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	Review Report Document Id
	OMA-CONRR-Push2.1-V1_1-20051011-D.doc
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential

	Document Being Reviewed:
	OMA-REL-2005-0147-Push-V1_1-ERP

	Group Presenting Document:
	BAC-Push

	Date of This Report:
	11 October 2005


OMA Groups Involved

	Name Of Group
	Role
	Invited
	Comments Provided

	
	<note if served as Host, Source or Reviewer of material (where they are providing comments)>
	<note which groups were explicitly invited>
	<provides place to note if group had been involved with material before the review or if there were key non-technical issues or concerns that the group would like to note explicitly.  This would provide opportunity to note the comprehensiveness of prior involvement or willingness to engage.  Specific technical comments should be presented in the space available below.>

	Requirements
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	No requirements document therefore no review required by REQ group

	Architecture
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	No response from Architecture group

	Security
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	No response from Security group

	IOP
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	IOP Browsing input received

	Release
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Release group input received


Review History

	Review Type
	Date
	Review Method
	Participating Groups
	Full Document Id

	FULL
	2004.08.04
	Teleconference
	BAC Push
	OMA-REL-2005-0147-Push-V1_0-ERP


Recommendations

	ID
	Open Date
	Section
	Description
	Status

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Editorial comments

	ID
	Open Date
	Spec
Section
	Description
	Status

	OMA-WAP-TS-PAP-V1_0-20050405-C

	
	
	3.1
	Invalid reference
	Amended in all PAP, PPG Service and OTA

	
	
	3.3
	Remove empty rows from table
	Completed

	
	
	5
	Incorrect reference
	Amended to refer to section 5.3

	
	
	A1
	Errors in the Item columns, plus some in reference column
	Amended for correct cross-referencing and labeling

	OMA-WAP-TS-PPGService-V1_0-20050405-C:

	
	
	A1.2
	Incorrect automatic references in reference column.
	Book marking references to be checked
Done

	OMA-WAP-TS-PushOTA-V1_0-20050405-C:

	
	
	3.1
	Invalid reference
	Followup as this is may be a 2005 template issue
Templates amended by DSO


Review comments

	ID
	Open Date
	Spec
Section
	Description
	Status

	ERP

	
	
	Zip Package
	Looks like si.dtd is missing from package
	Versioned DTD to be included in followup review
Added with version numbering

	
	
	File Names
	Need to check file names – ERP has "PAP-2.1.dtd" while the input contrib. indicates it as "pap_2.1.dtd" – and ERELD does not mention it, or any dtd (see ERELD comment).
	All DTDs to be updated with consistent versioning
Done

	
	
	
	Is the ETR required or not?
	Update to WAP 2.0 ETR required; review of origination of the WAP 2.0 Push ETR required.
ETR for push 2.1 created

	General

	
	
	Header
	Would be good to update the dtds with copyright, ipr, notice information.  There is a template for this stuff.  While these are 'old' legacy files from WAP days – the change affects comments and these should not impact machines using the description elements that would not be expected to change
	DTDs to be updated using template available from Ops site
DSO activity once CONRR approved

	
	
	Naming
	PAP and CO have version in the filename while SL and presumably SI (not in package) do not.  While these are legacy – may be good to start a consistent scheme.
	File names to be consistently versioned
Done

	
	
	Doc Ref
	On Browsing 2.x the Push service is referred, now BAC MAE should update the reference to this new enabler
	Versioning cannot be forward compatible. BAC-MAE can only reference push when push is complete 
BAC Push Chair will inform BAC on completion of CONRR

	General – Specs

	
	
	Doc ref
	Really need to consider strategy for doc versions.  These are building on WAP and could be assigned numbers that are built from those.  This would put us into V2.1.1 or V2.2 or so…
	Recommendation to begin at 2.1 for OMA Push as WAP push designated in the market as either WAP 1 or WAP 2 –therefore there is concept of WAP 2 push and this is in addition to that; Also the specification history files should reflect the groupings referred to here.
Amended and referenced in doc history of amended specifications

	
	
	Template
	Should be using the 2005 templates.  There are changes beyond the simple copyright dates involved (e.g. the text near bottom of cover page).
	Templates to be changed by DSO
Done

	
	
	Cover
	Version info in title area should be "Candidate Version – xx Aug 2005"
	Appropriate naming convention will be adopted on cover sheet
Done

	
	
	Cover
	Document dates for the OMA candidates have been set to April 5th – need to look at what the effective policy for this should be (more than PUSH issue) – ConRvw completed/TP Notify date, etc.
	Dates of specification will be date of last edit
Done

