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1. Review Information

1.1 OMA Groups Involved

	Name Of Group
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	Comments Provided

	Requirements
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Architecture
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Security
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	IOP
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	XXX
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	<add others as appropriate>
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	


1.2 Review History

	Review Type
	Date
	Review Method
	Participating Groups
	Full Document Id

	Informal Full review
	2005.08.31 – 2005.09-15
	F2F + Email
	ARC
	OMA-AD-MMMD-V1_0_1-20050825-D

	
	
	
	
	


2. Review Comments

2.1 OMA-AD-MMMD-V1_0_1-20050825-D 
	ID
	Open Date
	Edit
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A001
	2005.09.15
	
	1
	Source: email – Mark Pozefsky
Form: input doc
Re bullet re Security Group

“Any reason security identified but not for ex charging?”
	Status: CLOSED
Proposal to remove entire text re targt audience as all internal OMA groups and thus not applicable post release. If there are identifiable audiences beyond OMA internal these can be proposed via CRs


	A002
	2005.09.15
	
	3.2
	Source: email – Mark Pozefsky
Form: input doc
Re definition of MMMD enabler

“Is this the OMA definition?”
	Status: CLOSED
No, MMMD is not in the dictionary. The use of enabler is made consistent,. 
MMD could be added to the dictionary.

	A003
	2005.09.15
	
	3.2
	Source: email – Mark Pozefsky

Form: input doc

Re definition of MMMD activation

“Is I suggest that you use the word “implementation” in the term.  “MMMD Enabler” would logically refer to the MMMD specification.
“
	Status: CLOSED pending clarification
Cannot find implementation in the definition of MMMD activation. Request clarification or simply close

	A004
	2005.09.15
	
	4
	Source: email – Mark Pozefsky

Form: input doc

Last para, after first sentence
“Need sentence saying that MMMD does not depend on any other OMA enablers, and that other enablers can use the MMMD I0 if needed
 “
	Status: CLOSED
Agreed. Added “The MMMD enabler does not depend on any other OMA enablers, and other enablers can use the MMMD I0 if needed
.” To end of last para in 4.0

	A005
	2005.09.15
	
	4.2
	Source: email – Mark Pozefsky

Form: input doc

Table 1
“Is this the real table?”
	Status: OPEN
20050825-D does not contain the correct table. To be updated.

	A006
	2005.09.15
	
	5
	Source: email – Mark Pozefsky

Form: input doc

Comment re fig 2
“Why decompose user agent into capture and agent?  Should not use the same label for outer box and inner box (“user agent”)”
	Status: CLOSED
The intention is to separate the event generation, e.g. keyboard or voice info, from the presentation of content, e.g. GUI or TTS, while these two may form part of a cohesive single user agent modality. 

While term User Agent applies to a composite of input and output for a modality may appear puzzling it is used consistently throughout and is not believed to be confusing.

Additional para added to clarify

	A007
	2005.09.15
	
	5.2
	Source: email – Mark Pozefsky

Form: input doc

Re (end of) first para
“Section 4 seemed to indicate that there is no relationship to any other OMA enablers?  So does picture  below.  Suggest moving “other OMA enabler” from figure”
	Status: CLOSED
Intent is to show there is no specific dependency but that the MMMD enabler can utilize and work with other OMA enablers

	A008
	2005.09.15
	
	5.2
	Source: email – Mark Pozefsky

Form: input doc

Re fig 3 title
“Document alternates between Sync Mgr, Interaction Mgr, IM/SM, and others”
	Status: CLOSED
Proposal to make it consistently e.g. IM/SM throughout

	A009
	2005.09.15
	
	5.2
	Source: email – Mark Pozefsky

Form: input doc

End of para below fig 3
“If IC and IP are shown later, then I suggest moving their description til later – they are not helpful here.” 
	Status: CLOSED
Sentence deleted

	A010
	2005.09.15
	
	5.2
	Source: email – Mark Pozefsky

Form: input doc

Re after “each of these” in 2nd para after fig 3 
“Which “these”? Sync mgr, backend, …? ”
	Status: CLOSED
Reworded – processing engines, user agents or sync manager since all can be client, network or mixed based..

