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1. Instructions

Review comments should be submitted in a form that simplifies the collection by the review report editor.  This form permits easy cut-n-paste actions by use of pro-forma structure of the review comments table.  The following are requests for submitters of the comments:

· If the review involves more than one document (e.g. ERP), use a separate table for each document.

· Use this docID in the Form field (e.g. for doc OMA-REL-2008-0134-RC_XYZ_RD – 'Form' entry would be 'doc #0134'.)

· The Type column should indicate 'E' for Editorial comment or 'T' for Technical comment

· Submitters are encouraged, but not required, to provide a proposed change – provide as much insight to issue as possible

· Marked up versions of the document can be submitted as an attachment.  If this is done, please note in the table, in summary form, the technical issues addressed.  Use one table entry to note that editorial items are presented.

RC doc are internal docs and when uploaded, they should be attached to the appropriate review meeting.
2. Review Comments

2.1 OMA-RD-Presence_Data_Ext-V1_0-20080701-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A001
	2008.08.12
	E
	3.3
	Source: Nortel Networks

Form: INP doc

Comment:   Missing abbreviation

Proposed Change:  Should add the following abbreviation used in the document:

ID
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>


2.2 OMA-DDS-Presence_Data_Ext-V2_0-20080723-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	B001
	2008.08.12
	T
	2.1
	Source: Nortel Networks

Form: INP doc

Comment: 

[IETF-prescaps]:

Latest draft is “draft-ietf-simple-prscaps-ext-10.txt”.

Proposed Change:   “prscaps-ext-08”  should read  “prscaps-ext-10” 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	B002
	2008.08.12
	T
	2.2
	Source: Nortel Networks

Form: INP doc

Comment: 

[IETF-lemonade_prof]:

Latest draft is “draft-ietf-lemonade-profile-bis-10.txt”.

Proposed Change:   “profile-bis-07.txt”  should read  “profile-bis-10.txt” 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	B003
	2008.08.12
	T
	2.2
	Source: Nortel Networks

Form: INP doc

Comment: 

[IETF-SMS_Service]:

“draft-wilde-sms-service-11.txt” no longer exists.

Proposed Change:  Should replace with latest IETF draft or RFC.  Else should delete this reference here, and throughout the document.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	B004
	2008.08.12
	T
	2.2
	Source: Nortel Networks

Form: INP doc

Comment: 

[IETF-SMS_uri]:

Latest draft is “draft-wilde-sms-uri-15.txt”.

Proposed Change:   “draft-wilde-sms-uri-14”  should read  “draft-wilde-sms-uri-15” 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	B005
	2008.08.12
	T
	2.2
	Source: Nortel Networks

Form: INP doc

Comment: 

Unclear why [OMNA_pidfSvcDesc]  (see Section 7.1.2.1) is an informative reference, while [XSD_pidfOMA] (see Section 7.1.3) is a normative reference.  

Proposed Change:  For consistency, [OMNA_pidfSvcDesc] should be a normative (not informative) reference.  
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	B006
	2008.08.12
	T
	2.2
	Source: Nortel Networks

Form: INP doc

Comment:   Missing reference 
Proposed Change:  Should add  “[RFC3261]”  , referenced in Section F.8.2.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	B007
	2008.08.12
	E
	3.3
	Source: Nortel Networks

Form: INP doc

Comment:   Missing abbreviations

Proposed Change:  Should add the following abbreviations used in the document:

GIF   Graphic Interchange Format
JPEG  Joint Photographic Experts Group
PDA   Personal Digital Assistant
PNG   Portable Network Graphics
RPID  Presence Information Data Format
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	B008
	2008.08.12
	E
	6.1

Bullet 1
	Source: Nortel Networks

Form: INP doc

Comment:   Grammar and consistency with remaining bullet items. 