	
	
	2
	Sort the tables
	To be sorted
Abbreviation, Reference and Definition tables sorted in amended specifications

	
	
	3.2
	Current template has the definitions in table format (similar to abbreviations) which would suggest these be changed a bit.
	Correct table format to be applied
Table format added

	
	
	*
	Could/should terms like 'WAP Client' be changed to 'PUSH Client'
	‘WAP’ to be removed – to be discussed by BAC-Push
Done

	
	
	*
	Editorial - Remove extraneous blank lines
	To be removed
Done

	
	
	History
	Draft/Candidate history (A.2 in template) is separate from Approved (A.1).  They are combined in these docs.
	As per comments on history section earlier;
Done

	OMA-ERELD-Push-V1_0-20050714-D

	
	
	2.1

5
	The references to SINs when listing the release are unnecessary as it is implicit that these are to be used together with the specification they target. Recommended to remove these.
	Specific SINS to be referenced until another form of referencing approved by Rel
Done

	
	
	8, 9
	The requirements column does not follow the syntax in the IOP process when it comes to listing relationship between Main Conformance Functions. These should be joined by keywords, such as “AND” or “OR” to clarify whether all or just some of these are required. 
	TO be updated
Done; updated section 8,9

	
	
	??
	ERELD does not mention the DTDs that are part of the package.  ERELD should have a full description of all elements of the enabler.
	All parts of the package including DTDs etc. to be included in ERELD
Done; Updated section 5

	
	
	5
	I really think a bit about the hybrid nature of this package (WAP+OMA) is in order with a clear view of the release scheme involved.  My view is that we should mention Push 1.0, 2.0 and 2.1 from WAP and then how things were handled for this and any future hybrid release (name/version linkages) as well as implications (e.g. no RD or AD).
	A reference to the ERELD to the hybrid nature of the composition of the ERELD to be acknowledged.
Updated section 5

	
	
	??
	Need to consider the version of the package – would be carried as version of the ERELD.  I would think, given the WAP release sequence, that we are looking at PUSH 2.2 or 2.1.1  (would prefer 2.2 to avoid consideration of 2.1.x SINs in coming up with 'current rev')
	As per previous comments on this topic; versioning to begin at 2.1
Versioning of package and updated specifications to begin at 2.1

	OMA-WAP-TS-PAP-V1_0-20050405-C

	
	
	All
	Reset the revision control before making further changes so that it is possible to see what changes are being made during the consistency review.
	To be done as edits made
Done – Change Bar versions of documents supplied

	
	
	Front page, file name
	The specification should be in draft, not candidate status
	To be changed
Changed to Draft for amended specifications

	
	
	2.1, 2.2
	There should not be any references to WAP Forum, but instead to the Open Mobile Alliance.
	To be changed
References to WAP Forum removed as much as possible (e.g. not from cover sheet) 

	
	
	B1
	The latest revision of the specification is marked as a candidate but should be draft (in file name).
	To be changed
All changed to draft for amended specifications

	
	
	?
	If WAP 164 were v1.0 and WAP 247 were considered version 2.0 and WAP-247_100-PAP-20011010-a were 2.1, what would this doc be considering the nature of changes involved v2.1.1 or v2.2?  Note that dtd is PAP-2.1 which says it supports v2.1, 2.0 and 1 which would suggest v2.1.1 to me (other docs would have similar history views).
	To be changed as per previous comments on ‘history’
Version history of amended specifications revised

	
	
	5
	In first list – broken reference in parenthesis.(has 'see section 0')
	To be changed
Done

	
	
	5
	Editorial – the list type for PI->PPG should be same as for PPG->PI (indents)
	To be changed
Done

	
	
	7.4
	Example is based on PAP V2.0 – wouldn't it be better to get this 'current'?
	To be changed
Examples changed to 2.1 PAP

	
	
	7.4 and 9.1
	Looks like the labels embedded in these examples differ (WAPFORUM vs OPENMOBILEALLIANCE)
	To be changed
DTD references amended

	
	
	8
	Should probably indicate which of the DTDs involved (PAP) as well as the current version.
	To be changed
Done

	
	
	8.2.2
	Description of delivery method has a ref to section 8.13 which is not against a bookmark – could be affected if sections shift around.
	To be changed
Reference type changed

	
	
	9
	Is it clear where the different PAP dtd versions are defined such that a client/server knows which versions it could be supporting?
	To be changed; Even though there is version control and negotiation in place. Comments should also be put into the DTD marking changes and versions associated with changes.
An edit to PAP DTD made indicating amended. It is expected the user will familiarize themselves with the spec however.

