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	<id of this document>
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 OMA Confidential
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	<OMA-RD/AD/ERP-Name-Vx_y>

	Group Presenting Document:
	<GroupName>

	Date of This Report:
	xx Mmm 200y


1. Review Information

1.1 OMA Groups Involved

	Name Of Group
	Role
	Invited
	Comments Provided

	<List the groups involved in the review.  The first four should be Req, Arch, Sec and IOP (these should not be deleted).  List the source and any other OMA group involved.>

<Delete this row>
	<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 

	

	Architecture
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Security
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	IOP
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	XXX
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	<add others as appropriate>
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	


1.2 Review History

	Review Type
	Date
	Review Method
	Participating Groups
	Full Document Id

	Select: Full / Followup / Preliminary
	200y.mm.dd
	Select: F2F / Email / Teleconference
	
	OMA-<type>-<desc>-<version>-200ymmdd-<state>

	
	
	
	
	


2. Review Comments

2.1 <doc ref>

	ID
	Open Date
	Edit
	Section
	Description
	Status

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	2006.08.15
	y
	1
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)
Form: INP doc

First sentence: remove “the” before PIOSE
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2006.08.15
	y
	1
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

2nd sentence: remove ‘the need for’
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2006.08.15
	y
	1, 2nd paragraph, 1st sentence
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

Replace “for” by “to”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2006.08.15
	y
	1, 2nd paragraph, 1st sentence
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

Replace “might” by “may.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2006.08.15
	
	1, last sentence
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

It might be helpful to provide a reference to the Parlay/OSA architecture
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2006.08.15
	
	2.1
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

Reference to [IMSinOMA] needs to be added.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2006.08.15
	
	3.2
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

Definition of Gateway refers to “core network”. It is suggested to add this term to the dictionary and/or to the terminology section.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2006.08.15
	y
	3.3
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

Add ‘PX’
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2006.08.15
	y
	5.1.1, last sentence
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

Change ‘combines’ to ‘combine’
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2006.08.15
	
	5.1.5
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

3rd bullet says "makes required calls to Parlay resources". This will include being able to respond to Parlay X indications, such as Call Notifications (i.e., it is not always RPC semantics). It is suggested to add: “and receives required notifications”.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	2006.08.15
	
	5.1.6
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

Flow #2 Is the word “distributed” relevant here? Suggest to remove
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2006.08.15
	y
	5.1.6
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

Flow #4: “Exposed capabilities may involve” is suggested to be replaced by: “Capabilities may be exposed through”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	 
	2006.08.15
	y
	5.1.7
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

2nd sentence “as well Parlay X.” is suggested to be replaced by: “as well as Parlay X API’s”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2006.08.15
	
	5.2.4
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

It is suggested to use the “component” instead of “implementation” See also the wording of 5.2.3
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2006.08.15
	y
	5.2.5
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

1st bullet: add “a”.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2006.08.15
	
	5.2.5
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

It is not clear whether the “service request” mentioned in the 1st bullet is defined per the OMA enabler API or the Parlay OSA API. The normal flow (1st bullet) of the use case should clarify what interface the “service request” is based on. Is this a service request as formulated by the OMA enabler API?, by the Parlay OSA API? Something else? Is it suggested in 5.2.5 that the “mechanism” in 2nd bullet exposes a new service?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2006.08.15
	y
	5.2.6
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

Suggest to replace “including” by “included”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2006.08.15
	
	5.3.1
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

The 2nd sentence describes OSA ASes  that expose parlay/x interfaces.

We believe that in such case also the associated SCSes should have been deployed. Thus it is suggested to add at “as implemented by the SCSes” resulting in “The service provider has also deployed an OSA AS (an Application Server that utilizes and exposes for service creation purpose the OSA/Parlay/Parlay X interfaces as implemented by the SCSes)  to expose its assets to a third party service provider (B)”.
	

	
	2006.08.15
	
	5.3.1
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

The 1st sentence describes that SP (A) is deploying OMA enablers that are connected with the IMS.

The 2nd sentence describes that the SP (A) has deployed an OSA AS to expose its (SCS based) assets to a third party SP (B).  
We believe that SP (A) can also expose the OMA enabler assets instead of only limiting the exposure to the OSA assets. The AS is not limited to OSA interfaces only it can also include the OMA enablers interfaces.
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	2006.08.15
	
	5.4.1
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

A quote from the 2nd and 3rd paragraph reads: “The service provider has decided not to deploy Parlay SCFs / Gateways on some of its access networks (e.g. on its internet or wired networks)
, at least for now. 

The service provider would still like to be able to provide the same applications on the different access networks.”

In our view this basically means that the SP has not yet deployed an SCS (2nd paragraph) and thus would like to build/put one (3rd paragraph).

