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1. Review Information

1.1 OMA Groups Involved

	Name Of Group
	Role
	Invited
	Comments Provided

	Requirements
	Reviewer
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Architecture
	Source
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Security
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	IOP
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	


1.2 Review History

	Review Type
	Date
	Review Method
	Participating Groups
	Full Document Id

	Full
	2006-06-24

To 2006-8-17
	R & A
	REQ, SEC, ARC
	

	Full
	2006-06-24

To 2006-8-17
	Email
	ARC, REQ
	

	Full
	2006-08-10
	CC
	REQ
	


2. Review Comments

2.1 OMA-RD-ParlayinOSE-V1_0_0-20060711-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Edit
	Section
	Description
	Status

	1. 
	2006.08.15
	Y
	All
	Source:  Nortel

Form: OMA-RD-ParlayinOSE-V1_0_0-20060711-D_NN_Comments.doc

Nortel comment:


The document is currently using the 2005 RD Template.
Suggested resolution:

Update to the 2006 RD template.
	Status: OPEN 



	2. 
	2006.08.10
	
	General
	Source: Weerasekera Indaka
Form: R & A comments
Consider defining ''Framework'', either by definition in section 3.2, or create an annex explaining Parlay Framework, or by reference relevant document
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>


	3. 
	2006.08.10
	
	General
	Source: Weerasekera Indaka
Form: R & A comments
 What is the relationship with OMA''s own work on mobile web services (OMA MWS)? The RD could do with an informative reference to OMA MWS plus explanation.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>


	4. 
	2006.08.15
	y
	1
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

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

<provide response>


	5. 
	2006.08.15
	y
	1
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

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

<provide response>

	6. 
	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>

	7. 
	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>

	8. 
	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>

	9. 
	2006.08.15
	
	2.1
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

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

<provide response>

	10. 
	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>

	11. 
	2006.08.15
	y
	3.3
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

Add ‘PX’
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	12. 
	2006.08.15
	
	4
	Source: Nortel

Form: OMA-RD-ParlayinOSE-V1_0_0-20060711-D_NN_Comments.doc
Nortel comment:

The PIOSE RD could benefit from an introductory section on the essence of the Parlay paradigm, including the relations between the 4 major components specified by Parlay, aka:

· Parlay Framework

· Parlay SCS

· Parlay Application

· Enterprise operator admin tool

… and the function available between them (e.g. authentication, authorization, discovery, SLA & access control between the Application & the Framework). Considering the functional overlap between OSE elements like the PE and Parlay component like the Framework, such an overview would shed a better light on the problems at hand.

Suggested resolution:

The introduction to section 5 of the Parlay group whitepaper “Comparing OMA OSE and

Parlay Architectures” (http://www.parlay.org/imwp/idms/popups/pop_download.asp?contentID=5741) would seem a good starting point should we wish to re-use Parlay material (with agreement or copyright notice from the Parlay group).

Alternatively such an introduction could take place as part of the AD (instead of the RD).
	Status: OPEN 



	13. 
	2006.08.02
	Y
	4
	Source: IBM

OMA and Parlay Group (as well as ETSI / 3GPP / 3GPP2) are working to share their achievements and utmostly avoid overlaps of work, especially to avoid multiple diverging standards are produced.

Change to:

OMA and Parlay Group (as well as ETSI / 3GPP / 3GPP2) are working to share their achievements and utmostly avoid overlaps of work, especially to avoid producing multiple diverging standards.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>
Clerical/editorial

	14. 
	2006.08.02
	Y
	4
	Source: IBM

Delete “of” in:

· Take advantage of Parlay/Parlay X components on the basic of OSE infrastructure to protect the investments of operators.


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>
Clerical/editorial

	15. 
	2006.08.02
	Y
	4
	Source: IBM

· Exposes the interfaces to 3rd party no matter they are OMA enablers or Parlay/OSA components, give more choices for the 3rd party to develop their applications and cooperate with operators’ resources.  
Change to:
· Exposes to 3rd parties, interfaces  to functions whether they are OMA enablers or Parlay/OSA components, give more choices for the 3rd party to develop their applications and cooperate with operators’ resources.  

