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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-2006-0134-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 <doc ref>

	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A001
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	1.0
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM
Form: <INP doc

Comment:  subscription validation is an action that the PE of OSE does.  We should not define a new enabler to do that same job.
Proposed Change: remove the validation function from GSSM, throughout doc
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A002
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	3.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM
Form: <INP doc

Comment:  last sentence says the whole doc is informative, but 6. is normative
Proposed Change: delete last sentence
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A001
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	3.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  definition of “subscription profile” includes lots of information that is NOT maintained by the GSSM enabler.  Some of the data will be maintained by the service (eg hours that it is valid), subscriber info (in BSS or HSS), etc.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A002
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  does GSSM apply to enabler subscriptions, or also to services?  First sentence refers to “services” yet second refers to enablers.  This confusion is throughout the doc.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A001
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	4
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  the term “service provider” encompasses the class of operators, so not necessary to mention operators in addition to service providers – lots of places in doc
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A002
	200y.mm.dd
	E
	
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  alphabetize the dictionary terms
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A001
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	4.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  first bullet should say that “principal is permitted”.  If person is subscriber, then has already subscribed
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A002
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	4.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  don’t understand wording of 3rd bullet – “major reference”?
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A001
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	4.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  bullet 4 makes no sense.  How does choosing SP set the preferences?
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A002
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	4.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  First para after the bullets makes no sense – service availability is not affected by individual subscriptions.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A001
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	4.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  dashed line in figure is misleading – there is no communication between principal and “other authorized principals”
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A002
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	4.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  under Figure, don’t use “SP/CP” since CP is an instance of SP
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A001
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	4.3
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A002
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	6.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  HLF-3: PE is the OSE entity that should validate a subscription.  GSSM can provide the data needed to make that determination, but PE makes the decision.
Proposed Change: delete the reqt
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A001
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	6.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  HLF-5: why does the requirement apply to only network-initiated service?  The term “network-initiated” is unclear because the reqt mentions the content is “requested by … principal” –does not sound “network initiated”.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A002
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	6.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  must fix the Note in SSO-1
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A002
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	6.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  how do SSO-3 and HLF-2 differ?  Maybe the latter should say “manage” subscriptions, and the SSO section should say that they are the operations constituting “managing subscriptions”?
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A001
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	6.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  should SSO-2 use the word “create”.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A002
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	6.1.1 
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  should SSO-3 use the word “update” or “modify”
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A001
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	6.1.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment: do not agree with SV-1 – PE does this 

Proposed Change: delete
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A002
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	6.1.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  SV-2—what is a “related resource”
Proposed Change: delete “related” in all requirements, or describe what it means
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A001
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	6.1.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  SV-3 – this is a requirement on other enablers?  Can’t do that in this RD.  What other enablers?  What information?
Proposed Change: delete
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A002
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	6.1.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  SV-4 – again is describing reqts on other entities.  Not definitive.  Not appropriate.  What would be in the GSSM enabler spec for this?
Proposed Change: delete
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A001
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	6.1.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  SV-5 – does this mean GSSM will provide arbitrary data?  Who receives this data?  How will that enabler/service know the format?
Proposed Change: delete
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A002
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	6.1.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  SV-6 – validation and provisioning happen at the same time (as a result of the same message/request)??
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A001
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	6.1.3
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  PRO-4: “near” expiration.  Is the closeness a parameter of GSSM?  Set how?
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A002
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	6.1.3
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  PRO-3 – does “Confirmation” mean that the authorized principal can say yes/no to the subscription request?  What if multiple principals give different answers?  
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A001
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	6.1.3
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  all reqts: where and how are “authorized principals” defined/identified?  Which operation?
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A002
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	6.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  SSO3 – the eg in parentheses says “which may result in updating subscription profile data”.  What else could “change” affect other than profile data?  Don’t include the “notification” aspect because that applies to ALL the operations in the section.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A001
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	6.1.4
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  SEC-1—delete “and/or stored”.  This is an implementation issue.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A002
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	6.1.4
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  SEC-3—what does it mean to prevent “identity theft”?  Perhaps better to say not to expose data except to authorized principals?  
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A001
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	6.1.4.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  aren’t both subscribe and unsubscribe members of the “subscription management functions” identified in GSSM-AUTHOR-3
Proposed Change: delete -1 and -2
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A002
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	6.1.6
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  AC-1 – does this mean that the SP is the only principal to receive such notifications/confirmations?
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A002
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	6.1.7
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment: what does GSSM do for user with multiple identities – are they linked somehow?  Why not treat them as independent identities (ie users)?
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A002
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	6.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  OSR-5 – why is it a SHOULD?
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A002
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	6.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  use SHALL not MUST in all requirements
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A002
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>
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