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2. Review Comments

3. Conventions of comments / proposal for resolution and disposition:

· OK no issues

· OK but some aspects to work out or proposal to resolve
· Neutral

· Some concerns / disagreement with issue / proposal

· Fundamental / significant concerns and therefore disagreement with issue / proposal
3.1 OMA-AD-Policy_Evaluation_Enforcement_Management-V1_0-20060312-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Edit
	Section
	Description
	Status

	001
	2006.03.16
	
	General comment for figures
	Source: Lucent

Suggest to show PEEM component(s) boxes in bold consistently, while other components in regular boxed lines (e.g. E-requestor, Target Resources, Delefated Resources ...) to distinguish PEEM components from other dependencies.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response> 
The figures are doing the distinction: yellow for PEEM and salmon for non PEEM components… What else is there to show? 
We propose to keep as is and CLOSE

	002
	2006-03-21
	
	General
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

The use of the phrase “policy evaluation or policy evaluation and enforcement” is awkward at best.  I believe that we actually mean “PEEM processing of the input context based on the policies”.  Using words like evaluation or enforcement try to separate the process into categories of processing that are not useful or even meaningful so I prefer a term that is neutral meaning just “do what the policy says”. 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
Agreed the the extent that this that MUST NOT change the definitions. We should have text that explains this somewhere based n the definition and then whenever this sentence appears we could say “processing policies”.
If that is acceptable, we propose to implement with aove caveat and CLOSE.

	003
	2006-03-19
	Y
	Content
	Source: BEA

Form: mail of March 20
Make Figures listing a separate page for readability
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Clerical/editorial

	004
	2006-03-19
	
	GEN
	Source: BEA

Form: mail of March 20
To make it easier to read let’s use ONE order for the Proxy, Callable, Delegation and Management. Now these are listed in different orders in different parts making reading harder than needed.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	005
	2006-03-21
	
	1.
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

“The PEEM enabler evaluates and/or enforces policies.” – PEEM never just “enforces” per the definitions.   
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	006
	2006-03-21
	
	1.
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

“Tools to translate enabler specific local policies into the language specified by PEEM may be needed but are out of scope of the PEEM specification.” – it is unclear what the first “enabler” refers to.   
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
It refers to policies specific / needed by an enabler either for its protection or its logic.  It may also refer to policies that this enabler can support when passed request via delegation. We propose rephrasing as:

“OMA specific policies into …” and propose to CLOSE

	007
	2006.03.16
	Y
	2.2
	Source: Lucent
Remove the reference to OMA-Architecture-Principles from Section 2.2 (btw, I couldn't find a reference to it through the document anyway).
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Clerical/editorial

	008
	2006.03.16
	Y
	2.2
	Source: Lucent

Doc-ref is missing in:

“OMA Architecture Review Process”, <doc ref>, URL:<http://www.openmobilealliance.org/>
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Do we need to have this or should we drop?
Clerical/editorial

	009
	2006.03.16
	Y
	2.2
	Source: Lucent

Hyperlink missing for the following reference:

ISO 7498:1984


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Clerical/editorial

	010
	2006.03.16
	Y
	2.2
	Source: Lucent

Need hyperlink to specification, instead of the current one to the OASIS TC

“Business Process Expression Language”, OASIS,  URL: <http://www.oasis-open.org/committees/tc_home.php?wg_abbrev=wsbpel>
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Only issue is that’s there are multiple specifications available from such page . how do we want to handle?
Clerical/editorial

	011
	2006.03.16
	Y
	2.2
	Source: Lucent

Need hyperlink to specification, instead of the current one to the OASIS TC

“XACML - eXtensible Access Control Markup Language”, OASIS,  URL: <http://www.oasis-open.org/committees/tc_home.php?wg_abbrev=xacml>
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

Same comment
Clerical/editorial

	012
	2006.03.16
	Y
	2.2
	Source: Lucent

A series of OMA enabler references point to OMA portal, but not to the specific document:

OSE-TS

PEEM-RD

PoC-XDM-v1_0 TS

XDM Core 1.0 TS

XDM Shared 1.0 TS

Presence_SIMPLE-V1_0 TS
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Clerical/editorial

	013
	2006.03.16
	Y
	2.2
	Source: Lucent

Doc-ref is missing in attached. Also make sure title is correct:

“OMA Dictionary”, <doc ref>,URL:<http://www.openmobilealliance.org/>
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

What is the actual reference to use? Where is it for public consumption?
Clerical/editorial

	014
	2006.03.16
	Y
	2.2
	Source: Lucent

Several references have links, but they are not hyperlinked.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Does it matter? THE PDF will not be linkable as produced by DSO…
Clerical/editorial

	015
	2006.03.16
	
	3.2
	Source: Lucent

Definition for “Policy Condition” is not very crisp (because of “boolean predicate” and “It may be “complex””) Possible remedy: A condition is an expression that yields a boolean value of  true or false.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
Counter proposal:

A condition is any expression that yields a boolean value of  true or false. 

If aceptbale we propose to CLOSE

	016
	2006-03-21
	
	3.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

Simplify definition of “policy condition” from “A condition is a Boolean predicate that yields true or false. It may be “complex”.” To “A condition is an expression that evaluates to “true” or “false”.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Dealt with in 015. I propose to CLoSE with 015 resolution.
Duplicate of 015

	017
	2006.03.16
	
	3.2
	Source: Lucent

The definition for “Policy Rule” seems to limit the expression to a single action.