	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

Clerical/editorial


	16. 
	2006.08.02
	Y
	4
	Source: IBM

· Enable reuse between published OMA enablers and standardised Parlay/OSA APIs and Parlay X Web Services and avoiding duplication of specifications.
Change to:
· Enable reuse between OMA enablers and Parlay/OSA APIs and Parlay X Web Services and avoiding duplication of specifications.

	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>
Clerical/editorial

	17. 
	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>

	18. 
	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>

	19. 
	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>

	20. 
	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>

	21. 
	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>

	22. 
	2006.08.10
	
	5.1.7& 5.2.7
	Source: Weerasekera Indaka
Form: R & A comments
sect 5: caution about usse of normative language in informative sections (5.1.7, 5.2.7)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	23. 
	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>

	24. 
	2006.08.15
	y
	5.2.5
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

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

<provide response>

	25. 
	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>

	26. 
	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>

	27. 
	2006.08.15
	
	5.2.7
	Source: Nortel

Form: OMA-RD-ParlayinOSE-V1_0_0-20060711-D_NN_Comments.doc
Nortel comment:


What is the model we’d like to promote? In the scenario where the Service Provider has multiple implementations, do we want to leave the choice to the VASP (aka exposing network internals) or leave it to the SP to choose which of his "enablers" (as in OMA enabler or Parlay/X-enabled platform) shall render the service (aka preserve encapsulation of the SP domain)? 
Leaving it to the SP allows him to modify its internal preferences as to which “enabler” (as in OMA enabler or Parlay/X-enabled platform) to leverage based on the VASP and/or the application.

Suggested resolution:

Reword into: “The Service Provider has the freedom to select the type of the component he wishes to use to realize the service of the VASP.”
	Status: OPEN 

	28. 
	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)”.
	Status: OPEN

	29. 
	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.
	Status: OPEN

	30. 
	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>

	31. 
	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>

	32. 
	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>

	33. 
	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>

	34. 
	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>

	35. 
	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>

	36. 
	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>

	37. 
	2006.08.15
	
	6.1, 

FUNC-001
	Source: Paulus Karremans (Ericsson)

Form: INP doc

Parlay X is missing
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	38. 
	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>

	39. 
	2006.08.02
	
	6.1
	Source: IBM

ParlayinOSE-FUNC-002: In one case it refers to function (enablers) and the other it refers to interfaces?  Should be consistent?


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>


	40. 
	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>

	41. 
	2006.08.02
	
	6.1
	Source: IBM

ParlayinOSE-FUNC-006: How is this different from FUNC-001


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>


	42. 
	2006.08.02
	
	6.1
	Source: IBM

ParlayinOSE-FUNC-008:How does this differ from FUNC-004


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	43. 
	2006.08.15
	
	6.1
	Source: Nortel

Form: OMA-RD-ParlayinOSE-V1_0_0-20060711-D_NN_Comments.doc
Nortel comment:


ParlayinOSE-FUNC-008 appears redundant with ParlayinOSE-FUNC-004

Suggested resolution:

Remove ParlayinOSE-FUNC-008 from Table 1 and keep ParlayinOSE-FUNC-004.
	Status: OPEN
Same as 39

	44. 
	2006.08.02
	
	6.1
	Source: IBM

ParlayinOSE-FUNC-009: This requirement is not sufficient to know what to design.  How about a mechanism that always selects the OSE component? 