	A011
	2005.09.15
	
	5.2
	Source: email – Mark Pozefsky

Form: input doc

After “Devices MAY host user agents” in 2nd para after fig 3

“Doesn’t this sentence follow directly from prior sentence?  What does it add? ”
	Status: CLOSED
Intent of the sentence following “Devices MAY host user agents” to to capture the multiple UA per device or multiple devices in the session, each device with one or more modalities.
Propose to add MMMD in the sentence but otherwise nothing.

	A012
	2005.09.15
	
	5.2.1
	Source: email – Mark Pozefsky

Form: input doc

Re  after “exemplary configs” in para 1

“Figure 3 does not have 5 configurations?  Figure 4 has 4 configs?  ”
	Status: CLOSED
Corrected 

	A013
	2005.09.15
	
	5.2.1
	Source: email – Mark Pozefsky

Form: input doc

Re  fig 4

“Is the dashed line really a “network” separator, or a domain separator.   Same question in figure 3.”
	Status: CLOSED
Its aim is to separate parts that may utilize the OMA defined protocol in stead of an internal interface/API from those portions that require to use the OMA defined synchronization protocol. it is a logical separation that may be a network connection

	A014
	2005.09.15
	
	5.2.1
	Source: email – Mark Pozefsky

Form: input doc

After “IM/SM” inCompound Config

“Put into abbrev section”
	Status: CLOSED
See A008

	A015
	2005.09.15
	
	5.2.1
	Source: email – Mark Pozefsky

Form: input doc

End distributed engine config

“But the dotted line say backend is outside the device (not really network).  Seems to me that your example configs revolve around what is in the device; backend location is irrelevant.”
	Status: CLOSED
See A013.

	A016
	2005.09.15
	
	5.2.1
	Source: email – Mark Pozefsky

Form: input doc

Re “nature of device software” in  distributed modality config

“What does “nature of device” mean?  If all these were in a server, wouldn’t an internal (do you mean proprietary) interface be possible
 5”
	Status: CLOSED
Tidied up

	A017
	2005.09.15
	
	5.2.1
	Source: email – Mark Pozefsky

Form: input doc

Re “These variations are shown in figure 4”

Should this be “5?”
	Status: CLOSED
Fixed

	A018
	2005.09.15
	
	 5.2.1
	Source: email – Mark Pozefsky

Form: input doc

 Para under fig 5

Should it refer to fig 5
	Status: CLOSED
Fixed

	A019
	2005.09.15
	
	 5.2.1
	Source: email – Mark Pozefsky

Form: input doc

 Re config A bullet 3

“is “codified” the right word?  Not sure what it is trying say?”
	Status: CLOSED
Added “the” to improve readability and understanding of intent

	A020
	2005.09.15
	
	 5.2.1
	Source: email – Mark Pozefsky

Form: input doc

 Re network based SM/IM

Isn’t it 6?
	Status: CLOSED
Yes, fixed

	A021
	2005.09.15
	
	 5.2.1
	Source: email – Mark Pozefsky

Form: input doc

 Re fig 6

“Is “internal and external sync mechanism” correct?  Is the key point that they are proprietary and standard interfaces?”
	Status: CLOSED
Yes it does imply internal=proprietary and external=standard but it is used consistently throughout and the interface over the logical separation is external in all cases
Text added

	A022
	2005.09.15
	
	 5.3
	Source: email – Mark Pozefsky

Form: input doc

Re title of section

“Would be nice to have single pictue and interfaces labeled”
	Status: OPEN 
To be discussed

	A023
	2005.09.15
	
	 General
	Source: email – David Sanders

Form: email

General comment 1: It is unclear as to what will be standardized as part of the enabler, e.g. what interfaces and components will be specified within OMA. It would be beneficial to provide a summary of those features.
	Status: CLOSED
Section 5.3.4 defines an I0 interface, i.e. the multimodal sync protocol.