Possible remedy: 
A combination of a condition and actions to be performed if the condition is true.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	018
	2006-03-19
	
	3.2
	Source: BEA

Form: mail of March 20
Policy Rule definition limits the actions to be a single action. It can be several actions and the definition should be changed to show this.

A combination of a Policy Condition and Policy Actions to be performed
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Addressed by 017
Duplicate of 017

	019
	2006-03-21
	
	3.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

I don’t think we need “policy enforcement” (see Processing comment above).  Note that enforcement is done as part of a rule’s condition or action – how can one distinguish it from evaluation then?  If one does authentication during a condition – is this evaluation or enforcement? 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
The notion of policy enforcement is critical because it is the only way to distinguish and extend the model  of PEEM beyond the PDP/PEP model. Policy enforcement is part of PEEM when the actions done by PEEM include the enforcement role. 
Is it distinguishable? Yes in proxy mode it is always the case, in callable mode it may be the case based on the type of policies that are executed. Can we see such a ehavior from a PEEM point of view? Yes, for example whenever a policy does not return a result to the requester but to another party or none at all…

This aspects should not be removed from the definition and model.

Note also that it is the result of the carefully crafted compromise on the definition (Paris). We do not agree to the other changes any more if this notion is pushed.

We recommend answering as above the comment and CLOSiNG without removing the noton of enforcement. 

	020
	2006-03-21
	
	3.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

Policy evaluation seems to match “processing” above – it performs whatever the policy says (ie “end of the policy is reached”).   This actually includes policy enforcement then (which is not what people intended, I think).
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
Some of the steps involved in evaluation are equivalent to enforcement steps but perform an the enforcement role. This is the cusp of what PEEM brings as new concepts and models versus for example PDP / PE model. 

So, no enforcement is not included in evaluation. Evaluation provides steps that may play an enforcement role in such usage models.

We may add text that explain if needed, but we do not see hai sas a issue. 

We therefore propose to CLOSE with the explanation above.

	021
	2006-03-21
	
	3.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

Remove the last sentence (“A meta-model or representation scheme may be used in this activity.”) from the definition of policy management – it is not understandable, and describes how it operates, not a definition.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	022
	2006-03-19
	
	3.2
	Source: BEA

Form: mail of March 20
Strange definition of Policy Action, Policy action can be executed and the result of the Action might be used in the evaluation. Remove evaluates to true.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
I would rather remove “from the polcy evaluation step”

	023
	2006-03-19
	
	3.2
	Source: BEA

Form: mail of March 20
Policy Enforcement is not to do Actions. In the definition used in IETF the PDP does all Evaluation and Actions but the PEP does the Enforcement based on the Evaluation result.

Policy Enforcement is the process to enforce the result from the Policy Evaluation
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
But the PEEM AD does not aim at matching the definitions from IETf PDP/PEP for the simle reason that PEEM is a richer model with more concepts and usage models. 

After the Paris agreement on definition, we decided that policy enforcement may be as you define OR as part of the policy evaluation in the cases where there is no explicit PEP.

The first par of the definition indeed achieves that in the PEP / PD sense (PEP executes actions as a consequence, …) the second part denotes the other cases.

We do not agree to the definition proposed here that is restricted to the PDP/PEP case.

We therefore propose to answer the comment as above and CLOSE accordingly the issue. 

	024
	2006-03-19
	
	3.3
	Source: BEA

Form: mail of March 20
Remove E and M and spell them out in the document  for readability
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	025
	2006.03.16
	
	4.0
	Source: Lucent

The use of “and” in the following paragraph may imply that the same policy that is associated to a request also apply to a response.

"Policies are associated with resources, and/or requestors and/or requests.  Whenever requests are made to a resource, the associated policies are evaluated and enforced by a policy enforcement mechanism on the request and on the associated response."
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
I would assume that at the minimum this may be the case and should not be prevented. If it is a concern, we should say:

on the request and/or on the associated response.

If this is acceptable, we propose to CLOSE the issue

	026
	2006.03.16
	Y
	4.0
	Source: Lucent

Missing period at the end of the following sentence

"The PEEM enabler can be used as a function that can be explicitly called by other resources
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Clerical/editorial

	027
	2006.03.16
	
	4.0
	Source: Lucent

Typo “is neutral” in the sentence:

“This architecture document is expected is neutral in terms of implementation and deployments."

Possible remedy: replace with “to be neutral”.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	028
	2006-03-21
	
	4
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

“This architecture document is expected is neutral in terms of implementation and deployments” => delete “is expected”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Duplicate of 027

	029
	2006-03-21
	
	4
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

“Policies are associated with resources, and/or requestors and/or requests.” – change “are” to “can be”, add “target” before “resources, add “/responses” after requests, and make it clear this is incomplete list.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	030
	2006-03-21
	
	4
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

“Whenever requests are made to a resource, the associated policies are evaluated and enforced by a policy enforcement mechanism on the request and on the associated response.” – this sentence is really about the PE not PEEM.  Could say that the OSE dictates that “whenever ….”, and add that PEEM can be used to perform this operation.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	031
	2006-03-19
	
	4
	Source: BEA

Form: mail of March 20
Second last sentence, add the following text to the end:

or act as a proxy. 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	032
	2006.03.17
	Y
	4.2
	Source: Lucent

Space missing in the sentence "In both usage patterns the PEEM enablerpolicies are managed"
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Clerical/editorial

	033
	2006-03-19
	
	4.2
	Source: BEA

Form: mail of March 20
Second last paragraph. enablerpolicies should be separated 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Dupiclate of 032

	034
	2006-03-21
	
	4.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

“The PEEM enabler can be applied according to two usage patterns” => “Implementations of PEEM enabler can be deployed …”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
Not clear. Yes it is about implementation, but still it is the enabler that has different usage patterns. Rephrasing may be needed but we woud not do as proposed.