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	45. 
	2006.08.15
	
	6.1
	Source: Nortel

Form: OMA-RD-ParlayinOSE-V1_0_0-20060711-D_NN_Comments.doc
Nortel comment:


The current wording of the requirement (A selection mechanism MUST be supported) seems to imply an architectural bias towards implementing a selection component and differs in its form from the other HLFRs in Table 1.
Suggested resolution:

Reword as: “The ParlayinOSE enabler MUST specify how to select between logically equivalent OSE and Parlay/OSA components in case the requestor doesn't indicate the type of component that is expected to service the request.”
	Status: OPEN
Also for ParlayinOSE-FUNC-009 as   41

	46. 
	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>
Also for ParlayinOSE-FUNC-009 as 41,42

	47. 
	2006.08.02
	
	6.1.1
	Source: IBM

ParlayinOSE-SEC-3(The ParlayinOSE enabler MUST specify how security capabilities supported by Parlay ): Is this part covered by SEC-1


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	48. 
	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>

	49. 
	2006.08.02
	
	6.1.2
	Source: IBM

The ParlayinOSE enabler MUST specify how OMA charging enabler and Parlay charging (e.g. the charging features within SCFs and PX Web Services in addition to the discrete Charging APIs)  relate and can be consistently used
Does this part mean that one should be able to alternative between using OSE or Parlay and get the same answer?  What is “consistently” mean?


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	50. 
	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>

	51. 
	2006.08.02
	
	6.1.3
	Source: IBM

ParlayinOSE-ADMIN-2: How does this differ from the second part ofSEC-3


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	52. 
	2006.08.15
	
	6.1.4
	Source: Nortel

Form: OMA-RD-ParlayinOSE-V1_0_0-20060711-D_NN_Comments.doc
Nortel comment:


The wording of ParlayinOSE-USAB-1 is not very clear.
Suggested resolution:

Reword as: “The ParlayinOSE enabler MUST specify how and under which conditions using or not Parlay in the OSE does affect or not the user experience.”.

Ultimately, the goal is for PIOSE enabler NOT to modify the user experience but it would be interesting to take note of the conditions where it DOES affect the user experience and in which manner (the modification might be acceptable if its introduction is an improvement).
	Status: OPEN 

	53. 
	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>

	54. 
	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>

	55. 
	2006.08.10
	
	6.1.4

ParlayinOSE-USAB-1
	Source: Weerasekera Indaka
Form: R & A comments
ParlayinOSE-USAB-1: I have trouble parsing this reqmt: Do you mean "It MUST be possible to specify the conditions that determine if Parlay is used or not in the OSE affects the user experience" or "It MUST be possible to specify the conditions that determine if Parlay is used or not in the OSE affects the user experience"? Could it be explained in clear English what this means?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	56. 
	2006.08.15
	
	6.1.4
	Source: Nortel

Form: OMA-RD-ParlayinOSE-V1_0_0-20060711-D_NN_Comments.doc
Nortel comment:


The wording of ParlayinOSE-USAB-2 is not very clear.
Suggested resolution:

Reword as: “The ParlayinOSE enabler MUST specify how and under which conditions the fact that Parlay is used or not in the OSE does impact or not enabler usage and exposure to third parties.”.

Ultimately, the goal is for PIOSE enabler NOT to modify the enabler usage and exposure to third parties but it would be interesting to take note of the conditions where it DOES affect those aspects and in which manner (the modification might be acceptable if its introduction is an improvement).
	Status: OPEN 

	57. 
	2006.08.10
	
	6.1.4

ParlayinOSE-USAB-2
	Source: Weerasekera Indaka
Form: R & A comments
Similar comment about ParlayinOSE-USAB-2 - needs re-phrasing.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response> 

Same as 56

	58. 
	2006.08.02
	
	6.1.4
	Source: IBM

ParlayinOSE-USAB-3: The ParlayinOSE enabler MUST support common way to develop applications in the OSE that use enablers that may be implemented using Parlay
What does this mean—common way?  Is this a tooling sort of statement?  Is this different from FUNC-005?