Beyond this there are other things that are necessary at the service level but need not be defined in the enabler so they are out of scope.

However it could be clearer and will be addressed including the picture and descriptions to be added to 5.3.

	A024
	2005.09.15
	
	 General
	Source: email – David Sanders

Form: email

General comment 2: For clarity purposes it would be beneficial to move all deployment examples into the AD annex. At the moment the number of example configurations in the main body of the document makes it difficult to understand the core architecture of the enabler.
	Status: CLOSED

It is assumed the “deployment examples” as cited in the comment are the exemplary configurations. The intent of the these is to illustrate the various logical splits. While they could be move to the appendix the document would loose the logical flow leading to the architecture and functions needed. 
Hence it is proposed to do nothing to the document re structure

	A025
	2005.09.15
	
	 General
	Source: email – David Sanders

Form: email

General comment 3: As suggested by the Editor’s note in section 4.1 it will be useful to illustrate an end-to-end flow that encompasses the MMMD fundamental execution model and the interactions with the discovery and multimodal registrar. At the moment there is no easily understood correlation between Figure 10 and Figure 11. This combined diagram could go into section 4.1.
	Status: CLOSED

Section 4.1 was the use cases. This section and the subsequent section have been removed.

Comment re the existing fig 10 and 11 under consideration

	A026
	2005.09.15
	
	1.  Scope
	Source: email – David Sanders

Form: email

Third sentence: "The architecture applies only to supporting the applications or services for which multimodal or multi-device interactions make sense and are desired.  Applications and services may otherwise be designed without providing such a user experience". 
 

Comment 1: The intention and the meaning of this statement isn't clear, especially considering that the application and user are designated as being out-of-scope of the MMMD architecture

	Status: CLOSED
Intent seems reasonable clear from the existing text. However text adjusted to read “The architecture enables applications or services supporting  multimodal or multi-device user interactions with minimal changes to the programming model.  Applications and services may otherwise be designed without providing such a user experience.”


	A027
	2005.09.15
	
	 2 Introduction
	Source: email – David Sanders

Form: email

 Comment 2: Need to describe the meaning of "data model" and "authoring language" in the scope of the MMMS enabler. Also, there needs to be a description of an "MM Execution Model" as described in section 5.2, and the "fundamental execution model of multimodal and multi-device applications" as described in 5.4.2.

	Status: CLOSED
Comments added to section 1 re scope, i.e. MMMD is not limited to any set of modalities or associated languages.
Also see A0026

	A028
	2005.09.15
	
	 2. Introduction
	Source: email – David Sanders

Form: email

Forth paragraph: "The architecture assembles relevant standards from the W3C, IETF and others and identifies where OMA developed standards are needed to create the desired 
open and heterogeneous computing environment".
 
Comment 3: Need to mention how and what relevant standards from other standards bodies are leveraged. Maybe this can be included in the dependencies section 5.1. As an example would the use of the W3C authoring language be a dependency on the enabler?

	Status: CLOSED 
The premise that the AD needs to define in the introduction or elsewhere the relevant standards is questioned. 

The MMMD architecture sets out to enable choice and longevity, with different the presentation languages etc for each modality and even aspects of the protocols being different for the modalities.

However the currently wording can be and has been improved since the word assembled is tentatively misleading since it may imply MMMD does the assembling.

	A029
	2005.09.15
	
	3 Definitions
	Source: email – David Sanders

Form: email

 Comment 4: There needs to be some references to the OSE defined definitions of I0, I2 interfaces.

	Status: CLOSED
References and definition already contain OSE.

Several references to I0 and I2 in the document.

