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Recommendations

	ID
	Open Date
	Section
	Description
	Status

	001
	2004.07.02
	2.1
	Last two references [WAPARCH] and [WAPWAE] to be removed
Ericsson via Email
	Closed - Agreed to be removed



	002
	2004.07.02
	2.1
	3GPP 33.141 Security to be added in the Reference list
Ericsson via Email
	Closed - Agreed the inclusion of TS 33.141 in the Reference list


	003
	2004.07.08
	2.1
	The equivalent spec for Security from 3GPP2 also to be added in the Reference list

Kevin, O2
	Closed - Agreed the inclusion of equivalent 3GPP2 security spec in the Reference list

AP on Wing-Cheong Yeung from QualCom to provide this spec from 3GPP2


	004
	2004.07.02
	General
	Normative references should be mentioned in Chapter 6 ‘Normative Requirements’
Ericsson via Email. 

Not very clear. Ericsson to clarify what is meant by this change.
	Closed 
It was suggested to use elimination method and go through each of the references in the list and decide which ones are normative and which are not. 

The following was agreed 

From section 2.1 
1) informative

2) informative

3) Normative

4) Normative

5) Informative

6) Normative

7) Informative

8) Informative

9) Delete

10) Normative (OMA GM)

11) Normative

12) Normative

13) Normative

14) RFC2234 delete

15) Normative (2778)
16) Informative (2779)
17) RPID informative
18) CPID informative

19) Future informative

20) 3GPP Security informative

21) 3GPP2 security informative



	005
	2004.07.02
	3.2
	"Application-specific Willingness" is only used in the Definitions part of the document ("Subscriber Willingness" is used).

Ericsson via Email
	Closed - Agreed to remove the word ‘Subscriber’ in section 6.1.4.2 bullets a,b and c



	006
	2004.07.02
	3.2
	"Default Willingness" is defined but not used anywhere in the RD.
Ericsson via Email
	Closed - Agreed to remove word ‘Subscriber’ in section 6.1.4.2 bullets a,b and c



	007
	2004.07.02
	3.2
	Definition for "Element" seems to be very generic. A more specific definition is needed.
Thanos, this was in the same context as Tuple in IETF and attribute in IMPS
Ericsson via Email, but this was raised by IBM as well.
	Closed - IBM suggested using ‘Presence Element’ instead of element everywhere. 

Agreed to change from ‘Element’ and ‘Presence Information Element’ to ‘Presence Element’ everywhere in the RD.


	008
	2004.07.02
	General
	"Presence" is, contrary to what is stated, used in the document in many places
Ericsson via Email
	Closed - since this is addressed in the previous comment


	009
	2004.07.02
	3.3
	Most of the abbreviations used in the document are not listed 
Ericsson via Email
	Closed - Agreed to expand and describe all of them. AP on Thanos to do this since he is an interim RD editor.  


	010
	2004.07.02
	4.4
	The word "Service" is used in the figure but "server" in the text
Ericsson via Email
	Closed - IBM suggested to change Presence service to Presence server

Agreed to expand PS in figure 2 to ‘Presence Server’ and in figure 3 ‘Presence Service’ will change to ‘Presence Server’


	011
	2004.07.02
	5.0
	"Profiles" are used a lot. This is an implementation issue and should not be part of the use cases e.g. in 5.3.2.7. It has no support in the current set of protocols
Ericsson via Email
	Closed - It was proposed to come up with a definition for a profile.
Nilo volunteered to do this and an AP was agreed on Nilo. 



	012
	2004.07.02
	5.0
	"DND" is mentioned a lot but should not be used. 
Thanos, Why? More clarification is needed
Ericsson via Email
	Closed ( no change is required)

	013
	2004.07.02
	6.0
General
	The normative references should be stated as requirements
Ericsson via Email
	Closed - Agreed to remove/delete both paragraphs in section 6.,  since they are covered in OMA process doc and as such should be deleted



	014
	2004.07.02
	6.1.2

User Experience
	#2 "Profile" should be removed/rephrased
Ericsson via Email
	Closed 
new presence profile definition agreed by the group

AP on Thanos to come up with some text to capture this requirement in bullet point 2, and to clarify whether we should say uploading and downloading ‘Profiles’. Manage etc. 

