Huawei

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0238
Comment: all the requirements in this section are marked as future release.
Proposed Change: if it is good for XDM2.1, mark them to “XDM2.1”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

Duplicate of A077


	A079
	2008.11.27
	T
	6.1.2.9
	Source: frank.kowalewski@infineon.com
Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0231

Comment: Search requirements do not cover search for ongoing Sessions required by PoC.
Proposed Change: add requirements on search for ongoing Sessions.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A080
	2008.01.23
	T
	6.1.2.9

FUNC-SRCH-001
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: the scope of search is undefined 

Proposed Change: specify that the scope of search is XDM document
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A081
	2008.11.28
	T
	6.1.2.9 FUNC-SRCH-001
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0799

Comment: The RD is confusing to some readers as to whether search functionality is optional or mandatory.
Proposed Change: Clarify that search is mandatory for some document types.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A082
	2008.01.23
	T
	6.1.2.9

FUNC-SRCH-xxx
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: do we need to specify “if search is supported…”. FUNC-SRCH-001 is clear about MAY support.

Proposed Change: remove condition
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A083
	2008.01.23
	T
	6.1.2.10


	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: include requirements on the minimum set of supported protocols 

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A084
	2008.11.26
	T
	6.1.2.10
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: Existing solutions for subscription to changes and corresponding notifications are based on SIP, while it is possible that such subscription/notification function is required by a device not supporting SIP.
Proposed Change: Include a requirement to have a solution for subscription and notification based on a non-SIP protocol.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A085
	2008.11.28
	T
	6.1.2.11
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0802

Comment: “Extended Group Advertisement” should not be under section 6.1.2 “Document Management Functions”, since it is not a document management function.

Proposed Change:
Move to a new sub-section of “Shared Group Document”.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A086
	2008.11.25
	T
	6.1.2.11
	Source: Samsung

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: Consider supporting GRPAD-006 in XDM2.1 since Access permission will be supported. 

Proposed Change: Change the “Future Release” to “XDM2.1
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A087
	2008.11.28
	T
	6.1.2.12
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0802

Comment: “User Preferences Profiles” should not be under section 6.1.2 “Document Management Functions”, since it is not a document management function.

Proposed Change:
Move to a different section (but where?).
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A088
	2008.11.25
	T
	6.1.2.12
	Source: Samsung

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: The information about which is the active device profile shall also be stored in the User Preferences Profiles.

Proposed Change: Add a new requirement to store the active device profile.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A089
	2008.11.28
	T
	6.1.2.12

FUNC-UPP-001
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0802

Comment: Requirement should be reworded from the perspective of the User (rather than the XDM Enabler), and text added about how multiple UPPs are identified.

Proposed Change:
Change wording to the following:

“If UPPs are supported, the Primary Principal SHALL be able to specify multiple UPPs, each identified by a UPP Identifier which SHALL be unique for each UPP of the Primary Principal.”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A090
	2008.11.28
	T
	6.1.2.12

FUNC-UPP-001A (new)
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0802

Comment: The current requirements do not list User settings that are considered part of a UPP.  In other words, in FUNC-UPP-005 where it states “… relevant User settings”, nowhere is there a requirement about which User settings are “relevant” for UPP.

Proposed Change:
Add a new requirement that states:

“A User Preferences Profile MAY include the following User settings: “

… and then list the User settings.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A091
	2008.11.28
	T
	6.1.2.12
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0802

Comment: The requirements introduce concepts of “Active Network Profile” and “Active Device Profile”.  However, further investigation is needed to determine if these concepts are needed or correct.

Proposed Change:
Perhaps there only needs to be an “Active User Preferences Profile” that applies to all devices of a Primary Principal.  The per-device aspects may not necessarily be part of the UPP – they seem to be more related to device capabilities and registration states than UPP (but this is unclear since there is no list of user settings that are part of a UPP, and which of those settings may be per-device).
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A092
	2008.11.28
	T
	6.1.2.12

FUNC-UPP-002
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0802

Comment: Requirement should be reworded from the perspective of the User (rather than the XDM Enabler), and it is not clear whether the concept of per-device is needed. (NOTE: there is some interaction between this CONR comment and others)

Proposed Change:
Change wording to the following:

“If UPP is supported, the Primary Principal SHALL be able to select one of his UPPs as the active UPP from any of his devices”.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A093
	2008.11.28
	T
	6.1.2.12

FUNC-UPP-003
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0802

Comment: Requirement should be reworded from the perspective of the User (rather than the XDM Enabler).