	A030
	2005.09.15
	
	 4.3 Planned Phases
	Source: email – David Sanders

Form: email

Comment 5: In the last section of the AD there is an indication that there will be some phases introductions of standardized XML interfaces and MMMD preferences. This needs to be further described.
	Status: CLOSED
Section removed as no longer in the template.

	A031
	2005.09.15
	
	 Fig 1
	Source: email – David Sanders

Form: email

Comment 6: According to various sections of the AD (e.g. 5.4), the MMMD enabler will need the ability to communicate to a Registrar and a Discovery component. These components need to be indicated in the logical architecture. Also, there needs to be the identification of a Security and Privacy component, as described by the editor's note in section 5.2.
	Status: CLOSED
Registry shown in fig 7 allowing registration and discovery.

Privacy and Security are not specific to MMMD and would be specified by the enablers that are being multi-modal or multi-device enabled.


	A032
	2005.09.15
	
	5
	Source: email – David Sanders

Form: email

Comment 7: The term "Interaction and Multimodal Synch Manager" is used inconsistently throughout the AD, e.g. there are instances of "Sync Manager", "IM/SM", and "IM". This definition needs to be consistently used because in some cases it implies that the IM is a separate component than the SM.
	Status: CLOSED
Attempted to make it IM/SM throughout.

	A033
	2005.09.15
	
	5
	Source: email – David Sanders

Form: email

Comment 8: What is "Natural input" and is it the same as “Physical I/O”?
	Status: CLOSED
Removed the ambiguity.

	A034
	2005.09.15
	
	Fig 2
	Source: email – David Sanders

Form: email

Comment 9: Why isn't the "Interaction Presentation" highlighted in the figure?

	Status: CLOSED

Presumed internal to the user agent

	A035
	2005.09.15
	
	Fig 2
	Source: email – David Sanders

Form: email

Comment 10: Same as comment 6. Also, The User Agents in the Multimodal Enabler yellow box need to be decomposed to illustrate the Interaction Capture and Interaction Presentation.
	Status: CLOSED
The presentation is considered part of the UA. Text added to state this

	A036
	2005.09.15
	
	Fig 2
	Source: email – David Sanders

Form: email

Comment 11: There needs to be some justification or explanatory text that provides a reason for why certain components are out of scope of the OMA.
	Status: CLOSED
Addressed

	A037
	2005.09.15
	
	5.2.1
	Source: email – David Sanders

Form: email

Comment 12: There seems to be several conformance statements in all the examples, e.g. "The device MAY use a Browser, Java, Brew, or other device manufacturer provided environment", and "...User Agent B, MAY use a proprietary interface...". Are these comments intended for conformance statement use? If so they need to be clearer and not part of an informative section.
	Status:CLOSED
All made non-normative in the descriptive sections.

	A038
	2005.09.15
	
	5.2.1
	Source: email – David Sanders

Form: email

Comment 13: What is a "standardized external mechanism". Is the main requirement for the need of a standardized interface between the IM/SM and UA? Also, instead of saying an "external standardized interface" the AD could just say "standardized interface".

	Status: CLOSED
See A021

	A039
	2005.09.15
	
	5.2.1
	Source: email – David Sanders

Form: email

Comment 14: In regards to the Compound Configuration, the second sentence states: "Here, the device is shown with a User Agent A that codifies two processing engines into a single modality". Why would a single modality require two processing engines?

	Status: CLOSED

Merged following sentence in which the sentence causing concern to clarify.

	A040
	2005.09.15
	
	Fig 5
	Source: email – David Sanders

Form: email

Comment 15:  In variation A "Compound IM/SM using internal & external Synch Mechanisms" what does the orange box represent, e.g. is it a device or browser?
	Status: CLOSED

The legend defines this as an in-scope component, i.e. the combination of multiple user agents within one domain, e.g. device, and additional user agent in another domain, perhaps another device or server side function, with the external OMA specified interface between them.

No change to document applied.