Agreed to change from ‘Profiles’ to ‘Presence Profiles’, but ‘Presence Profile’ should be defined first. 

Stays open till ‘Presence profile’ definition is produced.


	015
	2004.07.02
	6.1.2
	#2 "This information" should read "presence information".

Ericsson via Email
	Closed - To be covered with the previous AP on Thanos. See comment 14.  Bullet point 2 will be rewritten completely. 



	016
	2004.07.02
	6.1.2
	#3-5 "Profile" should probably be removed/rephrased
Ericsson via Email
	Closed - See 14, 

	017
	2004.07.02
	6.1.3

Features
	"Override all" #1 in is a privacy issue, it can not be allowed in the extent currently stated but needs to be restricted by e.g. "legal purposes" or similar. Also "settings" is to generic

Ericsson via Email
	Closed

(see revision 0716) 



	018
	2004.07.02
	6.1.3.1

Publish
	"shall be able to"; unclear if this means that the protocol shall support it or what the requirement is
Ericsson via Email
	Closed - Reworded to ‘Presence service shall support the publication of presence information’ 

Agreed to specify the presentities with presence server



	019
	2004.07.02
	6.1.3.1
	#5 "end-users" should be removed
Ericsson via Email
	Closed

	020
	2004.07.02
	6.1.3.1
	#7 "on behalf of other users" is not possible to do with current protocols. The requirement should preferably be split into two.

Ileana said that we should not change the reqs if they are not supported by current protocols.
Ericsson via Email
	Closed

(see revision 20040716)


	021
	2004.07.02
	6.1.3.2

Subscribe
	#1,3 "Group list" is not a good word, cf the GM discussions, either be specific or use the GM definitions
Ericsson via Email
	Closed

	022
	2004.07.02
	6.1.3.2

Subscribe
	#3 "periodically" is not supported by current protocols
Ericsson via Email
	Closed (no change is required)



	023
	2004.07.02
	6.1.3.2
	#4 "other" should not be used in a requirement text
Ericsson via Email
	Closed
Input contribution 740R01

	024
	2004.07.02
	6.1.3.2
	#6 "that are requesting partial updates" remove this part of the phrase

It was not very clear for the Presence subgroup the reason for this. More clarification from Ericsson is needed
Ericsson via Email
	Closed
Input contribution 727

	025
	2004.07.02
	6.1.3.2
	#10 "subscription duration" should not be done via a real time negotiation but is a policy so add to 6.1.3.4
Ericsson via Email
	Closed,

Bullet point #10 modified as suggested.



	026
	2004.07.02
	6.1.3.2
	#19 "on behalf of another watcher", this is not possible with current protocols
Ericsson via Email
	Closed (no change is required)

	027
	2004.07.02
	6.1.3.4

Preferences
	#8,10 The word "group" is not well defined
Ericsson via Email
	Closed

	028
	2004.07.02
	6.1.3.4

Preferences
	#8 Remove "and/or administrators" as it is covered by requirement #10

Ericsson via Email
	Closed



	029
	2004.07.02
	6.1.4.2

Presence Information format
	#3 We do not agree that willingness is an attribute, so it can not be published

Ericsson via Email
	Closed (no change is required)

	030
	2004.07.02
	6.1.6

Network Interfaces
	#1,2 The appropriate IETF references should be named

To specify which one from IETF is meant here
Ericsson via Email
	Closed

	031
	2004.07.02
	6.1.8 

Presence Client
	The current wordings for Presence Client only covers User Equipment but not the more generic aspects

Ericsson via Email
	Closed –
 Agreed to change the title in section 6.1.8 from ‘Presence Client’ to ‘Device-Presence client’ and also in the first sentence of this section to change from ‘User equipment’ to ‘User Device’
See action 68



	032
	2004.07.07
	6.1.3 Features
	#3 Presence service SHALL support  concurrent, multiple terminal devices for each presence subscriber, where the subscriber SHALL use different but unique identities for each terminal he is using
Justification: we do not know what exactly is meant with this feature but we believe that whatever the presence service is requested to support here, shall always be uniquely identifiable. Therefore we propose an addition to the existing sentence

Siemens
	Closed
No change is required

	033
	2004.07.07
	6.1.3.1
	#2 Presentities SHOULD be able to publish presence information on behalf of other presentities. (refer to 6.1.3.5 Delegation).