	
	
	App B
	Move to Appendix A and show WAP 164 + 3 SINS, WAP 247 and SIN in approved history.  I would also show implied versions (e.g. v1.0, v1.0.1-3, v2.0 and v2.1) for these 'approved' versions.
	Specific history updates to be made as discussed earlier 
Version management now starting at 2.1

	
	
	App B
	Add draft/candidate history section for 
	To be changed
Added

	
	
	SCRs
	I am seeing bookmark issues in the SCR labels…
	To be reviewed in CONRR update review

	
	
	Ref
	The documents refers to the WAP release of Push OTA that it is superseded by another release on this package
	To be changed
Correct OTA reference made

	OMA-WAP-TS-PPGService-V1_0-20050405-C

	
	
	All
	Reset the revision control before making further changes so that it is possible to see what changes are being made during the consistency review.
	To be done as part of the edit process
Done

	
	
	Front page, file name
	The specification should be in draft, not candidate status
	To be changed
Done

	
	
	2.1, 2.2
	There should not be any references to WAP Forum, but instead to the Open Mobile Alliance.
	To be changed
References to WAP Forum removed as much as possible

	
	
	2.1
	Why is the reference to the Push PAP specification not against the latest OMA version that is part of the same enabler release, but instead towards an old WAP document? (General: ensure that all references in the updated documents are against new OMA specifications. Untouched WAP documents do however not need to be updated).
	To be changed
Amended to correct reference

	
	
	B1
	The latest revision of the specification is marked as a candidate but should be draft (in file name).
	To be changed
Amended to Draft

	
	
	2.1
	Note that RFC2373 has been obsoleted by 3513.  (Note that I did not do an exhaustive check of references)
	To be reviewed by BAC-Push SWG
Changed to RFC 3513

	
	
	3.2
	Editorial – many of the abbreviations are in single table row which means alignment is mostly manual.  Update table to be one row per entry.
	To be changed
Amended for correct tabular format

	
	
	5.1.2
	Does it really require a six level subordinate tree in this section to get information (header level six)
	No change

	
	
	5.2
	See if we can avoid using manual page breaks
	No change

	
	
	History
	Presumably WAP docs could be used to push this into 2.x version territory
	As per version discussions 
Done

	
	
	Ref
	The documents refers to the WAP release of Push OTA that it is superseded by another release on this package
	To be changed
Amended to correct reference

	OMA-WAP-TS-PushOTA-V1_0-20050405-C

	
	
	All
	Reset the revision control before making further changes so that it is possible to see what changes are being made during the consistency review.
	To be done as part of the edit
Done CB versions of documents supplied

	
	
	Front page, file name
	The specification should be in draft, not candidate status
	To be changed
Done

	
	
	2.1, 2.2
	There should not be any references to WAP Forum, but instead to the Open Mobile Alliance.
	To be changed
Done

	
	
	B1
	The latest revision of the specification is marked as a candidate but should be draft (in file name).
	To be changed
Done

	
	
	2.1, 7.2.6
	There is citation of ref [ClientID] that references WAP 196 – since that time, OMA Client Provisioning has been published
	To be reviewed by BAC-Push

ClientID reference to be used

	
	
	2.1, 7.2.6
	Similarly, the references to ProvCont point to the old WAP stuff – and these are also then tied into the SCRs – will these really be basis of test or has somebody confirmed compatibility with current Client Provisioning Enabler?
	To be reviewed by BAC-Push
To be considered by group in next round of specification updates

	
	
	7.2.5.1
	The special tag "X-Wap-Push-ProvURL" should be reviewed – the dashes are 'long' making the tag look awkward.   (there are other instances as well)
	To be changed ; NO CHANGE – this looks to be a font problem

	
	
	
	The documents states that the support for WSP is mandatory due to the need to use OTA-WSP connectionless sessions. I don’t understand completely the technical implications but some phones nowadays don’t support WSP but support SMS’s. Shouldn’t there be un update on this specs to accommodate those kind of terminals?
	To be discussed with IOP Working Group; This is referenced by updated ETR in the form of connectionless push; no specification change

	
	
	
	Some ambiguities are referred by vendors that implemented the OTA-http. I don’t have a list or even a clear view but I believe there was no change on this part since the WAP 2.0 specs. IS this correct?
	To be discussed with IOP working group
No itemized issues list forthcoming – no change to specication

	Other:

	
	
	ETR
	There is no ETR supplied with the material under review. This should per the IOP process be created and socialized with the IOP WG before the vote to Candidate.
	To be created
Done & attached
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