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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 SIP-PUSH-AD
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A001
	2008.03.30
	E
	2.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com
Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: PAG is the acronym of an OAM WG.  

Proposed Change: User [PRES] or some other label that describes the the enabler not the WG
	Status: OPEN 



	A002
	2008.03.30
	T
	2.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: Release 6 IMS specifications are referenced but enabler refers to functionality such as GRUU and Service Identifier (ICSi and IARI) that are release 7 IMS features 

Proposed Change: Either make release 7 version or make release independent
	Status: OPEN 



	A003
	2008.03.30
	T
	2.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: [PushSIP-RD] appears in the table but actual document reference is mising 

Proposed Change: Add document reference
	Status: OPEN 



	A004
	2008.03.30
	E
	3.3
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: CSCF appears in the definition of ISC but isn’t defined in the acronyms section 

Proposed Change: Remove text in parenthesis the definition shouldn’t appear here
	Status: OPEN 



	A005
	2008.03.30
	E
	5
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: “The SIP Push protocol leverages the SIP/IP Core network [IMSArch]”. 
[IMSArch] does not define a SIP/IP Core network but IMS. It is clear from text below in 5.1.1 that non IMS SIP/IP Core networks are supported. 

Proposed Change: Remove [IMSArch]
	Status: OPEN 



	A006
	2008.03.30
	T
	5.1.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: “In the context of IMS [IMSArch] (3GPP IMS and 3GPP2 MMD networks) SIP Push as defined in [PushSIP] should be considered as the primary mechanism for push-based services.” 

What does it mean the primary mechanism? 

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN 



	A007
	2008.03.30
	E
	5.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: “SIP Push utilises SIP [RFC3261] for over-the-air communication”

This enabler uses more than RFC 3261 parts of SIP. 

Proposed Change: remove [RFC3261] as it doesn’t work in this context
	Status: OPEN 



	A008
	2008.03.30
	T
	5.4.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: Flows are too SIP protocol specific. e.g SIP 200 OK. Compare other architecture flows in PoC and other SIP based enablers which use OK for responses not SIP 200 OK. Keep architecture flows at the information level not the protocol level
Proposed Change: Change “200 Ok “and “SIP 200 OK” to “OK”. Remove “SIP” from before the names of the Methods.
	Status: OPEN 



	A009
	2008.03.30
	T
	5.4.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: 
1.The Push Receiver Agent (and the potential applications) is registered on the SIP/IP Core

The text refers to registering with the SIP/IP Core but the figure shows the User registering with the PUSH sender Agent
Proposed Change:  If third party registration or subscription to reg-events is included then clarify that or break into separate steps.
	Status: OPEN 



	A010
	2008.03.30
	E
	5.4.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: 
3. The SIP/IP CORE sends the subscription request to the Push Sender Agent

Inconsistent use of sends and forwards terminology for the SIP/IP core
Proposed Change:  Use forwards for SIP/IP core and sends for the Agents
	Status: OPEN 



	A011
	2008.03.30
	T
	5.4.1

	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment 
6. Upon successful subscription, the Push Sender Agent sends a SIP NOTIFY to the SIP/IP Core that may or may not contain content

It is not relevant in this flow whether the Notify contains content or not. This is a protocol issue.

Proposed Change: Remove that may or may not contain content


	Status: OPEN 



	A012
	2008.03.30
	E
	5.4.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment 

7. The SIP NOTIFY is forwarded to the appropriate Push Receiver Agent

Inconsistent with other steps
Proposed Change: Replace with:

The SIP/IP Core forwards the NOTIFY to the appropriate Push Receiver Agent


	Status: OPEN 



	A013
	2008.03.30
	E
	5.4.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment 

11. The SIP NOTIFY is forwarded to the appropriate Push Receiver Agent

Inconsistent with other steps
Proposed Change: Replace with:

The SIP/IP Core forwards the NOTIFY to the appropriate Push Receiver Agent


	Status: OPEN 



	A014
	2008.03.30
	T
	5.4.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: Flows are too SIP protocol specific. e.g SIP 200 OK. Compare other architecture flows in PoC and other SIP based enablers which use OK for responses not SIP 200 OK. Keep architecture flows at the information level not the protocol level