Proposed Change:
Change wording to the following:

“An authorized Principal SHALL be able to determine which UPP is the active UPP for a particular Primary Principal”.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A094
	2008.11.28
	T
	6.1.2.12

FUNC-UPP-004
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0802

Comment: This requirement is very similar to FUNC-UPP-003.

Proposed Change:
Delete FUNC-UPP-004, or merge with FUNC-UPP-003.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A095
	2008.11.25
	T
	6.1.2.12
	Source: Samsung

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: UPP-004: How the XDMS would notify about which is the active device profile without storing the information.

Proposed Change: Add a new requirement to store the active device profile.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A096
	2008.01.23
	T
	6.1.2.12

FUNC-UPP-005


	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: hard to understand the requirement: is the document applicable to UPP Identity?

Proposed Change: re-phrase the sentence
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A097
	2008.11.28
	T
	6.1.2.12

FUNC-UPP-005
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0802

Comment: Requirement should be reworded from the perspective of the User (rather than the XDM Enabler).  Also, this requirement should be listed together with requirements related to the User settings (e.g. after FUNC-UPP-001A).   Also, requirement should refer to UPPs, not UPP IDs which are an abstraction of UPPs.

Proposed Change:
Change wording to the following:

“The Primary Principal SHALL be able to specify, per relevant User setting, whether that setting is applicable for a particular UPP, for a set of UPPs, or for all UPPs”.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A098
	2008.01.23
	T
	6.1.2.12

FUNC-UPP-xxx


	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: is there a requirement missing that an authorized Principal is able to select one of its User Preferences Profiles as the Active Device Profile from any of its devices.

Proposed Change: add missing requirement
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A099
	2008.01.23
	T
	6.1.2.12

FUNC-UPP-006


	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: hard to understand the requirement

Proposed Change: re-phrase the sentence
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A100
	2008.11.28
	T
	6.1.2.12

UPP-006
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0799

Comment: Wording could be more clear.

Proposed Change: Change to “The XDM enabler SHALL allow a Primary Principal to store in the network a User Preferences Profile created from any of his devices and SHALL make this information available for any of his devices to be used at e.g. selection of an Active Device Profile in the device”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A101
	2008.11.28
	T
	6.1.2.12

FUNC-UPP-006
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0802

Comment: Requirement should be reworded from the perspective of the User (rather than the XDM Enabler).  Also, this requirement is worded too much like a “solution” rather than a User-facing feature.

Proposed Change:
Change wording to the following:

“The Primary Principal SHALL be able to determine, from any of his devices, all UPPs that have been created for him”.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A102
	2008.11.26
	T
	6.1.2.12
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: FUNC-UPP-002, phrase “from any of its devices”: this might mean that the profile is taken from a device. Rather, the meaning seems should be that the user uses the device to pick the profile. 

Proposed Change: The XDM enabler SHALL support that an authorized Principal is able to select one of its User Preferences Profiles as the Active Network Profile by using any of its devices.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A103
	2008.11.26
	T
	6.1.2.12
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: FUNC-UPP-003/4 have each two aspects (fetch and notify) which do not go well together from an operational and a linguistic point of view. 

Proposed Change: Split into two requirements
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A104
	2008.11.25
	T
	6.1.2.12
	Source: Samsung

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: UPP-003 : Its not clear whether notify means only the active identity will be notified or the contents of the active identity will be sent in the Notify.

Proposed Change: Clarify or split the requirements
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A105
	2008.11.25
	T
	6.1.2.12
	Source: Samsung

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: UPP-004: How the XDMS would notify about which is the active device profile without storing the information.

Proposed Change: Add a new requirement to store the active device profile.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A106
	2008.11.25
	T
	6.1.2.12
	Source: Samsung

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: UPP-004 : Its not clear whether notify means only the active identity will be notified or the contents of the active identity will be sent in the Notify.

Proposed Change: Clarify or split the requirements
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A107
	2008.11.26
	T
	6.1.2.12
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: FUNC-UPP-005 cannot be traced back to a CPM requirement.

