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1. Review Comments

1.1 OMA-RD-XDM-V2_0-20061219-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	
	2007.01.24
	T
	6.1.3.9 FUNC-SRCH-010
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: Since the whole 6.2.1 section especially 2) b) has been postponed to a further release

Proposed Change: Maybe postpone the search requirement as well
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>


1.2 OMA-AD-XDM-V2_0-20061219-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	
	2007.01.24
	T
	5.2.1.4 and 5.2.1.5 and 5.2.1.6 and 5.2.1.7
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: "Performs authorisation of incoming SIP and XCAP requests;"

Since there is no permissions implemented and authentication is made at the Aggregation Proxy level, do we need this?
Proposed Change: Answer the question and remove the sentences if relevant
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>


1.3 OMA-TS-XDM_Core-V2_0-20061219-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	
	2007.01.24
	T
	General
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: It is unclear how FUNC-SRCH-007 and FUNC-SRCH-010 are implemented by this specification

Proposed Change: either convince the Orange delegate that it's done or implement it
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	2007.01.24
	E
	6.1.4
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: Empty chapter

Proposed Change: There should be either a statement saying why the chapter is empty, or no chapter
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	2007.01.24
	E
	6.2.4
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: Empty chapter

Proposed Change: There should be either a statement saying why the chapter is empty, or no chapter
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	2007.01.24
	E
	6.6.1
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: 

"The attribute “ancor” of the <external> element SHALL be percent-encoded as defined by the procedures in [XCAP] section"

Proposed Change: anchor maybe?
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	2007.01.24
	T
	6.9.2
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: 

Proposed Change: Address editor note
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	2007.01.24
	E
	B.1.1
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: delegation points to 6.1.3 when it's really 6.1.4

Proposed Change: Update references
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>


1.4 OMA-TS-XDM_Shared_List-V2_0-20061218-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	
	2007.01.24
	E
	1
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: "or the shared document, URI List, which"

Proposed Change: I would prefer "or the URI List  shared document, which"
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	2007.01.24
	T
	5.1.8
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: The XDMC SHALL use a single file for all shared URI Lists for a particular user. The file name SHALL be “index”.
Do we speak about files somewhere else? 

Proposed Change: If not, maybe we should rephrase (using document instead of file, maybe).
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	2007.01.24
	T
	5.2.1
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: "The URL List document": shouldn't that be the Group Usage List document?

Proposed Change: Replace if the group agrees
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	2007.01.24
	E
	5.2.7
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: "The <uriusage> element SHALL be used to indicate what that the"

Proposed Change: Remove "what"
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	2007.01.24
	E
	5.2.8
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: "The XDMC MAY use a single file"
Proposed Change:. Document instead of file?
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>


1.5 OMA-TS-XDM_Shared_Group-V2_0-20061218-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	
	2007.01.24
	T
	5.1.1
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: a)
SHALL include a “uri” attribute representing the Group Identity;
The attributes are defined after elements in the schema. This should be consistent

Proposed Change: Move after the elements definition
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	2007.01.24
	T
	5.1.1
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: "This means that, if present, the Application Server performing the Group Session Controlling Function ignores such elements."

Proposed Change: Rephrase in a normative way
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	2007.01.24
	T
	5.1.7
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: Address editor's note
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	2007.01.24
	T
	7
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: 

Proposed Change: Address editor's note
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	2007.01.24
	T
	7.1.6
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: 

Other examples are in annex. 

Proposed Change: Maybe move this one.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>


1.6 OMA-TS-XDM_Shared_Policy-V2_0-20061213-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	
	2007.01.24
	E
	2.1
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: Commonpol version changed

Proposed Change: Update
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	2007.01.24
	T
	5.1.1
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: "NOTE 1: […]. This means that, if present, the Application Server in question ignores this element."

This should be worded in a requirement fashion

Proposed Change: Rephrase in a normative way
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	2007.01.24
	T
	5.1.1
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: "The <conditions> element supports the following elements"

This should be worded in a requirement fashion

Proposed Change: Rephrase in a normative way
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	2007.01.24
	E
	5.1.1
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: "other elements from other namespaces for the purposes of extensibility."

Why not a bullet?

Proposed Change: add a bullet
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	2007.01.24
	T
	5.1.1
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: "This means that, if present, the Application Server ignores such elements.". Are we talking about extensions? If they exist, we can't say in a normative way that they must be ignored, nor that they must be processed

Proposed Change: explain our intent better
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	2007.01.24
	E
	5.1.5
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: trailing reference to PoC

Proposed Change: Remove the reference to PoC
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	2007.01.24
	T
	5.1.6
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: "For a given <ruleset>, the same value of an <one> element SHALL NOT occur in two “rules” which have different values for <allow-invite>" (and same requirement for external lists)

The server can do part of the checks easily (check that the same one or list URI is not in 2 contradictory rules), but how can it check it when lists are modified? the same "user" URI can then be found in contradictory lists.