Proposed Change:  “indicating”  should read  “indicates”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	B009
	2008.08.12
	E
	6.1.1

Para 2
	Source: Nortel Networks

Form: INP doc

Comment:   Grammar 

Proposed Change:  “…clearly semantically…”  should read  “…clearly and semantically…”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	B010
	2008.08.12
	E
	6.1.2.1

Para 2
	Source: Nortel Networks

Form: INP doc

Comment:   Grammar 

Proposed Change:  “…as above, MAY…”  should read  “…as above MAY…”   (i.e., remove comma)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	B011
	2008.08.12
	E
	6.2

Para 4
	Source: Nortel Networks

Form: INP doc

Comment:   Grammar 

Proposed Change:  “…more than one “person” components…”  should read  “…more than one “person” component…”   (i.e., remove “s” from “components”)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	B012
	2008.08.12
	E
	6.2

Last paragraph
	Source: Nortel Networks

Form: INP doc

Comment:   For better clarity/consistency:

“…changing the meaning of…”  should read  “…changing the Watcher’s interpretation of…”  

Proposed Change: (see Comment above)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	B013
	2008.08.12
	T
	7
	Source: Nortel Networks

Form: INP doc

Comment:   Unclear which of the following Presence Information Elements are mandatory and which are optional.  

Proposed Change: Should clarify as such and/or summarize in a table in this section.  
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	B014
	2008.08.12
	T
	7
	Source: Nortel Networks

Form: INP doc

Comment:   The presence data model in Section 6.1 seems to be taken directly out of RFC 4479, so it is more like “IETF-defined” rather than “OMA-defined”.   

Proposed Change: For better clarity, “…OMA-defined…”  should read  “…IETF-defined…”  
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	B015
	2008.08.12
	T
	7.1.1.1
	Source: Nortel Networks

Form: INP doc

Comment:   Unclear how the Watcher would process this element if the device is NOT specified.  Please clarify in this Section.  

Proposed Change: (see Comment above)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	B016
	2008.08.12
	E
	7.1.1.3

7.2.1.3

7.4.1.3

7.5.1.3

7.8.1.3

7.12.1.3

7.19.1.3

7.20.1.3
	Source: Nortel Networks

Form: INP doc

Comment:   Grammar

Proposed Change: “…as following…”  should read  “…as follows…”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	B017
	2008.08.12
	T
	7.1.1.4

Para 3
	Source: Nortel Networks

Form: INP doc

Comment:   If none of two elements exist, should we define a default value to be used for proper processing without ambiguity?  For example, if none of the two elements exist, then default to:  User does NOT desire to receive incoming requests?   

Proposed Change: (see Comment above)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	B018
	2008.08.12
	T
	7.3.1.1
	Source: Nortel Networks

Form: INP doc

Comment:   Unclear how the Watcher would process this element if the device is NOT specified.  Please clarify in this Section.  

Proposed Change: (see Comment above)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	B019
	2008.08.12
	E
	7.3.2.1

7.12.2.1

7.17.2.1
	Source: Nortel Networks

Form: INP doc

Comment:   For better clarity, “See 7.1.2.1”  should read  “See section 7.1.2.1”   

Proposed Change: (see Comment above)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	B020
	2008.08.12
	E
	7.3.2.2

Para 2
	Source: Nortel Networks

Form: INP doc

Comment:   Grammar 

Proposed Change:  “…for those services, which have…”  should read  “…for those services which have …”   (i.e., remove comma)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	B021
	2008.08.12
	T
	7.4.2.1

Para 3
	Source: Nortel Networks

Form: INP doc

Comment:   For better clarity, “…SHALL include at least one of the following elements…”  should read  “…SHALL include one of the following elements for each device…”   

Proposed Change:  (see Comment above)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	B022
	2008.08.12
	E
	7.5.1.1


	Source: Nortel Networks

Form: INP doc

Comment:   Grammar 

Proposed Change:  “…used to contact invoke…”  should read  “…used to invoke …”   
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	B023
	2008.08.12
	E
	7.11.1.1

Para 1


	Source: Nortel Networks

Form: INP doc

Comment:   Grammar 

Proposed Change:  “…may chose…”  should read  “…may choose …”   
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	B024
	2008.08.12
	T
	7.12.1.1

Last sentence


	Source: Nortel Networks

Form: INP doc

Comment:   Unclear what the following sentence means:

“The participation in a session indicates to the Watcher that the Presentity may not be able to communicate with him/her even though it is possible technically.”