Proposed Change: Consider deleting it.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A108
	2008.11.30
	T
	6.1.2.12
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0239

Comment:  FUNC-UPP-006 uses the phrase “from any of its devices”.  I don’t think this is needed.  If it is, it applies to many more requirements.  If it is, I suggest making this a separate requirement saying that an authorized user can specify stuff from any of his/her devices.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A109
	2008.11.26
	T
	6.1.2.12
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: The relation to Shared User Preferences Profile Identities is not clear. If it is a shared document, it should be part of 6.3 

Proposed Change: Move section or clarify
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A110
	2008.11.25
	T
	6.1.6
	Source: Samsung

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: The requirement for interoperability between XDM2.1 and previous versions is missing.

Proposed Change: Consider adding it.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A111
	2008.11.26
	T
	6.1.6
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: Missing requirements for interoperability between 2.1 and 2.0 versions 

Proposed Change: Add requirement
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A112
	2008.11.25
	T
	6.2
	Source: OMA-REQ

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: Editor’s note at the beginning of 6.2 saying that the RD needs to be changed to cover the new RD template

Proposed Change: Resolve the Editors Note
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A113
	2008.11.25
	T
	6.2
	Source: Samsung

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: Resolve the Editors Note. 

Proposed Change: Resolve the Editors Note by modifying the chapter 6.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

Duplicate of A112

	A114
	2008.11.29
	T
	6.2
	Source: Huawei

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0238
Comment: solve the editor’s notes.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

Duplicate of A112


	A115
	2008.11.26
	T
	6.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: “Access Permissions define which Principals have rights to perform which XDM functions on the associated document.” – not sure if this meets all related CPM requirements as CPM needs ACLs for things other than XDM documents. At the time of writing, it is unclear how much access control is delivered by other CPM protocols (e.g. SIP, IMAP or WebDav) and how much XDM needs to deliver on top.

Proposed Change: Capture unclarity in an Editor’s Note
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A116
	2008.11.25
	T
	6.2.1
	Source: Samsung

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: Change the “future release “to XDM2.1 release.  Can we mark all the future releases to “XDM2.1”  and later defer it if we don’t support in XDM2.1 release.

Proposed Change: <Recommended action>
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A117
	2008.11.27
	T
	6.2.1
	Source: Telefonica

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0235

Comment: OMA-PAG-2008-0200-INP_XDM2.1_RD_more_on_access_permissions input contribution ideas were agreed but never materialized on appropriate change requests.
Proposed Change: follow the proposal included in slides 3&4
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A118
	2008.11.29
	T
	6.2.1
	Source: Huawei

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0238

Comment: it should be possible to control the part of the document, e.g. the list of members in a Shared Group document.
Proposed Change: add new requirements
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A119
	2008.11.28
	T
	6.2.1
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0799

Comment: There is a need to be able to give permission to part of documents, e.g. reveal the members of a group but not the rules governing the members. 
Proposed Change: Add a requirement
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A120
	2008.11.30
	T
	6.2.1
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0239

Comment: MD-ACP-001

Proposed Change: Is it necessary that the human readable form be stored in XDM, or might it be elsewhere?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

Duplicate of A121


	A121
	2008.01.23
	T
	6.2.1

MD-ACP-001
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: why is human readable name necessary?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A122
	2008.11.29
	T
	6.2.1 MD-ACP-001 

2)
	Source: Huawei

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0238
Comment: propose to add operation restore under this section.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A123
	2008.11.26
	T
	6.2.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: Subscription for changes makes no sense without read permission – in fact subscription for changes is just some kind of read operation so does not need separate permission

Proposed Change: Delete MD-ACP-004
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A124
	2008.11.26
	T
	6.2.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: MD-ACP-007 – as defined now access permissions are associated with a document. It’s pretty unclear what does it mean for create – there is no associated document before. Create applies to folder, not to a document. Also other rules may apply to the folder (all documents in the folder)

Proposed Change: Reword the section
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A125
	2008.11.29
	T
	6.2.1 MD-ACP-007
	Source: Huawei

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0238
Comment: If the document isn’t created, how to assign the permission to this document? The operation create is for folders not documents.
Proposed Change: delete it
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

Duplicate of A124


	A126
	2008.11.30
	T
	6.2.1
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0239

Comment:  MD-ACP-012 & -014: is there an admin who can reset permissions if primary principal has problems of some sort?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A127
	2008.01.23
	T
	6.2.1

MD-ACP-013
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: what does this mean? Via XDM? Via Web service?