	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	59. 
	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>
Also for ParlayinOSE-USAB-3 as 53

	60. 
	2006.08.15
	
	6.1.5
	Source: Nortel

Form: OMA-RD-ParlayinOSE-V1_0_0-20060711-D_NN_Comments.doc
Nortel comment:


The wording of ParlayinOSE-INTOP-001 is not very clear and seems to contradict stated intent of the introduction of the RD to focus on OSE leveraging Parlay / Parlay components.
Suggested resolution:

Nortel suggest replacing the current interoperability requirement as follows: “The ParlayinOSE enabler MUST NOT prevent the interoperability and/or interworking with other enablers (aka non-OSE or non-Parlay realized) and/or frameworks or infrastructure.” in line with the wording used in the IMSinOMA RD document.

On a separate note, what is the intent of the interoperability requirement as currently expressed in the RD? It seems to be willing to say that the PIOSE enabler intends to specify how and under which conditions an OMA enabler might be implemented inside a Parlay-enabled service environment. If it is so, the current ParlayinOSE-INTOP-001 seems in contradiction with the stated intent of the RD as expressed in the introduction is to focus “on determining the requirements for how the OSE could take advantage of Parlay/OSA components”.
	Status: OPEN 

	61. 
	2006.08.02
	
	6.1.5
	Source: IBM

ParlayinOSE-INTOP-001: Easy – deploy the “OMA enabler” (since it says “in addition to other infrastructure”).  Or does this mean when to use an OMA interface on Parlay infrastructure?   Is this different from FUNC-004?


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

Also for  ParlayinOSE-INTOP-001 as 55

	62. 
	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>

	63. 
	2006-08-10
	
	
	Source: Weerasekera Indaka
Form: R & A comments
ParlayinOSE-Priv-001: Isn''t this covered by ParlayinOSE-FUNC-001 and ParlayinOSE-Priv-002 and -003?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	64. 
	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>

	65. 
	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>

	66. 
	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>

	67. 
	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>

	68. 
	
	
	
	
	

	69. 
	
	
	
	
	

	70. 
	
	
	
	
	

















� 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.





NO REPRESENTATIONS OR WARRANTIES (WHETHER EXPRESS OR IMPLIED) ARE MADE BY THE OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE OR ANY OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE MEMBER OR ITS AFFILIATES REGARDING ANY OF THE IPR’S REPRESENTED ON THE “OMA IPR DECLARATIONS” LIST, INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO THE ACCURACY, COMPLETENESS, VALIDITY OR RELEVANCE OF THE INFORMATION OR WHETHER OR NOT SUCH RIGHTS ARE ESSENTIAL OR NON-ESSENTIAL.

THE OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE IS NOT LIABLE FOR AND HEREBY DISCLAIMS ANY DIRECT, INDIRECT, PUNITIVE, SPECIAL, INCIDENTAL, CONSEQUENTIAL, OR EXEMPLARY DAMAGES ARISING OUT OF OR IN CONNECTION WITH THE USE OF DOCUMENTS AND THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THE DOCUMENTS.

USE OF THIS DOCUMENT BY NON-OMA MEMBERS IS SUBJECT TO ALL OF THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE USE AGREEMENT (located at http://www.openmobilealliance.org/UseAgreement.html) AND IF YOU HAVE NOT AGREED TO THE TERMS OF THE USE AGREEMENT, YOU DO NOT HAVE THE RIGHT TO USE, COPY OR DISTRIBUTE THIS DOCUMENT.

THIS DOCUMENT IS PROVIDED ON AN "AS IS" "AS AVAILABLE" AND "WITH ALL FAULTS" BASIS.

© 2006 Open Mobile Alliance Ltd.  All Rights Reserved.
Page 1 (of 15)
Used with the permission of the Open Mobile Alliance Ltd. under the terms as stated in this document.
[OMA-Template-ReviewReport-20060101-I]

© 2006 Open Mobile Alliance Ltd.  All Rights Reserved.
Page 14 (of 14)
Used with the permission of the Open Mobile Alliance Ltd. under the terms as stated in this document.
[OMA-Template-ReviewReport-20060101-I]