Justification: in the Delegation chapter the requirement is characterised as a “SHOULD”, therefore we prefer to change the SHALL  (in the sentence above) to a SHOULD
Siemens
	Closed
 with these modifications:Change: 6.1.3.1 #2: “…MAY support publication…”.  

Change reference to “refer to Delegation section”, i.e., remove the section number.

Change: 6.1.3.5 #1, change SHOULD to SHALL 

Change: 6.1.3.5 #2: Change SHOULD to SHALL

	034
	2004.07.07
	6.1.3.1
	#7 More than one presentity MAY publish the same presence elements on their own or on behalf of other users (refer to 6.1.3.5 Delegation).

Justification: in the Delegation chapter the requirement is characterised as a “SHOULD”, therefore we prefer to change the SHALL  (in the sentence above) to a SHOULD
Siemens
	Closed 

with changes (remove the section number:

“refer to the Delegation section”. 



	035
	2004.07.07
	6.1.3.2
	#3. Watchers SHALL be able to request the presence information of presentities (including group lists that represent multiple presentities) on subscription basis, where notifications are sent on the discretion of the presence service.  . In case presence information of “groups” are requested, the individual status of each group member SHALL be delivered

Justification: since it is unclear whether the individual presence status of each group member or a “global” group presence status is meant, we propose to remove the bracket and deliver the presence status of each group member
Justification: according to RFC 3265 the presence server is responsible to notify the watchers on its discretion

Siemens
	Closed, 

The proposed text was not agreed. The text is to be changed as:

“…where notifications are sent periodically, i.e., a regular interval of time.”

	036
	2004.07.07
	6.1.3.2
	#7. Presence subscriptions SHALL have an expiration time (a.k.a. duration). When the duration of a subscription elapses, the subscription is terminated

Justification: in case no expiration time would apply, the state at the presence server would remain “endless” and is difficult (or even impossible) to maintain

Siemens
	Closed
This change is not required.

	037
	2004.07.07
	6.1.3.2
	#10. The Presence Service SHALL provide a mechanism for the subscribing watcher to negotiate the subscription duration

Siemens suggested to delete the bit below. 

The bit in Negotiation should be between the subscriber suggesting a duration and the subscribed-to presentity determining the actual subscription duration
Justification: negotiation is between the watcher and the Presence Server (possibly on behalf of the subscribed-to presentity)
Siemens
	Closed
This change is not required. 

See changes from comment #25. The modified requirement in OMA-RD_Presence-V1_0_1-20040721-D.doc covers this.

	038
	2004.07.07
	6.1.3.2
	#11. The Presence Service SHALL provide a mechanism to cancel a subscribed watcher’s subscription

Justification: according to the RFC 3265 the presence server has the possibility to cancel a subscription. if the presentity does not want to reveal presence information, means of  authorisation mechanisms are foreseen

Siemens
	Closed
Agreed.

With this change, also remove requirement #14.

	039
	2004.07.07
	6.1.3.3
	#2. “The Presence Service SHALL support a mechanism such the order of transmitted notifications can be maintained” to be deleted.
Justification: we believe that the sequence of notifications can not be guaranteed between the presences client and presence service and propose to remove this unrealistic requirement.

Siemens
	Closed
This change is not agreed.

	040
	2004.07.07
	6.1.3.3
	#4. It MAY be possible for the Presence Service to buffer or otherwise store notifications, so that the subscribed watcher, in lieu of asynchronous notifications, can retrieve them

Not very clear what is required to be done here
Siemens
	Closed
No changes required.



	041
	2004.07.07
	6.1.3.3
	If the presence service supports the buffering and storage of notifications, then Presence Service SHALL implement a FIFO ordering mechanism for the purpose of the above requirement. The Presence Service MAY also implement additional ordering mechanisms

Justification: only in cases where the storage is supported, the FIFO mechanism may apply

Siemens
	Closed
This is requirement #5. 