Proposed Change: clarify it
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A128
	2008.11.30
	T
	6.2.1
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0239

Comment: MD-ACP-016: this should be SHALL not MAY – the enabler MUST allow changes at any time (the fact that the user MAY make the changes at any time is not the point of the requirement)

Proposed Change: change MAY to SHALL
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A129
	2008.11.30
	T
	6.2.1
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0239

Comment:  MD-ACP-017: isn’t this function called “retrieve” which per 002 is a SHALL

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A130
	2008.11.26
	T
	6.2.1
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: MD-ACP-017 – the meaning of appropriate is unclear – what permission allows to ask for permissions? There is no need for such permission – I can always ask what are my permissions to the document – answer can be no permissions.

Proposed Change: delete “with the appropriate access permissions”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A131
	2008.11.25
	T
	6.2.1(ACP-017)
	Source: Samsung

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: Would there be a need to add a function “querying Access Permissions” to implement this requirement.

Proposed Change: Add requirement or re-phrase.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A132
	2008.11.25
	T
	6.2.2(HST-002)
	Source: Samsung

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: Why the History depends on Access Permissions.

Proposed Change: Rephrase.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A133
	2008.11.30
	T
	6.2.2
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0239

Comment:  MD-HST-001 and 002 seem to be contradictory.  

Proposed Change: Delete MD-HST-001
	Status: : OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A134
	2008.11.26
	T
	6.2.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: MD-HST-002 sounds like access permissions are optional. This is not defined anywhere.

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A135
	2008.01.23
	T
	6.2.2

MD-HST-003
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: do we need to specify “if history is supported…”. MD-HST-001 is clear about MAY support.

Proposed Change: remove condition
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A136
	2008.01.23
	T
	6.2.2

MD-HST-003
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: can authorized principals enable the history function?

Proposed Change: if not, it should be stated within the requirement (similarly to MD-ACP-012)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A137
	2008.11.30
	T
	6.2.2
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0239

Comment:  MD-HST-004: no content in this requirement

Proposed Change: delete it
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A138
	2008.11.28
	T
	6.2.2

HST-004
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0799

Comment: There is a need to list actions like accesses and subscriptions when using document history as well as track the data changes performed.
Proposed Change: Add a more Document management functions to the list of operations and include the data changes performed. 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A139
	2008.11.30
	T
	6.2.2
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0239

Comment:  MD-HST-004: what about non-modifying operations like search or retrieve?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A140
	2008.01.23
	E
	6.2.2

MD-HST-005
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: re-phrase the sentence for easier understanding

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A141
	2008.11.30
	T
	6.2.2
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0239

Comment: MD-HST-009 & 010: can the primary principal give permission to others to retrieve or search the history?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A142
	2008.11.25
	E
	6.2.2(line after HST-010)
	Source: Samsung

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: space missing in “ableto”

Proposed Change: change it.
	Status: CLOSED

<provide response>

	A143
	2008.11.26
	E
	6.2.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: blank missing in “ableto” in MD-HST-010 

Proposed Change: <Recommended action>
	Status: CLOSED

<provide response>



	A144
	2008.11.30
	T
	6.2.2
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0239

Comment:  MD-HST-014: does “size” refer to number of entries, length of time, number of bytes required to save history, or something else?  Or is this left to implementation?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A145
	2008.01.23
	T
	6.2.2

MD-HST-015/16
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: what is the format to store the history preferences (enable/disable, operation types, conditions)? Should it be stated similarly to MD-ACP-013?

Proposed Change: clarify
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A146
	2008.11.26
	T
	6.2.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: missing requirements on the validity of the stored history – if the document is deleted, should and how long for the history be stored?
Proposed Change: Add new requirement
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A147
	2008.11.28
	T
	6.2.3
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0799

Comment: There seems to be an overlap between DP-002 and HST-006 plus HST-007 regarding storing information about document creation 

Proposed Change: Consider having only one requirement for this type of information
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A148
	2008.11.28
	T
	6.3
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0799

Comment: The requirements added in other sections may need addition of new document types or modification of existing ones 

Proposed Change: Check updated RD document and add/change accordingly 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A149
	2008.11.28
	T
	6.3.1
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0802

Comment: This section is useless, since all documents can be shared, regardless of what the requirements state.