	035
	2006-03-21
	
	4.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

“interaction with the PEEM enabler may be within the same domain” – add “implementation” after “enabler”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	036
	2006-03-21
	
	4.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

“and the elements that interact with the PEEM enabler differ per usage pattern” – the following bullets do not show that different “elements” (whatever those are) interfact with a PEEM enabler implementation (please add this word).
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	037
	2006-03-21
	
	4.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

“Note that different domains may imply: different administrative domains, different security domains or security levels and/or the need to traverse insecure networks between the domains” – the sentence does not make sense.  Domains is defined in OSE.  “security levels” is not similar to admin domains vs security domains (how do these differ)?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
Proposal: drop different security level.

If acceptable we propose to CLOSE

	038
	2006-03-21
	
	4.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

“Various management actors such as network operator and end-user (i.e. M Requestors, see Section Error! Reference source not found.) must be supported” – what does it mean “must be supported”?  If they are authorized, then they are supported.  
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	039
	2006-03-21
	
	4.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

“In both usage patterns applications the PEEM service enabler implementation may be subjected to security measures such as intrusion detection techniques” – delete “applications”.  What does it mean to submit the PEEM implementation to intrusion detection??  Is the intent to submit messages flows into the PEEM implementation to intrusion detection?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
I believe the intent is / was to indeed allow deployment or policy measures to detect intrusion… Not sure how to act on this.

	040
	2006-03-19
	
	4.2
	Source: BEA

Form: mail of March 20
Remove the OSI reference. There are other solutions like SAML, WS Security, SSL, TSL etc. Some matching some doesn’t match. Better add a list of examples.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	041
	2006-03-19
	
	4.2
	Source: BEA

Form: mail of March 20
Last paragraph is not correct missing an “and” between applications and the PEEM service enabler
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	042
	2006-03-19
	
	4.2
	Source: BEA

Form: mail of March 20
Here the document state that  PEEM specifications will include interfaces and policy expression language. Remove this or change to might or similar. This is as I see it not decided yet.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	043
	2006-03-21
	
	5
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

“PEEM specifications will include interfaces and policy expression language.” – suggest deleting sentence since it doesn’t add much, and in case we don’t define a language.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Duplicate of  042 

	044
	2006-03-21
	
	5
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

“PEEM architecture diagram, PEEM behaviour in different usage patterns and PEEM components, interfaces and policy expression language will be described in the following sections.” – remove “and policy expression lanuage”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
We do not agree with simply dropping policy expression language here.

Counter proposal: 

“and PEEM policy models”

If acceptabled we propose to CLOSE



	045
	2006.03.17
	
	5.2
	Source: Lucent

Need to add "evaluate and" before "enforce" in the following sentence:

"Note that PEEM enabler implementation can enforce policies when exposing any resource (e.g. application, enabler, component, function)."
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	046
	2006.03.17
	
	5.2
	Source: Lucent

Reverse the order of the 2 following sentences, so that the 2nd sentence is literally followed by the corresponding figure.

“A proxy interface supports the PEEM proxy usage pattern (see Figure 2).

For both proxy and callable usage patterns [PEEM-RD], PEEM may interact with other resources.”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	047
	2006-03-21
	
	5.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

“; it will defer to OSE for explanations that are generic across multiple enablers” – suggest deleting this text since no reason to think that this enabler would provide “explanations that are generic across multiple enablers”, but if not, change “it” to “this document”.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
We agree that some re-phrasing is needed. However it is factually true that the explanations about Policy operation and use are less generic that for PE. I think such text is valauable somewhere. It is not clear how to dispose…

	048
	2006-03-21
	
	5.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

“Only components that have an exposed/supported PEEM interface have been represented in Error! Reference source not found.. Other components may be provided in an implementation (e.g. a policy store to host the policies), but they are not specified by PEEM.” – since we don’t show any PEEM components, these sentences make no sense.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	049
	2006-03-21
	
	5.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

Should we add a sentence in front of Figure 3 that points to the appendix G.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	050
	2006-03-19
	
	Figure 1,

2 and 3
	Source: BEA

Form: mail of March 20
Add arrows to the figure from the requestor to the called service.

Add I0 and I0+P in the figure if we are going to use it (It is used later in the text)

Describe I0 and I0+P below the figure as well, with reference to OSE.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
Only concern is that I0+P is a limited model for PEEM that can really apply any policy and as a result really produces T(I0) in more generic case. If we add I0+P we will have to add some text as we did for the OSE.

If acceptable, we propose to CLOSE with AI to add such text.

	051
	2006.03.17
	Y
	5.3
	Source: Lucent

Editorial - remove extra "," in brackets.

"Target Resource Requestor represents a resource (e.g.,application, enabler) that issues a request to a target resource [PEEM-RD]."
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Clerical/editorial

	052
	2006.03.17
	
	5.3
	Source: Lucent

Add "evaluation or evaluation and" before "enforcement" in:

"Delegated Resource represents the resource to which PEEM may delegate certain actions during the policy enforcement process [PEEM-RD].
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	053
	2006.03.17
	Y
	5.3
	Source: Lucent

Editorial - remove extra "," in brackets.