Agreed as follows:

Delete this requirement instead of changing it.

	042
	2004.07.07
	6.1.4.1
	#2. The Presence Service MAY provide the means to associate priority levels with presence elements regarding communications means, communication addresses, and any other elements where priority may be meaningful

Siemens
	Closed
AI for Thanos: reword the requirement along the lines of the provision of a consistent manner of providing priority for services that need prioritization.

	043
	2004.07.07
	6.1.4.1
	#3. Presence Service MAY provide a means where Presence Information elements may be associated with a time at which the element should no longer be considered valid

Justification: we believe the storage and ordering of presence information elements is within the responsibility of the presence server and shall be implemented as efficient as possible but still outside the mandatory requirements the RD impose on the implementation. We see this “statements” rather as guidelines than as requirements and propose the mark them as MAY
Siemens
	Closed.
Not agreed, No changes required.

	044
	2004.07.07
	6.1.4.2
	The Presence Information format MAY provide the means to associate an element with an expiration date

Justification (same as above):  we believe the storage and ordering of presence information elements is within the responsibility of the presence server and shall be implemented as efficient as possible but still outside the mandatory requirements the RD impose on the implementation. We see this “statements” rather as guidelines than as requirements and propose the mark them as MAY

Siemens
	Closed.
Closed.  No change required.

	045
	2004.07.07
	6.x
	Missing Network Chapter in section 6 of the Presence RD. 

Finally, we believe that the RD SHALL have an Interworking and Interaction Chapter, which is completely missing. We already identified in other discussions that it is very important to describe the relation between service enablers. Just as an concrete example: the interworking with POC has been stressed for a while, the presence features are referred in POC, so it seems very natural that the Presence RD has a corresponding chapter. We encourage OMA REQ to ask for the inclusion of such a chapter in the Presence RD and we are willing to support the effort to work it out
Ileana, we intentionally included section 6.1.4 to describe how interwork should work in a more global way.
Manfred, suggested to include a couple of sentences to capture this. 
Kevin said that maybe Manfred should submit this. It would be difficult to agree on something without seeing drafted.
Manfred will draft something and bring to Presence REQ conference call.
Siemens
	Closed.
Addressed by Contribution 685. The agreements are in 685R01.

	046
	2004.07.07
	6.x

General
	Kenie, in regard to Siemens suggestion to have a new chapter in section 6 on interactions between enablers, in particular with PoC, stated that R1 of Presence would have to support PoC, but we should be carefule and not overload and delay R1, indicating that if there is something that may delay R1, it  should be left for the next release.
Cingular
	Closed
Same resolution as ID 045.

	047
	2004.07.07
	
	Principal is defined in the OMA Dictionary.  It is NOT ambiguous

IBM
	Closed (definition changed)

	048
	2004.07.07
	
	One time Event Subscription and Notification: can we replace "service" by "feature" or "function" since "service" is defined as something that end users subscribe to

IBM
	Closed - Agreed to change. AP on Thanos, to change ‘service’ everywhere in the RD wherever the ‘service’ is meant as a feature.



	049
	2004.07.07
	4.4
	we should make clear that this functional decomposition is illustrative of how the service might be constructed, but by no means mandated by our requirements

IBM
	Closed ( no change is required)

	050
	2004.07.07
	6.1.2
	#2: this requirement seems to describe implementation-specific ways to specify presence information to be sent from Presentity to server.  Is this really an architectural requirement that must be complied with?  Same comment for #3 and #4 and #5.  These requirements should refer to the Presence Service elements

IBM
	Closed. 

Addressed in 14, but discussion still going on and an AP still active on Thanos to come up with some text. See 14 and 16. 

	051
	2004.07.07
	6.1.3
	#1: I think this requirement has to be tempered somehow.  I think regulations would prevent the administrators from, for example, changing my privacy settings

IBM
	Closed (no change is required)

	052
	2004.07.07
	6.1.3.1
	#1: "on their own" does not convey the opposite of "on behalf of other presentities" in the following requirement.  The phrase might imply to some that the Presentity does not require any other Presence Service component to achieve the "publish" action

IBM
	Closed,

Bullet #7 modified and a new bullet point, #8 added to capture this comment.  