Proposed Change:
Delete section 6.3.1 (i.e. delete requirements DOC-SHD-001/002/003), and move all of its subsections up one level.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A150
	2008.11.25
	T
	6.3.1.3
	Source: Samsung

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: The policy of who is allowed to send/receive media in the session is missing. 

Proposed Change: Add the corresponding requirement.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A151
	2008.11.28
	T
	6.3.1.3
	Source: lei.zhu@huawei.com 

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0236

Comment: According to the discussions about OMA-PAG-2008-0718 in Osaka meeting, a PoC Group Session should be possible to be marked as only sending the Limited Participating Information to the PoC Users. Or alternatively, the Group definition can indicated if the sending Limited Participating Information is ON or OFF according to the configuration. 
Proposed Change: 
A Shared Group MAY have the following content:
Allow sending Limited Participating Information. 
	Status: : OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A152
	2008.11.28
	T
	6.3.1.3
	Source: lei.zhu@huawei.com
Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0236

Comment: According to the discussions about OMA-PAG-2008-0718 in Osaka meeting, the configuration of PoC Client can be used to indicate or request including or change Media Content within the Session invitations. 
Proposed Change: The configuration of the PoC Users is to be very short text for information to receivers. Or, the configuration of the PoC User is to be reference to Media Content which allows the PoC Server included preferred Media Content in Session invitation. 

The proposal would be:

A Shared Group MAY have the following content:
Allow short description for add or change Media Content; and,

Text or Reference of Media Content indication.
	Status: : OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A153
	2008.11.28
	T
	6.3.1.3
	Source: lei.zhu@huawei.com
Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0236
Comment: According to the discussions about OMA-PAG-2008-0718 in Osaka meeting, the PoC infrastructure MAY indicate the manner in which the Media Streams of the same Media Type are rendered together on the PoC Client receiving the Media Streams of the same Media Type by fetching group attributes in case of Chat PoC Group Session or Pre-arranged Group Session.
Therefore, the group definition may indicate the manner of this situation.
Proposed Change:
A Shared Group MAY have the following content:
The indication to manner to render the Media Streams of the same Media Type.
	Status: : OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A154
	2008.11.28
	T
	6.3.1.3
	Source: lei.zhu@huawei.com
Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0236
Comment: According to the discussion about PoC multicast feature, the group definition is proposed to contain if the group is allowed to establish multicast bearers. This is agreed as principle of multicast feature in TS stage. But it is missing in OMA-PAG-2008-0718, and thus is discussible in case of providing comments to XDMv2.1.

Proposed Change: 
A Shared Group MAY have the following content:
The indication if the group allows to establish multicast for specific PoC 

Session.
	Status: : OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A155
	2008.11.27
	T
	6.3.1.3
	Source: Jan.Holm@ericsson.se

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0231

Comment: Shared Group Document requirements do not cover all conditions required by PoC for "Group specific releasing rules".
Proposed Change: The following are required by PoC:

"If PoC Group specific releasing rules are supported, it SHALL be possible to define for a PoC Group that the PoC Session is released when one or more of the following conditions are fulfilled (and in this case the general PoC Session release policy specified in PoC V2.0 is not used):

· The PoC Session initiator leaves the PoC Session 

· A defined Participant leaves the PoC Session 

· The number of Participants is less than a certain value 

· The PoC Session allocated time has expired 

· When only machines are still in the PoC Session
· When PoC Speech is inactive for a specified time
· When all Media types are inactive for a specified time."
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A156
	2008.11.27
	T
	6.3.1.3
	Source: Jan.Holm@ericsson.se

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0231

Comment: Shared Group Document requirements do not cover all conditions required by PoC for "PoC Session Control for Crisis Handling".
Proposed Change: Some PoC Groups may be marked as a Crisis PoC.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A157
	2008.11.27
	T
	6.3.1.3
	Source: Jan.Holm@ericsson.se

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0231

Comment: Shared Group Document requirements do not cover all conditions required by PoC for "Moderated PoC Groups".
Proposed Change: It shall be possible to mark certain members in a group as a moderator.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A158
	2008.11.27
	T
	6.3.1.3
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.se

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0231

Comment: It should be investigated if the rule set of conditions and associated parameters for evaluation as input for selecting Dynamic PoC Group members is something that needs to be specified for XDM V2.1 Group document.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A159
	2008.11.26
	T
	6.3.1.3
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: DOC-GRP-034 – PoC required searching for active sessions. Same can apply also for IM and CPM. Although that the search is executed on the enabler specific server, the application usage should be generic.
Proposed Change: Add new requirement
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A160
	2008.11.25
	T
	6.3.1.5
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: There could be some preferences from CPM which might not fall under shared user access policy document which may need a separate document. 