Thus it is suggested to replace the 3rd paragraph by a sentence along the lines of: “The SP would like to create an SCF/Gw that supports the other access networks in its I2 interfaces”.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2006.08.15
	
	5.4.1
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

Where can the following guidelines be found: “OMA guidelines to deploy Parlay consistently with OSE”?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2006.08.15
	
	5.4.4
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

The post-conditions read: “The same application is deployed on all access networks.” We don’t understand how the application is deployed on an access network. Perhaps the sentence should state something along the lines of: : “The same application is applied to all access networks.”


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2006.08.15
	
	5.4.5
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

The normal flow reads: “An application using parlay interface is deployed on OSE using enablers that expose an interfaces I0 independent of the underlying network. The enablers are sometimes realized on Parlay Gateways and SCS and sometimes not. 

”

We don’t understand the second sentence. If the enablers expose parlay interfaces then by definition these are SCFs. The sentence should be rephrased to reflect that.


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2006.08.15
	
	5.4.7
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

The 1st  bullet: what is meant by Parlay infrastructure? If Parlay/OSa I/fs are implemented the Parlay FW must be supported. Thus I am not sure whether this 1st bullet is correct.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2006.08.15
	
	6.1, 

FUNC-001
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

What is the added value of the words “in general terms”? suggest to remove.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2006.08.15
	
	6.1, 

FUNC-001, 004, 008, 010, ParlayinOSE-SEC-4
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

Please specify “parlay” or “parlay technology”.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2006.08.15
	
	6.1, 

FUNC-001
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

Parlay X is missing
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2006.08.15
	
	6.1, 

FUNC-002
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

“The ParlayinOSE enabler MUST specify how applications can invoke both OMA enablers and Parlay interfaces (APIs and/or Parlay X).” To make the sentence consistent should it read instead:

“The ParlayinOSE enabler MUST specify how applications can invoke both OMA enablers and Parlay capabilities (using OSA and/or Parlay X defined interfaces).”?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2006.08.15
	
	6.1

FUNC-003
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

“how policy enforcement is achieved” isn’t that an implementation matter? Is the goal to achieve policy enforcement or is the goal to achieve access control?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2006.08.15
	
	6.1

FUNC-009
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc
See comment to 5.2.5 – is this requirement still valid?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2006.08.15
	
	6.1
FUNC-010
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

This is already covered by FUNC-006 and 007?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2006.08.15
	
	6.1.1, ParlayinOSE-SEC-3
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

Refers to “Parlay policy evaluation and enforcement”  Is this in the sense of policy evaluation and enforcement in a similar fashion to OSE’s PE? If so, perhaps that could be clarified in the text.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2006.08.15
	
	6.1.3, ParlayinOSE-ADMIN-1
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

Refers to users. Are these end users? Could a pointer be provided to the Parlay provisioning of (end) users?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2006.08.15
	
	6.1.4, ParlayinOSE-USAB-1
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

Shouldn’t the ParlayinOSE enabler mention rather the conditions when the user experience is affected (instead of when it is not affected)? One could describe the whole world when it is not affected.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2006.08.15
	
	6.1.4
ParlayinOSE-USAB-1
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

Shouldn’t the ParlayinOSE enabler mention rather the conditions when the 3rd party usage is affected (instead of when it is not affected)? One could describe the whole world when it is not affected.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2006.08.15
	
	ParlayinOSE-USAB-3
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

Is this a requirement on a developers environment? Developers tools etc?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2006.08.15
	
	6.1.6
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

What is the definition of privacy? It is not in the dictionary yet, neither in the definitions section of this document.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2006.08.15
	
	6.1.6, ParlayinOSE-Priv-002
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

“The ParlayinOSE enabler MUST enable consistent privacy enforcement when Parlay is used with OSE.” Consistent with what?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2006.08.15
	
	6.1.6, ParlayinOSE-Priv-002
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

“The ParlayinOSE enabler MUST enable consistent privacy enforcement when Parlay is used with OSE.” Must enable – does this mean that it should not disallow it, or that it should actually provide that?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2006.08.15
	
	6.1.6, ParlayinOSE-Priv-003
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

“The ParlayinOSE enabler MUST enable consistent privacy management when Parlay is used with OSE.” Consistent with what?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	2006.08.15
	
	6.1.6, ParlayinOSE-Priv-003
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

“The ParlayinOSE enabler MUST enable consistent privacy management when Parlay is used with OSE.” Must enable – does this mean that it should not disallow it, or that it should actually provide that?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>


Material being reviewed should be the named RD, AD or ERP (which carries the enabler) without the date string.





Each document under review should have its own table.  Use different prefix as IDs for each document included in the review.


For Editorial items – mark the Edit column with a 'Y'.


Any changes to the documents under review, whether as a result of the review comment or not, is to be documented in this section of the review report.  Any such changes may have a material affect on the review and the issues raised and must be captured to provide complete notice of changes.








The review history table should list review meetings and not work sessions where responses developed.








� This does not imply in any way that such a deployment of OSA/Parlay on such network would be inadequate. It is solely an example of possible situation.
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