"M Requestor represents a resource (e.g., application, enabler or other resource) that issues a request for policy management to PEEM [PEEM-RD]."
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Clerical/editorial

	054
	2006.03.17
	Y
	5.3
	Source: Lucent

Editorial - remove extra "," at the end of each bullet item in 5.3.1 first paragraph headed by:

"PEEM has the following features:"
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Clerical/editorial

	055
	2006.03.17
	
	5.3
	Source: Lucent

The attached bullet  is incomplete. It only refers to input received via proxy interface, when the description here is generic and needs to apply to both callable and proxy.

"evaluates policies using messages received through the “proxy interface” and other context information (see definition for Policy Evaluation, Policy Rule and Policy Condition)." 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
Provide Ai to add text and CLOSE

	056
	2006.03.17
	
	5.3
	Source: Lucent

Editorial: consider changing "allows" to "allow" or to "may allow" in bullet:

"may return, after completing all previous processing, a policy decision to a requestor or allows a request to continue to its original target destination
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
With may allow

	057
	2006-03-21
	
	5.3
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

Why are there references to the PEEM-RD for the elements?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
Agreed. We suggest removing and closing.

	058
	2006-03-21
	
	5.3
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

“Delegated Resource represents the resource to which PEEM may delegate certain actions during the policy enforcement process” – need different word than “enforcement”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
Proposal: “… during the policy evaluation and / or enforcement process” (or simply use policy processing if we agree to disposition of 002)

	059
	2006-03-21
	Y
	5.3
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

Under E Requestor, “E Requestor represents a resource (e.g. application, enabler or other resource)” – delete “or other resource” because is duplicative.  Make same fix for M Requestor.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Clerical/editorial

	060
	2006-03-19
	
	5.3
	Source: BEA

Form: mail of March 20
Add I0+P to the Proxy Interface in bullet list
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
Same comment and proposed resolution as 050

	061
	2006-03-19
	
	5.3
	Source: BEA

Form: mail of March 20
A E Requestor can never ask for enforcement. In the IETF model it is clear that the PEP is doing the Enforcement. In the Callable mode the PEP is in the Calling entity that ALWAYS does the Enforcement.

Remove the test “or evaluation and enforcement”

Remove M and E and spell them out here. 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
We do not agree with this. A E requestor may ask for PEEM to process policies. The policy may not return a result to E (no result or passing result to another entity). 

So it isNOT CORRECT in the generic PEEM model that callingentity always do policy enforcement. It is true only within the boundaries of the PEP-PDP model. 

This was part ofteh Paris agreement on the definitions.

Additional text may be warranted, but we do not agree with the statements in the comments and this should not change the PEEM model that we have now.  This would inappropriately reduce the richness and scope of PEEM.
We do agree however to remove E and M.

	062
	2006.03.17
	
	5.3.1
	Source: Lucent

Need reference or description of “P values” or strike "(stripped of the no longer needed “P” values)".
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
We propose to use reference to OSE or text as per 050 / 060.

	063
	2006-03-21
	
	5.3.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

“may execute the action resulting from a positive evaluation of the policies. “ – PEEM does, not may, executes actions associated with “true” conditions.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
The statement refered I think to the fact that there may not be any action to execute…. At least depenending on how we treat the notion f action versus generating output. If we agree that generating output is an action or terminating are actions then  OK. Otherwise, may is still holding…

Note sure how to dispose.

	064
	2006-03-21
	
	5.3.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

The fourth bullet is filled with PE explanation rather than PEEM, for ex, the text about P parameters.  “pass” and “fail” are not mandated by the spec.  “zero policy” also.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
Agreed but text about PE / PEEM / OSE shoudle xist somewhere.

	065
	2006-03-21
	
	5.3.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

PEEM features are (1) identify policy to apply and (2) process the policy and (3) manage policies.  Notions of return etc are dictated by policy, not by PEEM
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
Proposal: state that (i.e. 93)) explicitly in addition or instead of  ast bullet.

	066
	2006-03-19
	
	5.3.1
	Source: BEA

Form: mail of March 20
What is “PEEM Policy Expression Language” This is not defined what I see… either define it or remove it.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
Proposal: should be defined as in the PEEM RD. proposal is to simply refer to PEEM RD where it is used…Otherwise use same definition.

	067
	2006-03-19
	
	5.3.1
	Source: BEA

Form: mail of March 20
In the second bullet: evaluates and enforces policies… In proxy mode you always does both.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	068
	2006-03-19
	
	5.3.1
	Source: BEA

Form: mail of March 20
4th bullet: second sentence:  “A request for policy evaluation can arrive…” In callable mode only evaluation and actions no enforcement.

P parameter appears for the first time… see comment above… if defined earlier this is OK
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
Not agreed see comments to issue 0061 and 0023. 
Agreed on P see comments 60 / 61 etc
We propose to CLOSE with same explanations + previous dispositions.