Proposed Change: Identify those preferences and add requirements accordingly.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A161
	2008.11.26
	T
	6.3.1.5
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: Not all CPM requirements seem to be met, e.g., CPM-CONV-002 

Proposed Change: <Recommended action>
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A162
	2008.11.27
	T
	6.3.1.5
	Source: frank.kowalewski@infineon.com
Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0231
Comment: Shared User Access Policy requirements do not cover all conditions required by PoC for Incoming Condition Based PoC Session Barring.
Proposed Change: add requirements on lacking conditions for Incoming Condition Based PoC Session Barring.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A163
	2008.11.27
	T
	6.3.1.5
	Source: frank.kowalewski@infineon.com

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0231
Comment: Shared User Access Policy requirements do not cover conditions required by PoC for Outgoing Condition Based PoC Session Barring.
Proposed Change: add requirements on conditions for Outgoing Condition Based PoC Session Barring.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A164
	2008.11.27
	T
	6.3.1.5
	Source: frank.kowalewski@infineon.com
Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0231
Comment: Shared User Access Policy requirements do not cover Subscriber defined conditions required by PoC for Incoming and Outgoing Condition Based PoC Session Barring.
Proposed Change: add requirements on Subscriber defined conditions for Incoming and Outgoing Condition Based PoC Session Barring.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A165
	2008.11.27
	T
	6.3.1.5
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.se

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0231

Comment: It should be investigated if the rule set of conditions for barring Incoming Media is something that needs to be specified for XDM V2.1 User Access Policy document.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A166
	2008.11.25
	T
	6.3.1.5
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: UAP-017: It’s not clear. 

Proposed Change: Rephrase the requirement to make it clear how the preferences are related to UPP identity.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A167
	2008.11.26
	T
	6.3.1.5
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: DOC-UAP-017 seems to state that the User Prefences Profile Identity is part of the user preferences. This is unclear. Why is it needed here?

Proposed Change: 

	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A168
	2008.11.26
	T
	6.3.1.5
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: DOC-UAP-010 pp do not address all CPM media types, see CPM-MED-001 for the full list. 

Proposed Change: <Recommended action>
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A169
	2008.11.28
	T
	6.3.1.6
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0802

Comment: “UPP Identities Document” is not a good name for this application usage.  The name should better convey the usage of the document.

Proposed Change:
A new name should be chosen for this document, such as “UPP Directory Document”.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A170
	2008.11.25
	T
	6.3.1.6
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: What is the difference b/w PPD-001 and PPD-002.

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A171
	2008.11.28
	T
	6.3.1.6

DOC-PPD-002
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0802

Comment: This requirement seems redundant with DOC-PPD-001.

Proposed Change:
Delete DOC-PPD-002.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

Duplicate of A170

	A172
	2008.01.23
	T
	6.3.1.6

DOC-PPD-003
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: the requirements is to be unique within the domain but not globally

Proposed Change: correct it
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A173
	2008.11.26
	T
	6.3.1.6
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: Why is this called “Shared User Preferences Profile Identities Document”? Why is the “Identities” needed here? Aren’t we rather describing here how user preferences profiles look like (rather than their identities)?

Proposed Change: <Recommended action>
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

Duplicate of A169


	A174
	2008.11.26
	T
	6.3.1.6
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: DOC-PPD-005 is about Active Network Profile, what about Active Device Profile?
Proposed Change: Add new requirement
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A175
	2008.11.25
	T
	6.3.1.6
	Source: Samsung

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: Add a requirement to store the Active Device Profile.

Proposed Change: Add a requirement to store the Active Device Profile.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A176
	2008.11.28
	T
	6.X
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0799

Comment: There are no requirements for optimizing XDM performance. 

