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 OMA Confidential

	Material Being Reviewed:
	<OMA-RD/AD/ERP-Name-Vx_y>

	Group Presenting Document:
	<GroupName>

	Date of This Report:
	xx Mmm 200y


1. Instructions

Review comments should be collected and aggregated into a single review report.  This will facilitate efforts to resolve issues:

· If the review involves more than one document (e.g. ERP), use a separate table for each document.

· Avoid changing CommentIds once drafts have been published – source of possible confusion.

· The Type column should indicate 'E' for Editorial comment or 'T' for Technical comment

2. Review Information

2.1 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 

	


2.2 Review History

The review history table should list review meetings and not work sessions where responses developed.
<<DELETE THIS COMMENT >>

	Review Type
	Date
	Review Method
	Participating Groups
	Full Document Id

	Select: Full / Followup / Preliminary
	2007.01.23
	Select: F2F / Email / ConfCall
	
	OMA-<type>-<desc>-<version>-200ymmdd-<state>

	
	
	
	
	


3. Review Comments

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

The Type Column has an 'E' for Editorial comments and 'T' for Technical comments'.

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.

<<DELETE THIS COMMENT >>

3.1 <doc ref>

	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A001
	2007.06.01
	E
	1
	Source: Ericsson
Form: INP doc
Comment:  opening bracket missing before the 2nd ‘e.g.; in the first paragraph
Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A001
	2007.06.01
	E
	2.1
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment:  OSE reference incorrect
Proposed Change: create the reference in acc. with the OSE RRELD
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A001
	2007.06.01
	E
	2.2
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment:  reference to OMA_DICT incorrect
Proposed Change: change to the correct version
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A001
	2007.06.01
	T
	3.2
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment:  Each definition starts with a Capital Letter, while these capitals are not always practiced throughout the document
Proposed Change: when the definitions are used in the document, apply the capital letters in acc. with the Definitions section
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A001
	2007.06.01
	T
	3.2
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment:  Permission Checking is frequently referred to in the AD

Proposed Change: Define Permission Checking; here is a suggestion: ‘processing Permission Rules’.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A001
	2007.06.01
	T
	3.2
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment:  Def of Permission Checking Response reads:

‘expression of the results of a permissions checking request’; however the response is not a result of the request, rather of the permission checking

Proposed Change: change the def to: Expression of the result of the Permission Checking
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A001
	2007.06.01
	T
	4, 1st sentence
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment:  This applies not only to Mobile SPs?

Proposed Change: remove the word Mobile
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A001
	2007.06.01
	E
	4, 3rd par. 1st sent.
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment:  readability would be improved if an example is added 

Proposed Change: add at the end of the sentence: ‘, such as enduser preferences associated with particular services or resources’
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A001
	2007.06.01
	T
	4.2, 2nd sent.
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment:  interaction may indeed be between domains, but not only for this usage pattern; interdomain interaction may also apply to permission management

Proposed Change: add that interdomain interaction may apply as well to management
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A001
	2007.06.01
	E
	4.2
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment:  permission checking rules have not been defined, permission rules have

Proposed Change: remove ‘checking’
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A001
	2007.06.01
	T
	5.1
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment:  the par. that starts with: “Messages exchanged via PEM-1 and PEM” mentions “normal application of policies”
Proposed Change: remove the word ‘normal’
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A001
	2007.06.01
	T
	5.1, last par.
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment:  the text part starting with “However, ” up to the end of the section 5.1 seems to belong in the planned phases section 4.1
Proposed Change: move that part to the planned phases section
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A001
	2007.06.01
	T
	5.3.1, the part about GRANT, DENY
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment:  It should be noted that a GRANT may be more refined: a GRANT may apply to a single attribute, but also to a limited set of attributes, whereas some other set of attributes may be denied access to. This is for instance the case with Presence where a subscriber may subscribe in a single go to a Presence document that contains various attributes, but then still the permissions per attribute need to be lived up to.
Proposed Change: Add text to reflect that a response can be a ‘partial GRANT’ that pertains to a particular set of attributes. Suggestion: “It should be noted that the GRANT may pertain to a single attribute or to multiple attributes; it may happen that some attributes are GRANTED access to and some are DENIED access to.”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A001
	2007.06.01
	T
	5.3.1, part starting w: “in addition to this”
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment:  the section reads: “In addition to this, a decision could include an action to ASK (Ask for consent from Ask Target) – an action that the GPM enabler would complete prior to returning the decision to the Permissions Checking Requester

” this is indeed one option; another option is that the GRANT message is a conditional grant (as is currently the case with Location and Presence) where the requester is instructed via the GRANT message to perform an ASK request. 
Proposed Change: Add: “it should be noted that alternatively the decision could be to send a conditional GRANT message a la: “GRANT in case the ASK is positively replied to”.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A001
	2007.06.01
	T
	5.3.1
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment:  “overwriting priorities”: don’t understand what it means, is it modyfing, overruling? 
Proposed Change: add text
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A001
	2007.06.01
	T
	5.3.1
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment:  we believe there is a requirement to notifiy a Target Attribute Requestors when an authorized principal is being requested for consent.

This is currently not reflected in this section
Proposed Change: Add a new last black bullet: “Notifies Target Attribute Requestors when an authorized principal is being requested for consent.

”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A001
	2007.06.01
	T
	5.3.1, Note1 (last par)
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment:  this seems to belong to the Scope section
Proposed Change: move to scope section
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A001
	2007.06.01
	T
	5.4
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: editor’s note about inbound and outbound 

Proposed Change: add text to resoive the note
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A001
	2007.06.01
	T
	5.5.1
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment:  the 4th par reads: “A decision indicating what actions should be executed (GRANT, DENY or ASK) is reached when the evaluation of Permissions Rules completes.”
Proposed Change:
Change to: “A decision indicating what actions should be executed (GRANT, conditional GRANT, DENY or ASK) is reached when the evaluation of Permissions Rules completes.”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A001
	2007.06.01
	T
	5.5.1
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment:  the 5th par reads: “In the latter case, GPM enabler sends Ask Request for consent for the release of target attribute (flow#4) to one or more Ask Targets through the “interface to Other Resources””
Proposed Change:Change to: “In the latter case, GPM enabler sends Ask Request for consent for the release of target attribute (flow#4) to one or more Ask Targets through the “interface to Other Resources” and notify the Target Attribute Requester that it is interacting with the permission’s Target for consent”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>


3.2 <doc ref>

For RD and AD review – remove section 3.2 and its table (presumably just single doc to review).  For the files in Enabler ERP – duplicate this section accordingly.
<<DELETE THIS COMMENT >>
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	B001
	2008.01.11
	E/T
	x.y
	Source: <Name or email>

Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: <Describe issue> 

Proposed Change: <Recommended action>
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	B002
	2008.02.22
	E/T
	x.y
	Source: <Name or email>

Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: <Describe issue> 

Proposed Change: <Recommended action>
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>
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