	069
	2006-03-21
	
	5.3.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

“This interface is also referred to as PEEM callable interface.” Duplicates the parenthesized text in the section heading – delete sentence or parentheses.  Likewise for 5.3.3.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	070
	2006-03-21
	
	5.3.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

“The PEM-1 interface is specified and exposed by PEEM, and is used by other resources”  -- suggest simplifying to “The PEM-1 interface is used by other resources”.  Same fix in 5.3.3.  In 5.3.3 there is text “used by other entities” – use “resources” not “entities”.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	071
	2006-03-19
	
	5.3.2
	Source: BEA

Form: mail of March 20
Remove enforcement from this part. It might do Policy Actions, but the Enforcement is done by the calling party. Remove the last sentence.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
Disagree – same reasons as 0023, 0061 and 068. 

We propose to CLOSE for same reasons

	072
	2006-03-21
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

“The PEM-2 interface is designed for the management of policies, which are entities specific to PEEM.” – remove sentence, it adds nothing to the first sentence of the section.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	073
	2006.03.17
	
	5.3.4
	Source: Lucent

Need reference or description of “I0+P”, used in the following (it is also an awfully long sentence !).

"The Proxy interface is not specified by PEEM, but is used to exchange messages compliant to I0+P of the target enablers or more generally messages compliant to combination of the target resource interface and the set of parameters that must be added to requests through that resource’s interface, as required to satisfy policies that are to be enforced when exposing the resource."
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
Provide Ai to fix (wih def/discussion and reference) as discussed earlier  and CLOSE.

	074
	2006.03.17
	
	5.3.4
	Source: Lucent

Need reference or description of “I0”, used in the following:

Need to provide terminology/reference or explanation of the meaning of I0, used in the following:

"The Interface to other resources is not specified by PEEM, but is used to exchange messages compliant to I0 of the target or delegated enablers or more generally messages compliant to the target or delegated resource interfaces."
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
Provide Ai to fix (wih def/discussion and reference) as discussed earlier  and CLOSE

	075
	2006-03-21
	
	5.3.4
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

The text about added parameters to satisfy policies is good, but should not use “I0+P” which is really PE oriented.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
Propose to rather dispose as earlier and 073/074 via reference or text as in the OSE. If OK we propose to CLOSE

	076
	2006-03-19
	
	5.3.4
	Source: BEA

Form: mail of March 20
Add that this implies Evaluation and Enforcement
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	077
	2006-03-21
	
	5.3.5
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

Should not have this section since it is not defined by PEEM.  If this text needs to be kept, put it in the “dependencies” section.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
We disagree. The proxy behavior and interface MUSt exist in PEEM and be mentioned among the interfaces even if not further defined. This was the object of an earlier agreement for not discussion PEM-3 and PEM-4. 

If this is proposed to be removed, then really a PEM-3 and PEM-4 interface and its specification must be added to the architecture and AD and be specified.

	078
	2006-03-19
	
	5.3.5
	Source: BEA

Form: mail of March 20
In most RFx these is called Delagation. Can we use that word here as well to make this clear?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	079
	2006.03.17
	
	5.3.6
	Source: Lucent

section 5.3.6 should be removed (there are no pictures including an I1 interface anymore).
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	080
	2006-03-21
	
	5.3.6
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

Remove the section.  PEEM does not use I1.  Use of I1 is an implementation choice, not something that would be in the PEEM spec.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>



	081
	2006.03.17
	
	5.4.1
	Source: Lucent

I am not sure about the meaning of the "if appropriate", in:

"The PEEM enabler passes the result, if appropriate, on to the Target Resource Requestor (flow#12)".

This sentence follows the description in which the target resource returns a response, in which case, a result towards the initial requestor is mandatory (always appropriate). If this sentence is supposed to cover for a case where no result is expected, it would be better IMO to phrase it "If a response was returned by the target resource, the PEEM enabler passes the result of the evaluation and enforcement to the Target Resource Requestor (flow#12)."
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
“if the policy lets it go thorugh”.
Regarding second comment, we aree on the intent but note that the fact that a target resource returns a result does not mean that PEEM returns a result,… So the propose text should be.:

.. the PEEM enabler may pass the result of the evaluation and enforcement to the Target Resource Requestor (flow#12).
If acceptable we propose to CLOSE.

	082
	2006.03.18
	Y
	5.4.1
	Source: Lucent

General editorial comment: use the same font. Sections of text are in a different font than others (mainly Arial or Times New Roman)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Clerical/editorial

	083
	2006-03-21
	
	5.4.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

“As a result of completing the evaluation and enforcement process, if appropriate, the request to the Target Resource may be sent on (flow#6) or in case of an evaluation failure PEEM could return an error to the E requestor (via flow#8).” – remove “in case of an evaluation failure”, and add “to the Target Resource” after “sent on”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	084
	2006-03-19
	
	5.4.1
	Source: BEA

Form: mail of March 20
The 4th paragraph (Starting As aresult of completing…) is wrong and shall be removed here. It is a copy past error I believe. 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
Disposed by 083

	085
	2006.03.18
	
	5.4.2
	Source: Lucent

For better readability, a “may” should be introduced before “deal” in the sentence:

“In that process it may issue requests to one or more Delegated Resources that perform certain expected functions (flow#2) and deal with the results (flow#3) that are returned to the PEEM enabler.”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	086
	2006.03.18
	
	5.4.2
	Source: Lucent

The following expression may not be ideal: “The PEEM enabler may finally make a decision based on evaluation of these policies.”

Possible remedy: “A final decision may be reached when the policy evaluation completes”.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	087
	2006-03-19
	
	5.4.2
	Source: BEA

Form: mail of March 20
Change decision to Policy Evaluation in the second paragraph
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
As discussed earlier with enforcement in callable mode (023, 061, 068), evaluation is not equivalent to decision taking. 

