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Review History

	Review Type
	Date
	Review Method
	Participating Groups
	Full Document Id

	Preliminary
	2004.10.14
	Phone Conf
	OMA-REQ
	OMA-BAC-PUSH-V1_0_0-20041005-D

	Formal
	2004.11.17 
	Joint Meeting
	OMA-REQ

OMA-BAC-Push
	OMA-RD_SIP_PUSH-V1_0_1-20041015-D


Recommendations

	ID
	Open Date
	Section
	Description
	Status

	1
	2004/11/14
	3.2
	Suggest changing the term 'Registration' to 'PUSH Registration', to avoid

confusion with a commonly used term.


	Closed

Updated in OMA-RD_SIP_PUSH-V1_0-20041129-D

	2
	2004/11/14
	3.2
	the term, 'Registration Context'  is not found in either the normative or informative sections of the RD. Could be deleted if not used. Could this be changed to 'PUSH Registration Context'.


	Closed 

Removed in updated version OMA-RD_SIP_PUSH-V1_0-20041129-D

	3
	2004/11/14
	6.1.1
	The following are comments from Lucent's OMA SEC WG delegate: General comment - the security requirements are almost invisible, and I recommend that the this RD is reviewed by the OMA-SEC before approval. I don't believe that any operator would contemplate deploying a service where the data is pushed to a UE without any security association between a PPG and an UE or confirmation from the UE that it is OK for the PPG to push its data. We already have tremendous problem with the regular Push service due to poor service security.
	Closed 

Please see Push Security WID ( OMA-WID_0024-PushSecurity-v2-20030125-A)

Updated in OMA-RD_SIP_PUSH-V1_0-20041129-D adding REQ-21 to reflect the Push Security RD.

	4
	2004/11/14
	6.1.2
	Are there any no charging requirements
	Closed
Removed because group considered they are fulfilled by generic charging requirements. 

Added Charging reference in the Scope section.

Updated version updated version OMA-RD_SIP_PUSH-V1_0-20041129-D

	5
	2004/11/14
	6.1.6
	Could SIP-PUSH system be used to support unsolicited messaging? Note that OMA Privacy only covers the protection of personal data (e.g. identity), it does not cover 'territorial privacy' - i.e. spam. How does the OTA-SIP Push system behave if the user declines acceptance of Push data, e.g. an unsolicited message from an unknown source?  A requirement or text in the scope on this would help clarify the issue.
	Closed 

Scope section to be updated to reflect that the security is managed by the PPG, covered by the WAP-PPG-Service specification and is independent of the mode of transport to the device. 

Updated version OMA-RD_SIP_PUSH-V1_0-20041129-D

	6
	2004/11/15
	General
	Would it be appropriate for this RD (like the IM RD) to be generic about

Push requirements and not have them specific to SIP-based Push?
	Closed
Push group have created two more generic push use cases in this document; However the document itself is focused on SIP based Push.

Updated version OMA-RD_SIP_PUSH-V1_0-20041129-D

	7
	2004/11/15
	General
	Would it be appropriate to indicate that it is not intended to use SIP as a Push mechanism and only as a Push notification and pull session setup mechanism?
	Closed 

The volume of data in an individual push message (if transported via SIP) is not necessarily restrictive enough to warrant push being used as a notification mechanism only. However this an architectural issue and will be handled during the specification phase of this work item. 

	8
	2004/11/16
	General
	Add SIP RFCs
	Closed 

Agreed to add RFC3261 to updated version OMA-RD_SIP_PUSH-V1_0-20041129-D

	9
	2004/11/19
	3.2
	there is no reference in the text to "Push registration" but only to "SIP registration". how should we fix this?
	Closed

Deleted Push registration term in updated version OMA-RD_SIP_PUSH-V1_0-20041129-D

	10
	2004/11/19
	4
	i would move reference to RFC3261 in section 4, 2nd paragraph
	Closed

Amended RFC3261 reference updated version OMA-RD_SIP_PUSH-V1_0-20041129-D

	11
	2004/11/19
	4
	do we want to reference the data size limit of SIP messages at this stage of the doc?, since SIP provides content-indirection mechanisms that could be used to push more data (even if at protocol level, SIP messages would not exceed the max size defined in RFC3261)? It may have no specific meaning to be mentioned here since it is a "known" rule when using SIP as generic transport protocol, and may confuse readers saying that using SIP-Push mechanism in general (which may specify the use of content-indirection) would never allow push of large data.
	Closed

The data size reference is only to remind the reader of the SIP protocol restriction.  In the context of this paragraph, SIP message has the data size restriction. The actual mechamism (PUSH OTA-SIP) will define the SIP method.



Editorial Comments

	Document Rev
	Section
	Description
	Status

	OMA-RD_SIP_PUSH-V1_0_1-20041015-D
	3.2
	This section contains terminology already defined in the OMA Dictionary. Suggest adding Dictionary to references and clarifying those terms already defined in the dictionary with respect to PUSH. Specifically, 'Client', 'Content', 'End-User', ‘User'.
	Closed

Added OMA Dictionary reference,

Change client to Push client and reference to [OMADictionary]

Delete End-user term

Change “user” definition  to [OMADictionary] definition

	
	3.2 
	'MMS Client' - make sure that definition is consistent with term already defined by MMSG.
	Closed

Accepted 

	
	4
	Editorial point - 2nd sentence, change 'mean' - 'means'.
	Closed

Accepted

	
	5.4.5
	bullet 1 & 4:Change 1st sentence to: 'User is identified as per the addressing scheme defined in [PushPAP]', to ensure consistency with references.
	Closed

Accepted

	
	6
	Req 1Editorial - change 'provides' to 'provide'
	Closed

Accepted

	
	6.1
	Req 17 Editorial - change 'treats' to 'treat'
	Closed

Accepted
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