	A041
	2005.09.15
	
	Fig 5
	Source: email – David Sanders

Form: email

Comment 16:  The Legends and identified interfaces are ambiguous and inconsistent throughout the document, e.g. there are interfaces that are designated as being OMA Vested interface (see Figure 5 - interface between IM/SM and UA-C) but a similar interface (see figure 4 interface between IM and UA-B) is designated as being OMA interest unspecified. 

	Status: CLOSED

The intent is to have the scope shown consistently, and to state where OMA may or may not be involved in specification activity. There are areas that clearly need to be defined for MMMD. Likewise there are areas that MMMD does not need to specify as they are the subject of other OMA enablers etc., e.g. browsing. Finally there are some that are still TBD at this stage.

	A042
	2005.09.15
	
	Fig 7
	Source: email – David Sanders

Form: email

Comment 17: This diagram introduces new terms “Input Processing Engines” and “Output Processing Engines”. Terminology needs to be kept consistent throughout the AD.

	Status: CLOSED

Point taken.

Having input and output in every diagram will be messy. Proposed to refine the structure of the document somewhat to make the flow easier and still try to preserve a simple approach.

	A043
	2005.09.15
	
	Fig 9
	Source: email – David Sanders

Form: email

Comment 18: There needs to be further clarification of the notion of internal and external components, e.g. which components are internal/external to other components. Also, why are interfaces to internal components designated as "Not OMA Vested interest"?
	Status: CLOSED
Wording added to clarify intent

	A044
	2005.09.15
	
	5.3.4
	Source: email – David Sanders

Form: email

Comment 19: Is this an existing protocol or is it something that has to be defined either by OMA or somewhere else?
	Status: CLOSED

Sentence added to stated the MSP for MMMD is something to be defined in the enabler

	A045
	2005.09.15
	
	5.3.5
	Source: email – David Sanders

Form: email

Comment 20: Is this an existing protocol or is it something that has to be defined either by OMA or somewhere else?
	Status: CLOSED

Sentence added to stated the MMCP for MMMD is something to be defined in the enabler

	A046
	2006.02.07
	
	 Fig 5 & 5.2.1
	Source: Meeting – Michael Brenner
Form: minutes (OMA-ARC-2006-0049)
Comment re the boxes in Figure 5 of the OMA-AD-MMMD-V1_0_1-20050825-D. Section 5.2.1 Exemplary Configurations is to be considered as an informative part of the document.

Michael suggested to move Figure 5.2.1 into an informative section.
 
	Status: CLOSED
Section 5.2.1 specifically called out as informative though the term exemplary was considered enough.
 

	A047
	2006.02.07
	
	 5.2
	Source: Meeting – Christian Herzog
Form: minutes (OMA-ARC-2006-0049)
a) In 5.2 Logical Components figure asked for signification of double arrows. Arrows between User Agents and Processing Engines should be simple arrows.
b) The names of the interfaces are to be added by BAC MAE.


	Status: CLOSED
a) arrows in the OSE picture made consistent with one arrow-head. Others to be checked and updated as necessary, as will the coloured boxes showing protocol termination points also picked up in Paris and not minuted.

b) named.
 

	A048
	2006.02.07
	
	 
	Source: meeting 

Form: minutes

 
	Status: 

 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


2.2 <doc ref>

	ID
	Open Date
	Edit
	Section
	Description
	Status

	B001
	200y.mm.dd
	
	x.y
	Source: <Name or email>

Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall

<Describe issue>
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	B002
	200y.mm.dd
	
	x.y
	Source: <Name or email>

Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall

<Describe issue>
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	
	Source: <Name or email>

Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall

<Describe issue>
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	
	Source: <Name or email>

Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall

<Describe issue>
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	
	Source: <Name or email>

Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall

<Describe issue>
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	
	Source: <Name or email>

Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall

<Describe issue>
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	
	Source: <Name or email>

Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall

<Describe issue>
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	
	Source: <Name or email>

Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall

<Describe issue>
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>
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