Proposed Change: Change “200 Ok “and “SIP 200 OK” to “OK”. Remove “SIP” from before the names of the Methods.
	Status: OPEN 



	A015
	2008.03.30
	T
	5.4.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: 
1. The Push Receiver Agent (and the potential applications) is registered on the SIP/IP Core 

The text refers to registering with the SIP/IP Core but the figure shows the User registering with the PUSH sender Agent

Proposed Change:  If third party registration or subscription to reg-events is included then clarify that or break into separate steps
	Status: OPEN 



	A016
	2008.03.30
	T
	5.4.3
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: Flows are too SIP protocol specific. e.g SIP 200 OK. Compare other architecture flows in PoC and other SIP based enablers which use OK for responses not SIP 200 OK. Keep architecture flows at the information level not the protocol level

Proposed Change: Change “200 Ok “and “SIP 200 OK” to “OK”. Remove “SIP”  and “MSRP” from before the names of the Methods. Also remove ACK which is another stage 3 detail. Replace “MSRP” with “Message”
	Status: OPEN 



	A017
	2008.03.30
	T
	5.4.3
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: 

1. The user and applications registeres into SIP IP Core 
The text refers to registering with the SIP/IP Core but the figure shows the User registering with the PUSH sender Agent

Proposed Change:  If third party registration or subscription to reg-events is included then clarify that or break into separate steps
	Status: OPEN 



	A018
	2008.03.30
	E
	5.4.3
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: “Channel “is used 

Proposed Change: replace “channel” with “Session”
	Status: OPEN 



	A019
	2008.03.30
	E
	5.4.3
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: 

10.  If the the Push Sender agent and the the Push Reciever agent do not need the MSRP channel, the the Push Sender agent sends the SIP BYE to SIP/IP Core to disconnect the MSRP channel with the the Push Reciever agent.

Lots of editorials and inappropriate terminology
Proposed Change: <Replace with:

10. If the Push Sender agent and the Push Receiver agent do not need the Message session, the  Push Sender agent sends a BYE to the SIP/IP Core to end the Message session with the Push Receiver agent.


	Status: OPEN 



	A020
	2008.03.30
	T
	GENERAL
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: AD seems very flimsy almost like it was an after thought . Where are the detailed functional descriptions of the functionalities performed by the functional entities. Seems these appear in the TS and not in the AD where they should
Proposed Change: Transfer functional descriptions from TS to the AD
	Status: OPEN 




2.2 SIP-PUSH-TS
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	B001
	2008.03.30
	T
	2.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: 

draft-drage-sipping-service-identification – reference is not used in the document. Also missing [ ] brackets
Proposed Change: Either use the reference or remove it. Check the other references are all used in the document as well 
	Status: OPEN 

	B002
	2008.03.30
	E
	2.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: Work in progress notes needed for all internet drafts 

Proposed Change: Add Note
	Status:  OPEN

	B003
	2008.03.30
	E 
	2.1 
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: RFC4975 missing [ ] 

Proposed Change: [RFC4975]
	Status:  OPEN

	B004
	2008.03.30
	E 
	2.1 
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: RFC3680 missing [ ] 

Proposed Change: [RFC3680]
	Status:  OPEN

	B005
	2008.03.30
	T
	3.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: 
1: The act or method of converting a data object from one format to another. 2:
Encoding definition remove 1. that’s transcodng
Proposed Change: remove 1: The act or method of converting a data object from one format to another. 2:
	Status:  OPEN

	B006
	2008.03.30
	E
	3.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: session identity definition

SIP URI, which identifies the  Push  Session and which can be used for routing initial SIP requests. It is received by the Push agent during the Session establishment in the Contact header
Don’t make functional statements in a terminology definition 

Proposed Change: Remove “It is received by the Push agent during the Session establishment in the Contact header”


	Status:  OPEN

	B007
	2008.03.30
	E
	4
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: broken auto references

Proposed Change: fix
	Status:  OPEN

	B008
	2008.03.30
	E
	4
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: 

“In general terms, the functionality defined in this specification will be referred to as ‘SIP Push’. To implement this specification, it is necessary that the Push Sender and Receiver Agents interface with a SIP/IP Core network. An example of SIP/IP Core network definition is the 3GPP IMS [3GPP TS 23.228] and 3GPP2 MMD [3GPP2 X.S0013-002-A] networks.”