Proposed Change: Find a way to do it always or remove this check and explain how to deal with conflicting rules
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	2007.01.24
	T
	5.1.6
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: The checks on the contradiction in rules should take into account restricting elements such as media.

X forbidden on media M1 can be authorized on media M2 and it should be accepted by the enabler.

Proposed Change: Add this parameter in the explanation
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	2007.01.24
	T
	5.1.6
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: "If the XUI value of the Document URL proposed in an <external-list> element does not match the XUI of the Shared User Access Policy Document URI"

Can't we have the phone number in the XUI in some place and a sip address in some other?

Proposed Change: Answer the question and then change if necessary
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	2007.01.24
	T
	5.1.7
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: It is unclear what the media condition means. The schema doesn't add much information

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>


1.7 OMA-TS-XDM_Shared_Profile-V2_0-20061220-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	
	2007.01.24
	E
	1
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: Rephrase "This specification describes the data format and XCAP application usage for the shared document, User Profile, which can be used by all OMA enablers." 

Proposed Change: "This specification describes the data format and XCAP application usage for the User Profile shared document, which can be used by all OMA enablers."
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	2007.01.24
	E
	4
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: Rephrase "IM Server can use this for searching chat partner [IM_AD]."

Proposed Change:  "IM Server can use this for searching a chat partner [IM_AD]." or " IM Server can use this for searching chat partners [IM_AD]."
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	2007.01.24
	T
	5.1.1
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: There is no date of birth value with modification restrictions as the one required by IM

Proposed Change: Make one
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	2007.01.24
	T
	5.1.1
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: The attributes are defined before the elements, unlike in the schema

Proposed Change: Change the order to match the schema
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	2007.01.24
	T
	5.1.1
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: The <shared-user-profile> element doesn't match the one in the schema (<shared-profile> in the description and then shared-user profiles in the XML)

Proposed Change: An explanation was given by Samsung by email. Decide whether it's appropriate to leave it that way
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	2007.01.24
	T
	5.1.1
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: Lack of unification in names. Some contain underscores <given_name> and others dashes <display-name>. 

Proposed Change: Use dashes everywhere.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	2007.01.24
	T
	5.1.1
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: The <allow-publication> and <allow-anonymity> elements are part of the profile document, and as such are query-able by any XDM client. 

Proposed Change: This relates to how we deal with privacy in searching for user profiles. Change the schema and data definition according to the global way of doing it
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	2007.01.24
	T
	5.1.4
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: This section belongs to a SUP file

Proposed Change: Create the SUP file
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	2007.01.24
	T
	5.1.5
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: 
Proposed Change: Remove reference to 5.1.4 and reference sup file
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	2007.01.24
	T
	5.1.6
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: 
Proposed Change: Remove reference to 5.1.4 and reference sup file
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	2007.01.24
	T
	5.1.7
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: Country name could be a constrained value.

Proposed Change: We should decide whether we use ISO codes, some form of country names or leave this field unconstrained.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	2007.01.24
	E
	7
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: Change "and following rules apply:"
Proposed Change: "the following rules apply:"
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	2007.01.24
	E
	7
	Source: Orange, nicolas.bellardie@orange-ftgroup.com

Form: IC

Comment: 
Proposed Change: "($g/user-information/hobbies/hobby="Football")and($g/user-information/address/country=”Czech”)"

There is no country named Czech (I checked).

Proposed Change: "Decide on how we use country names and get the example to comply. If it stays unconstrained, the field should probably read "Czech Republic"
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>


1.8 OMA-TS-XDM_MO-V2_0-20061024-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	
	
	
	
	
	


1.9 OMA-ETR-XDM-V2_0-20061219-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	
	
	
	
	
	


1.10 OMA-ERELD-XDM-V2_0-20061220-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	
	
	
	
	
	


1.11 OMA-SUP-XSD_xdm_group_advertisement-V1_0-20061220-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	
	
	
	
	
	


1.12 OMA-SUP-XSD_xdm_groupExtensions-V1_0-20061220-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	
	
	
	
	
	


1.13 OMA-SUP-XSD_xdm_MediaExtensions-V1_0-20061016-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	
	
	
	
	
	


1.14 OMA-SUP-XSD_xdm_search-V1_0-20061220-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status
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