We agree however with the issue of using “decision”.

Counter proposal: request for evaluation or evaaution and enforcement. If acceptable, we propose to CLOSE

	088
	2006-03-19
	
	5.4.2
	Source: BEA

Form: mail of March 20
Remove “or perform enforcement itself” in the last paragraph. It can not do this. The calling party still will make the Enforcement, i.e. using the result to handle the ongoing transaction.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
We disagree per 023, 061 ad 068. We propose to refer to tehse explanations and CLOSE without action (enforcement with PEEM is not always done by requester).

	089
	2006.03.18
	Y
	5.4.3
	Source: Lucent

Editorial: replace “,” with “.” In:

“(e,g, create, delete, view, modify)”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Clerical/editorial

	090
	2006.03.18
	
	5.5.1
	Source: Lucent

Editorial: replace “can” with “may” in:

“The conditions and actions in policy rules can require the execution of arbitrary functions that include delegation to OMA enabler implementations.”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	091
	2006.03.18
	
	5.5.1
	Source: Lucent

Replace “an action” with “actions”. I believe that a condition should not be confined to trigger a single action.

“The topology of a policy is defined as a graph where each node represents a condition to be evaluated and each outbound branch has an action to be executed if the corresponding condition is true.”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	092
	2006.03.18
	Y
	5.5.1
	Source: Lucent

Editorial: The figure number (7) is missing in the sentence “This is illustrated in Error! Reference source not found..”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Clerical/editorial

	093
	2006.03.18
	Y
	5.5.1
	Source: Lucent

Editorial: remove extra “.” at the end of:

“This may of course modify the conditions and actions from one graph to another equivalent graph..”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Clerical/editorial

	094
	2006-03-19
	
	5.5.1
	Source: BEA

Form: mail of March 20
Remove double dots from second last paragraph
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Duplicate of 093

	095
	2006.03.15
	
	5.5.2
	Source: Lucent

Heading says "It can express OMA existing and/or future conditions and actions such as:", but then it follows with examples which are not illustrative of conditions, only of actions.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
Give AI to add such examples (e.g. check if is an accountin good standing) and CLOSE

	096
	2006.03.18
	
	5.5.2
	Source: Lucent

Editorial: suggest replacing “can express” with “capable of expressing”. Similar for all bullets in:

· “Can express any combination of conditions and actions. In particular:

· It is powerful enough to specify any calculation within a condition or an action 

· It can support delegation.

· Can perform pattern matching on input data
· Can specify the format of output data
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	097
	2006.03.18
	
	5.5.2
	Source: Lucent

Question: isnt’t “It provides constructs (e.g. function call) to facilitate interface transformation or generation of a new binding.” already captured under the previous:

“Can specify the format of output data”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
I think it is more about explicitly calling out the needto support bindings… I would leave as is unless if there is a proposal to clarify. I would not remove.

	098
	2006.03.18
	
	5.5.2
	Source: Lucent

Editorial: suggest replacing “can express” with “is capable of expressing” in:

“It can express OMA existing and/or future conditions and actions such as:

“
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	099
	2006-03-19
	Y
	5.5.2
	Source: BEA

Form: mail of March 20
Remove dot in the list after delegation
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Clerical/editorial

	100
	2006-03-19
	
	5.5.2
	Source: BEA

Form: mail of March 20
Change User to Subscriber in last bullet
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	101
	2006-3-15
	
	5.5.2
	Source: Huawei

Form: mail of March 15

It’s not formal to leave “half sentence” in AD. It’s better to complete the sentence.

It can express OMA existing and/or future conditions and actions such as:

· Security strength must be …
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
Well the intent of th … was to leave this blank to whomever wites the policy.

Proposal: give AI to complete by adding after the … (give examples of expliciyy security strength criteria).

	102
	2006.03.15
	
	5.5.2
	Source: Lucent

"Security strength must be …” appears unfinisihed.”

Possible remedy: place “…” in double quotes.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
See aboved
Duplicate of 101



	103
	2006.03.18
	Y
	5.6.1
	Source: Lucent

General editorial: spell “behavior” consistently (here in text, and in other places – text and figures - appears sometimes as “behavior”, other times as “behaviour”).
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Clerical/editorial

	104
	2006.03.18
	
	5.6.1
	Source: Lucent

Both in text and in figures 9, 10,11:

Replace “policies” by “policy rules” or “policy” in the following sentence:

“Identify relevant policies and take a decision”.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>
Recommend to use Policy (not policy rules) in this context as this may involved multiple rules…

Propose to CLOSE accordingly.

	105
	2006.03.18
	
	5.6.1
	Source: Lucent

Flow 2 in Figure 9, 10 and 11:

Remove “for” in the text:

“Identify if request needs for external authorisation …”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	106
	2006.03.18
	Y
	5.6.1
	Source: Lucent

General editorial: pick one spelling for “authorization” (either “authorization” or “authorization”, and fix in all text and figures).
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Clerical/editorial

	107
	2006.03.18
	
	5.6.1
	Source: Lucent

Provide legend or remove curved arrows inside PDP in Figure 9.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
Propose to remove arrow

	108
	2006.03.18
	
	5.6.1
	Source: Lucent

Editorial: Suggest to change the title of Figure 9 to “PEP/PDP model behavior”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	109
	2006-03-21
	
	5.6.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

I don’t understand what the bullets for PEP represent – required PEEM functions, or examples, or something else (like what would be done for the example of “authorization”)?   Likewise for the PDP bullets.  
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
We think they define the functiosn performed by the two components in the IETF PEP/PDP model. I agree soe extra text should be added. 