Proposed Change: Add a section with requirements to optimize network traffic (UNI and NNI) and the usage of network resources. (e.g. Event notification throttling, Conditional event notification, Event notification suppression, multiple changes in one operation) 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A177
	2008.11.26
	T
	A.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: Check that all agreed XDM 2.0 CRs against RD after 11 Jun 2007 have been mirrored to XDM 2.1 RD as well. 

Proposed Change: Incorporate missing CRs if any
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A178
	2008.11.26
	T
	Appendix B
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230
Comment: Not all, or even many CPM requirements seem to not be met. Example: CPM-MLD-001 depends on user preferences. A CPM user might for instance specify that any message larger than 300 kB should be kept in the network first and only a notification should be sent right away. The CPM group imagined a parameter in an XDM document capable of holding a value like this “300 kB” with the meaning that this is the threshold value when sending notifications only.

Proposed Change: Engage in dialogue with CPM WG to drill down in more detail on user preferences.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A179
	2008.11.25
	T
	Appendix B
	Source: Samsung

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: The requirements marked “No XDM impact

(PRS/PDE, see OMA-PAG-2008-0655)” is PAG only decision or PAG and CPM.
Proposed Change: Do we need to update CPM WG about this decision and get their consent.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A180
	2008.11.28
	T
	App B

CPM-HLF-002
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0802

Comment: The TBDs for CPM-HLF-002 should be resolved.

Proposed Change:
The first bullet should be changed from “TBD” to “GEN-001”. The second bullet should be changed from “TBD” to “No XDM impact” since it currently does not seem necessary to store per-device preferences in XDM.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A181
	2008.11.28
	T
	App B

CPM-CONV-002
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0802

Comment: The TBDs for CPM-CONV-002 should be resolved.

Proposed Change:
Some new conditions in User Access Policy should be defined, e.g.:

· Discard the message request while providing a notification to the sender

· Defer the CPM Message
· Deliver the message via a Non-CPM Communication Service, via interworking

Also, new actions should be defined, e.g.:

· Whether the user is available (e.g., registered)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A182
	2008.11.25
	T
	Appendix B, CPM-CONV-002
	Source: Samsung

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: Identity whether this requirement is already captured in XDM2.1, otherwise add new requirements
Proposed Change: Add new requirements if needed.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

Duplicate of A181

	A183
	2008.11.25
	T
	Appendix B, CPM-CONV-004, CPM-CONV-005
	Source: Samsung

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: What does CPM mean by recipient’s preferences? Is it only device settings or user preferences of the recipient? 

Proposed Change: Add new requirement if needed.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A184
	2008.11.25
	T
	Appendix B, CPM-CONV-002
	Source: Samsung

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: Resolve TBD

Proposed Change: Identify any existing requirements to satisfy this or add new requirement.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

Duplicate of A181

	A185
	2008.11.25
	T
	Appendix B, CPM-CONV-033
	Source: Samsung

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: Resolve TBD

Proposed Change: Identify any existing requirements to satisfy this or add new requirement.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A186
	2008.11.28
	T
	App B

CPM-CONV-033
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0802

Comment: The TBD for CPM-CONV-033 should be resolved.

Proposed Change:
New attribute for Group document is needed.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

Duplicate of A185

	A187
	2008.11.28
	T
	App B

CPM-CONV-035
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0802

Comment: The TBD for CPM-CONV-035 should be resolved.

Proposed Change:
New conditions and actions are needed for the User Access Policy, similar to solution for CPM-CONV-002.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A188
	2008.11.25
	T
	Appendix B, CPM-CONV-035
	Source: Samsung

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: Resolve TBD

Proposed Change: Identify any existing requirements to satisfy this or add new requirement.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

Duplicate of A187

	A189
	2008.11.25
	T
	Appendix B, CPM-DEF-003
	Source: Samsung

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: Resolve TBD

Proposed Change: Identify any existing requirements to satisfy this or add new requirement.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A190
	2008.11.28
	T
	App B

CPM-DEF-003
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0802

Comment: The TBD for CPM-DEF-003 should be resolved.

Proposed Change:
New actions are needed for the User Access Policy.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

Duplicate of A190

	A191
	2008.11.25
	T
	Appendix B, CPM-GRP-006
	Source: Samsung

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: Resolve TBD

Proposed Change: Identify any existing requirements to satisfy this or add new requirement.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A192
	2008.11.28
	T
	App B

CPM-GRP-006
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0802

Comment: The TBD for CPM-GRP-006 should be resolved.