	053
	2004.07.07
	6.1.3.2
	#1: I don't understand the parenthetical phrase about group lists.  Are group lists presence elements?  Since the phrase is repeated in #3, this phrasing is intended – I think it may require further explanation

IBM
	Closed, deleted the word ‘group’ in bullet pint 1 and 3. 

	054
	2004.07.07
	6.1.3.2
	#4: this requirement is so vague that it puts no requirement on the watcher and server.  What does it mean?  If it is vendor specific, then not needed in this document

IBM
	Closed, see 23

	055
	2004.07.07
	6.1.3.2
	#6: I would delete the words "choose to".  I think the intent of the requirement is that the presentity gets the opportunity to accept/reject.  Does this mechanism apply only to partial notifications??

IBM
	Closed,

See 24

	056
	2004.07.07
	6.1.3.2
	#8: should we require that lets the watcher turn off the notification??

IBM
	Closed,

Bullet #8 modified as requested. The following was added to this bullet point, ‘unless the subscribed watcher requested not to receive such notifications’.

. 

	057
	2004.07.07
	6.1.3.2
	#12: I don't understand what the trailing phrase "subject to the preferences of the presentity" refers to – the cancellation of the subscription, the notification to the watcher, or ...?
IBM
	Closed,

New bullet point #13 added to capture this comment. 



	058
	2004.07.07
	6.1.3.2
	#14: how does this requirement relate to #6.  At the least, the wording should be made to be parallel (ie use similar wording)

IBM
	Closed, 

see #24

	059
	2004.07.07
	6.1.3.2
	#22: should there be a similar requirement allowing presentities to limit the number of notifications?

IBM
	Closed,

Covered somewhere else

	060
	2004.07.07
	6.1.3.3
	#7: since the time-frame is implementation defined, this requirement does not put any constraint on an implementation.  What is its purpose?  If this requirement is maintained, I would remove the "All the" phrase

IBM
	Closed,

Bullet point #7 removed. 

	061
	2004.07.07
	6.1.3.4
	#5: I'm confused by the second sentence.  It talks about policy being defined once and also being evaluated (which is different from definition) for each received request

IBM
	Closed,

No additional change is needed



	062
	2004.07.07
	6.1.6
	#3: delete "interface" (it is included in "WSI")

IBM
	Closed,

#3 modified as suggested



	063
	2004.07.07
	6.1.6
	#4: what is a logical entity – enablers and applications?

IBM
	Closed 

with changes as follows:

The supported network interfaces SHALL make it possible for a logical entity, such as a presence or watcher, to simultaneously access the Presence Service from multiple physical locations.



	064
	2004.07.07
	6.1.6
	#5: should "service" be replaced by "enablers or applications"?

IBM
	Closed
Agreed. Change service to “enablers or applications”



	065
	2004.07.07
	6.1.7
	I think we should reword all the requirements in this section to say "SHALL permit suitable mechanisms" because these security functions might be provided by other components in the system, not necessarily by the Presence Service. [This is a key element of the upcoming OSE proposal from ARCH.]

IBM
	Closed
No changes required.

	066
	2004.07.07
	6.1.7
	#5: delete "prevent".  Replace "privacy" by "confidentiality".

IBM
	Closed
See email (August 11)

No additional change is needed.

	067
	2004.07.07
	6.1.7
	#7: what does "authenticity of exchanged messages" mean?  Does it refer to the sender being authenticated, or that the messages have not been altered (that is reqt #8)

IBM
	Closed
See email –August 11

No additional change is needed

	068
	2004.07.07
	6.1.8
	Is the Presence Client an architectural entity, is it a Presence Source, is it a composite of multiple components (see section 4.3 and 4.4)??  Can the client reside in a server, coupled with an application??  It seems that this client is just an implementation of both a presence source and watcher, not an architectural component. Do we need this section—does it provide any new requirements?

IBM
	Closed
The entire section was changed

	69
	2004.08.04
	6.1.7
	Security group comments – see contribution 742 R01
	Closed
Agreed to accept 742 R01


Editorial Comments

	Document Rev
	Section
	Description
	Status
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