An AI should be given if interpretation above is correct.

	110
	2006-03-19
	
	5.6.1
	Source: BEA

Form: mail of March 20
Under PDP change take a decision to Evaluate the Policies

Add one bullet 

* Call delegated resources as part of the Evaluation
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
We think that taking a decision is the correct terminology. I do not think that evaluation is sinonimous with it as already discussed.

We propose to refer to IETF RFC to the definition of definition explicitly when we use it in this section as after all this is summarizing the PDP/PEP model…

	111
	2006-03-19
	
	5.6.1
	Source: BEA

Form: mail of March 20
Good if we can add the delegation part in the Figure 9 and 10 as well. I.e. how the PDP calls other resources. This makes the mapping better and understandable to PEEM.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
AI o provide figure updates…

	112
	2006.03.18
	Y
	5.6.2
	Source: Lucent

Editorial: not sure that are comma before, and after “at least” are needed in the following:

“Utilizing the PEEM model for satisfying the PEP/PDP behavior as shown in previous sections may happen in, at least, two possible scenarios.”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Clerical/editorial

	113
	2006.03.18
	
	5.6.2
	Source: Lucent

Replace “by any enabler (OMA enabler or any other” with “a resource” in the sentence:

“In this scenario, the PEP functionality is realized by any enabler (OMA enabler or any other).”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	114
	2006.03.18
	
	5.6.2.1
	Source: Lucent

Replace:

“The mechanisms utilized for this enabler to identify and apply the rules that tells him which requests needs for external authorization could perfectly be unknown.”

With:

“The mechanisms utilized by this resource to identify and apply the rules to determine if external authorization is needed are outside the scope of PEEM”.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	115
	2006-03-21
	
	5.6.2.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

I don’t understand the sentence “The mechanisms utilized ….”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Duplicate of 114

	116
	2006.03.18
	Y
	5.6.2.1
	Source: Lucent

Editorial: replace “spec” with “specification” in the following sentence (and several other places in this section and possibly the rest of the document):

“As we said at the beginning of this section, PEP behavior (as stated in Section Error! Reference source not found.), is realized by the enabler in a way that is outside of the PEEM spec:”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Clerical/editorial

	117
	2006.03.18
	
	5.6.2.1
	Source: Lucent

Remove the following 2 bullets which do not add any useful information (or the entire list, since this is out-of-scope for PEEM):

· It could be done by an ad-hoc programming

· Etc.


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
We think the statement about programming is correct and would prefer re-phrasing if it is a problem.

	118
	2006.03.18
	
	5.6.2.1
	Source: Lucent

Improve the following sentence (or address by changing in the figure by using “Resource”):

“Additionally, please note that in the figure appears the label “Enabler With embedded PEP behaviour”, but this could be in fact any kind of requester, e.g.: an application.”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	119
	2006.03.18
	
	5.6.2.2
	Source: Lucent

Replace Figure 9 with Figure 12 in the sentence:

“The case where one particular PEEM implementation provides the PEP and PDP roles at the same time is shown in figure 9.”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	120
	2006-03-21
	
	5.6.2.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

Text between Figures 11 and 12: “The case where one particular PEEM implementation provides the PEP and PDP roles at the same time is shown in figure 9.” – should refer to Figure 12 not 9.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Duplicate of 119

	121
	2006-03-21
	
	5.6.2.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

The paragraph preceding Figure 13 confuses me.  It discusses the PEP function (“other deployment options may exist for the PEP side “ and “the essence is that the PEP role is played by PEEM functions”), but then shows a deployment where PEEM in proxy mode (PEP+PDP) is implemented together with another enabler implementation.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
The text is correct. We recommend removing figure 13… If acceptable we propose to CLOSE.

	122
	2006.03.18
	
	5.6.3
	Source: Lucent

Improve the sentence:

“PEM-1 interface: Well defined interface and protocol need to be specified in order for the different enablers (or applications, etc.) that may require to, to be able to interact with the PEEM enabler in callable mode, asking for a decision.”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
Proposal?

	123
	2006-03-21
	
	5.6.3
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

Hard to parse “PEM-1 interface: Well defined interface and protocol need to be specified in order for the different enablers (or applications, etc.) that may require to, to be able to interact with the PEEM enabler in callable mode, asking for a decision”  
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Duplicate of 122

	124
	2006.03.18
	
	5.6.3
	Source: Lucent

Replace “policies” with “policy” and “give it back” with “return it” in the sentences (see both in Scenario A and B):

Be able to identify relevant policies on requests coming through the PEM-1 interface, “calculate” a decision and give it back, without necessarily having to enforce the decision (since in this PEP/PDP behavior, the enforcement of the decision takes place on the PEP side).”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	125
	2006.03.18
	Y
	5.6.3
	Source: Lucent

Remove “for” in sentences (Scenario A and B):

“Be able to identify which service requests need for an external authorization decision.”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Clerical/editorial

	126
	2006.03.18
	Y
	5.6.3
	Source: Lucent

Following sentence needs to be a bullet item as well:

“PEM-2 interface: Interface and protocol will give support to provision these types of policies.”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Clerical/editorial

	127
	2006-03-21
	
	5.6.3
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

Scenario B: “Be able to identify which service requests need for an external authorization decision” – delete “for”.  But further, why is “authorization” singled out here?  Why not any delegated operation?   This section is not about a particular example is it?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	128
	2006-03-21
	
	5.6.3
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

I don’t understand the bullet “Needs to give support for defining policies for the PEP behaviour (oriented to identify which requests need for external decision).” – I don’t agree that PEP behaviour is oriented to identify ….  
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
Proposal to remove the bullet and close.