Under what situation(s) is this true?  What needs to be in place for the Presentity to be able to communicate with the Watcher?

Please clarify in this Section.   

Proposed Change:  (see Comment above)”   
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	B025
	2008.08.12
	T
	7.15.1.4

Para 2


	Source: Nortel Networks

Form: INP doc

Comment:   For better clarity and consistency with other sections, should add the following sentence to the end of the paragraph:

“Duplicates SHALL be ignored.”

Proposed Change:  (see Comment above)”   
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	B026
	2008.08.12
	T
	7.17.1.3

Para 2


	Source: Nortel Networks

Form: INP doc

Comment:   Missing section reference.

Proposed Change:  “…section 0”  should read  “…section 7.17.2”   
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	B027
	2008.08.12
	T
	7.18.1.4

Para 2
	Source: Nortel Networks

Form: INP doc

Comment:   If a particular child element of the <servcaps> element does not exist, should we define a default value to be used for proper processing without ambiguity?  For example, if a particular child element of the <servcaps> element does not exist, then default to:  The communication service does NOT support that capability.   

Proposed Change: (see Comment above)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	B028
	2008.08.12
	T
	7.21.2
	Source: Nortel Networks

Form: INP doc

Comment:   No text in this section.  Should add text or delete the section.  

Proposed Change: (see Comment above)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	B029
	2008.08.12
	T
	7.21.3
	Source: Nortel Networks

Form: INP doc

Comment:   No text in this section.  Should add text or delete the section.  

Proposed Change: (see Comment above)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	B030
	2008.08.12
	E
	7.22.1.1
	Source: Nortel Networks

Form: INP doc

Comment:   For better clarity, “…a user’s device is under the network…”   should read  “…a user’s device is in the network…”  

Proposed Change: (see Comment above)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	B031
	2008.08.12
	E
	7.22.2.1
	Source: Nortel Networks

Form: INP doc

Comment:   For better clarity, “…the device of a user is under the…”   should read  “…the device of a user is in the…”     (2 occurrences)  

Proposed Change: (see Comment above)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	B032
	2008.08.12
	T
	Appendix B

“Person” Scheme
	Source: Nortel Networks

Form: INP doc

Comment:   Missing “entry 

Proposed Change:  Should add the following entry to the “Person” Scheme:

· Validity  (see Section 7.19)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	B033
	2008.08.12
	T
	Appendix B

“Service” Scheme
	Source: Nortel Networks

Form: INP doc

Comment:   Missing “entries

Proposed Change:  Should add the following entries to the “Service” Scheme:

· Service Answer Mode (see Section 7.17)

· Application-specific Media Capabilities (see Section 7.18)

· Validity  (see Section 7.19)

· Service Preference (see Section 7.21)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	B034
	2008.08.12
	T
	Appendix B

“Device” Scheme,

“Network Availability” entry,

<device> column
	Source: Nortel Networks

Form: INP doc

Comment:   Inconsistent with Section 7.4.1.3:

· “→<network>”  is shown here but not in Section 7.4.1.3
Proposed Change:  Should change text in Appendix B and/or Section 7.4.1.3 for consistency.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>


2.3 OMA-SUP-XSD_prs_pidf_omapres-V1_0_2-20080627-A

	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	C001
	
	
	
	
	


2.4 OMA-SUP-XSD_pde_pidf_ext-V1_0-20080401-D

	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	D001
	
	
	
	
	


2.5 OMA-RRELD-Presence_Data_Ext-V1_0-20080723-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	E001
	2008.08.12
	T
	3.3
	Source: Nortel Networks

Form: INP doc

Comment:   Missing references

Proposed Change:  Should add the following reference:

· [PRS_DDS-V1_0]

· [PRS_ERP-V1_1]
· [XSD_pidfOMA2]     “OMA-defined PIDF extensions 2”, Version 1.0, Open Mobile Alliance, OMA-SUP-XSD_prs_pidf_omaext2-V1_0, URL: http://www.openmobilealliance.org/tech/profiles/
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>
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