Proposed Change:
New permission in Group document is needed.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

Duplicate of A192

	A193
	2008.11.25
	T
	Appendix B, CPM-STOR-004
	Source: Samsung

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: Resolve TBD

Proposed Change: Identify any existing requirements to satisfy this or add new requirement.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A194
	2008.11.28
	T
	App B

CPM-STOR-004
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0802

Comment: The TBD for CPM-STOR-004 should be resolved.

Proposed Change:
New preference is needed for outgoing communication.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

Duplicate of A193

	A195
	2008.11.25
	T
	Appendix B, CPM-STOR-017
	Source: Samsung

Form:OMA-REQ-2008-0232

Comment: Resolve TBD

Proposed Change: Identify any existing requirements to satisfy this or add new requirement.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A196
	2008.11.28
	T
	App B

CPM-STOR-017
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-PAG-2008-0802

Comment: The TBD for CPM-STOR-017 should be resolved.

Proposed Change:
New action is needed for User Access Policy.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

Duplicate of A195


2.2 OMA-ERELD-XDM-V2_1-20081028-D

	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	B001
	2008.11.26
	T
	2.2
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230

Comment: Why PRS XDM is listed as informative reference? Other enabler specific XDM specs aren’t. It is not used in a document. 

Proposed Change: Remove reference
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	B002
	2008.11.26
	E
	3.3
	Source: NSN

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230

Comment: IM, PoC and CPM missing

Proposed Change: Add missing abbreviations
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	B003
	2008.11.26
	T
	4.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230

Comment: In the first sentence, it only mentions about CPM, while it is expected that CAB would also be supported by XDM 2.1. 

Proposed Change: Beside CPM, mention about CAB as well.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	B004
	2008.01.23
	T
	4.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230

Comment: UPP missing, forwarding is future release

Proposed Change: correct it
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	B005
	2008.11.26
	T
	4.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2008-0230

Comment: As detail requirements about CAB is no included in the XDM 2.1 RD, it is too early to include CAB-specific functionality here. Still, it would be useful to have a note to state that the list should be updated upon including CAB requirements. 

Proposed Change: Include a note as stated above.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



















NO REPRESENTATIONS OR WARRANTIES (WHETHER EXPRESS OR IMPLIED) ARE MADE BY THE OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE OR ANY OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE MEMBER OR ITS AFFILIATES REGARDING ANY OF THE IPR’S REPRESENTED ON THE “OMA IPR DECLARATIONS” LIST, INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO THE ACCURACY, COMPLETENESS, VALIDITY OR RELEVANCE OF THE INFORMATION OR WHETHER OR NOT SUCH RIGHTS ARE ESSENTIAL OR NON-ESSENTIAL.

THE OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE IS NOT LIABLE FOR AND HEREBY DISCLAIMS ANY DIRECT, INDIRECT, PUNITIVE, SPECIAL, INCIDENTAL, CONSEQUENTIAL, OR EXEMPLARY DAMAGES ARISING OUT OF OR IN CONNECTION WITH THE USE OF DOCUMENTS AND THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THE DOCUMENTS.

USE OF THIS DOCUMENT BY NON-OMA MEMBERS IS SUBJECT TO ALL OF THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE USE AGREEMENT (located at http://www.openmobilealliance.org/UseAgreement.html) AND IF YOU HAVE NOT AGREED TO THE TERMS OF THE USE AGREEMENT, YOU DO NOT HAVE THE RIGHT TO USE, COPY OR DISTRIBUTE THIS DOCUMENT.

THIS DOCUMENT IS PROVIDED ON AN "AS IS" "AS AVAILABLE" AND "WITH ALL FAULTS" BASIS.

© 2008 Open Mobile Alliance Ltd.  All Rights Reserved.
Page 1 (of 35)
Used with the permission of the Open Mobile Alliance Ltd. under the terms as stated in this document.
[OMA-Template-ReviewReport-20080101-I]

© 2008 Open Mobile Alliance Ltd.  All Rights Reserved.
Page 2 (of 35)
Used with the permission of the Open Mobile Alliance Ltd. under the terms as stated in this document.
[OMA-Template-ReviewReport-20080101-I]