	129
	2006-03-21
	
	5.6.3
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

“PEM-2 interface: Interface and protocol will give support to provision these types of policies.” – what does “these types” refer to?  PEM-2 is for ALL policies, isn’t it?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
Except that policues may be passed with PEM-1. Not sure how to dispose.

	130
	2006-03-19
	
	5.6.3
	Source: BEA

Form: mail of March 20
In scenario A under bullet PEEM enabler and second sub-bullet. Remove “necessarily”. As said it will never happen…
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
See discussion 023/061/068 etc

We propose to close and keep necessarily.

	131
	2006-03-19
	
	5.6.3
	Source: BEA

Form: mail of March 20
In scenario B under bullet From PDP behavior and second sub-bullet. Remove “necessarily”. As said it will never happen…
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
See 130

	132
	2006.03.18
	Y
	5.6.4
	Source: Lucent

Editorial: remove “make the” in the sentence that contains:

“…they have been modified to make the show the mapping …”


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Clerical/editorial

	133
	2006-03-21
	
	5.6.4
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

“For example, the PDP is likely to use an LDAP-based directory service for storage and retrieval of policy information” – change “is likely to” to “might” or “could”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	134
	2006-03-21
	
	5.6.4
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

“The components that are “whited out” are not involved in the interactions” – they are not whited out.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
Not sure what to do

	135
	2006-03-19
	
	5.6.4
	Source: BEA

Form: mail of March 20
Add mapping for the Proxy mode as well as a new Figure 15.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
There is no mapping of PEP/PDP to proxy mode other than particular implementations can use an interceptor as PEP and a PDP. These are implementation choice, not material for AD or at least for this normative section.

We propose to CLOSE based on this explanation and not implement.

	136
	2006.03.18
	Y
	Appendix B, Appendix C,

Appendix F
	Source: Lucent

Need to attach hyperlink to COMMONPOL in Appendix A:

“Common Policy – a document format for expressing privacy preferences [COMMONPOL]”

and in Appendix B:

“Privacy: The IETF GEOPRIV working group has drafted a privacy preference policy expression language [COMMONPOL]”

and in Appendix F:

The PoC User Access Policy document SHALL conform to the structure of the policy document described in [COMMONPOL]”

And

“Note that [COMMONPOL]”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Clerical/editorial
Note PDF does not keep the hyperlink as produced by DSO so….

	137
	2006-03-19
	
	Appendix B
	Source: BEA

Form: mail of March 20
What is the Programming Language C reference used for here?!? Can we not remove it?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
It is factually correct. Why remove? Want to add more? Yes there are many more. I would may be recommend to add and other traditional programming languages (i.e. not just C).

If acceptable we proose to CLOSE.

	138
	2006.03.18
	
	Appendix D
	Source: Lucent

Propose removing the following text:

“. Clearly, we need to assess whether XDM (or XCAP):

· meets the PEM-2 requirements.

· If not all requirements are met, additional specification development may be needed

is needed in its entirety, or a subset would satisfy the PEM-2 requirements”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
We are not sure how to exactly address this. However, we must understand that XCAP / XDM makes assumptions on PEL that we can’t ascertain now. This must remain captured as part of the text.

Not sure how to dispose but not agreeing to simply remove. Some rephrasing keeping the spirit would be acceptable.
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	Appendix D.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

“For XCAP (which stands for XML Configuration Access Protocol) [SIMPLE XCAP].” – did we lose the remainder of the sentence?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
Proposal: drop “For” 
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	Appendix E
	Source: Lucent

Replace text describing the PEF features, with the corresponding text describing PEEM  features agreed to for the main body of AD, with the exception of the item describing “management”.

The reasoning is that text has undergone scrutiny and changes.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
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	Appendix E.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

“As long as they are documented as part of this Appendix, all figures and accompanying text they are considered informative-only.” – perhaps better as “All figures and text in this appendix are informative-only.”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

	142
	2006-03-21
	
	Appendix E.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

“Error! Reference source not found. illustrates two logical components, the PEEM Evaluation and Enforcement (PEF) and the PEEM Management (PM) and all interfaces types exposed/supported by PEEM.” – change “interface types” to “interfaces”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
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	Appendix E.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com

Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096

“entity” is used twice – replace by “resource” and fix text in parentheses that follows
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
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	Y
	Appendix F
	Source: Lucent

Editorial: fix “condition” in:

“distinguish a <rule> that contains a <condtition> and an <action>“
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Clerical/editorial
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	Appendix G
	Source: Lucent

Propose to replace Figure 18 with a figure drawn in a style consistent with  the rest of the document (assuming this would not infringe on the copyright).
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>
AI to Provide figure
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	Y
	Appendix H
	Source: Lucent

Need to attach hyperlinks to [SAML2.0profileXACML2.0], to [J2SEBLOB] and to [3GPP-OSA-policy-mgmt]
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED
<provide response>

Howevrs ee comment about PDF…
Clerical/editorial
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