Proposed Change: replace
In general terms, the functionality defined in this specification will be referred to as ‘SIP Push’. To implement this specification, it is necessary that the Push Sender and Receiver Agents interface with a SIP/IP Core network. Examples of SIP/IP Core networks are the 3GPP IMS [3GPP TS 23.228] and 3GPP2 MMD [3GPP2 X.S0013-002-A] networks. 


	Status:  OPEN

	B009
	2008.03.30
	T
	4
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: 

“Future releases may fully specify how SIP Push utilises additional types of SIP/IP Core networks”.
This is not needed OMA shouldn’t define how their enabler utilize SIP/IP core networks
Proposed Change:  Delete
	Status:  OPEN

	B010
	2008.03.30
	E
	4
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: 

“This specification will also make reference to specific SIP RFCs [RFC3261] to further clarify the use of SIP for push service in the context of particular SIP/IP Core network definitions”
RFC3261 reference inappropriate here

Proposed Change:  remove RFC3261
	Status:  OPEN

	B011
	2008.03.30
	T
	5
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: 

“Subscription is performed by a subscriber entity, which can refresh it periodically, whilst termination can be done either by subscriber or notifier entity. Once created, subscription provides a point-to-point, dedicated channel between Push Sender Agent and the Push Receiver Agent”

There are no channels in SIP. Dialog is the correct term
Proposed Change: 

Subscription is performed by a subscriber entity, which can refresh it periodically, whilst termination can be done either by subscriber or notifier entity. Once created, subscription establishes a dialog between Push Sender Agent and the Push Receiver Agent
	Status:  OPEN

	B012
	2008.03.30
	T
	5
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: 

“for the Push Sender to send push content directly or via content indirection (delivery of a content reference only). Because the NOTIFY is a SIP signalling message, the ability to embed content is limited by the maximum size of SIP signalling messages”
Using SIP NOTIFY to deliver arbitrary content is very problematic. Notify delivers Event state unless the content is related to some state of an event then NOTIFY is an inappropriate delivery mechanism. Event package definitions are required for NOTIFY content
Proposed Change: 

Need to discuss further and clarify exactly what kind of events and content is appropriate for delivery using NOTIFY
	Status:  OPEN

	B013
	2008.03.30
	E
	x.y
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: 

The MESSAGE requests do not themselves initiate a SIP dialog; under normal usage each MESSAGE stands alone, much like pager messages
Proposed Change: 

The MESSAGE requests do not themselves initiate a SIP dialog; under normal usage each MESSAGE is a stand alone transaction, much like pager messages
	Status:  OPEN

	B014
	2008.03.30
	T
	x.y
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: 

Session-mode messaging (also referred to as the INVITE/MSRP method)
Inappropriate to refer to as INVITE/MSRP method – there is no such method
Proposed Change:  find new term
	Status:  OPEN

	B015
	2008.03.30
	T
	6.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: 

Most of what is in this subclause really belongs in the AD

Proposed Change: 

Move most of this to the AD

But remove (e.g SIP response code) and either remove bullet 8 or rewrite to be GRUU and protocol agnostic
	Status:  OPEN

	B016
	2008.03.30
	T
	6.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: 

What is in this subclause really belongs in the AD

Proposed Change: 

Move this to the AD


	Status:  OPEN

	B017
	2008.03.30
	T
	7 

and all its subclauses

	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: 

General Comment regarding this section and its subsection.

There is insufficient detail here to build interoperable products. There needs to be far more specified about the contents of the SIP signaling headers etc with detailed compliance statements (SHALL, SHOULD, MAY) for those contents.
Compare these procedures with the Control Plane procedures in PoC or SIMPLE IM for what is needed. 

How would interoperability text cases be developed based on this level of detail?
Proposed Change:  Much more work needs to be done on specifying the contents of the SIP requests and responses in this entire clause
	Status:  OPEN

	B018
	2008.03.30
	T
	7 and all its subclauses
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: 

General comment

This is the place to use SIP in front of the method name e.g SIP MESSAGE method not the AD.

Proposed Change: 

Place SIP in front of all SIP methods e.g SIP MESSAGE
	Status:  OPEN

	B019
	2008.03.30
	T
	7 .1.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: 

· inclusion of the MESSAGE method in the method feature tag of the Accept-Contact header [RFC3841] as sent in SUBSCRIBE 
This is wrong Accept-Contact header does not indicate a capability but requests a capability.
A feature tag in a Contact header indicates a capability

Proposed Change: 

Replace Accept-Contact with Contact?
	Status:  OPEN

	B020
	2008.03.30
	T
	7 .1.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: 

1. If an Application Resource Identifier is present,, the Push receiver Agent SHALL store the Application Resource Identifier according to the rules and procedures., as defined in [RFC3841] and section 9.2.

What is an Application Resource identifier. Where is it defined? How is it different from the IARI used in IMS. If its not different why not use IARI or map it to the IARI?
Where is the an Application Resource identifier found in the MESSAGE?

Proposed Change: 

Consider and define
	Status:  OPEN


	B021
	2008.03.30
	T
	7 .1.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: 

2. If push content is contained in the body of the MESSAGE request, the Push Receiver Agent SHALL pass the received push content to the targeted push application.

How does the Push Receiver Agent tell that push content is contained in the MESSAGE request? What MIME types should it expect to find in the Content-Type that indicate push content?
Proposed Change: 


	Status:  OPEN

	B022
	2008.03.30
	T
	7 .1.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: 

1. The Push Sender Agent MAY include an Application Resource Identifier of the application resource e.g.  +g.oma.pusheventapp  to the accept contact header according to rules and procedures of in section 9.3;
There is no section 9.3 also the use of this +g.oma.pusheventapp  is not what 3GPP has defined for the format of the IARI. How are they different functionally?  Why not align Application Resource Identifier with IARI format?
Proposed Change: 

Consider changing Application Resource Identifier into IARI format
	Status:  OPEN

	B023
	2008.03.30
	T
	7 .1.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: 

The Push Sender Agent SHALL set the Request-URI of the SIP MESSAGE request to the public user identity of the intended recipient
Cannot a GRUU also be used? The term public user identity excludes the possibility that a GRUU is included in the Request-URI to reach a particular device
Proposed Change: 

Rewrite to include GRUU as well as Public User Identity
	Status:  OPEN

	B024
	2008.03.30
	T
	7 .1.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049
Comment: 

5. If content indirection is to be applied, the Push Sender Agent SHALL indirectly reference the content in the MESSAGE request per [RFC4483].
First the content has to be stored somewhere where is this done?

Proposed Change: 

Address
	Status:  OPEN

	B025
	2008.03.30
	T
	7 .1.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049

Comment: 

6. The Push Sender Agent SHALL, in accordance with [3GPP TS 24.229] and [RFC3325], include a P-Asserted-Identity in the header field of the MESSAGE request if the message initiator is trusted by the Push Sender Agent
TS 24.229 procedures are only relevant if IMS is used
Proposed Change: 

Remove reference to TS 24.229
	Status:  OPEN

	B026
	2008.03.30
	T
	7 .1.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049

Comment: 

6. The Push Sender Agent SHALL, in accordance with [3GPP TS 24.229] and [RFC3325], include a P-Asserted-Identity in the header field of the MESSAGE request if the message initiator is trusted by the Push Sender Agent
This assumes that the Push Sender Agent is a trusted entity. Also what identity is included in this header?

Proposed Change: 

Consider and Clarify
	Status:  OPEN

	B027
	2008.03.30
	T
	7 .1.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: OMA-REL-2008-0049

Comment: 

7. In the case of a user having multiple registered terminals with a Push Sender Agent, the Push Sender Agent:
a. MAY Enforce a delivery model including a GRUU value according to rules and procedures in [draft-ietf-sip-gruu] in order to select the explicit terminal(s) to set up the communication to. 
Note: The GRUU value of the Push Receiver Agent may be obtained via a SUBSCRIBE message that the Push Receiver Agent sent, or by a Push Sender Agent subscription to the registration event package from the SIP/IP Core.

This entire GRUU text is confusing and inadequately defined particularly MAY Enforce a delivery model including a GRUU – what does this mean exactly?. Where is the GRUU included (in the Contact or the Request-URI?
Proposed Change: 

Rewrite and properly specify
	Status:  OPEN
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