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1 Overview

The Parlay Group wishes to thank the OMA Architecture and Requirements working groups for providing the OSE Architecture, and PEEM Requirements specifications, to the Parlay Group for consideration and comment.
The purpose of this liaison is to inform the OMA working groups that these documents have been reviewed and discussed within The Parlay Board of Directors, The Parlay Technical Discussion Group, The Parlay OMA Task Force and by Parlay member companies, and that what follows represents an official reply from the Parlay Group approved by the Parlay Board of Directors.

2 Proposal

The Parlay Group has reviewed the OMA OSE Architecture and PEEM Requirements document and wishes to respond to the OMA by means of this liaison.

The Parlay Group believes that there is a positive and complimentary relationship between the materials received from the OMA and the deliverables produced jointly by Parlay, ETSI and 3GPP, namely the Parlay / OSA and Parlay X Web Services specifications.

Furthermore, The Parlay Group is also in the process of evaluating service oriented architectures, and recognises that OSE represents an excellent candidate in support of this, and fully intends to carry out further technical evaluation with a view to helping to realise the OSE through adoption of the Parlay specifications as suitable enablers.

In order to facilitate further technical discussion, The Parlay Group wishes to extend an invite to members of OMA ARC, MWS, DIG, to the forthcoming Parlay Member meeting to be held in Osaka, Japan, May 10th – 13th 2005. At this meeting further detailed technical work and collaboration in line with existing liaison agreement between The Parlay Group and OMA in order to evaluate how further alignment on a common architecture would be beneficial to Parlay shall take place.

In addition to the executive summary from The Parlay Group provided above, further detailed comments on the specifications provided by OMA are detailed below.

· OMA-Service_Environment-V1_0-20040907-A
The following tables capture comments from Parlay member companies following a review of the above-mentioned document. These comments are categorised as follows;

· Editorial: editorial observations or corrections for the purpose of feedback to OMA editor.

· Question: specific queries on the referenced document for which a technical clarification or further information is sought from the OMA workgroup.

· Comment: specific technical comment from Parlay in order to clarify the current material, intended as feedback for discussion within OMA workgroup.

· Observation: interpretation or conclusion regarding the referenced materials, as interpreted from the Parlay organisation, and that may require further study or collaboration between Parlay and OMA.

	No:
	Category
	Location
	Description

	1
	Comment
	Sec 1; Page 5; 1st Para
	The OMA-Dictionary-V2_1-20040914-A does not contain a definition for ‘Service Provider’. Is there any possibility of confusion or conflict between OMA and Parlay understandings of this term?



	2
	Observation
	Sec 1; Page 5; 2nd Para
	Reduction in Silos is consistent with, and aligned with, Parlay API abstraction.



	3
	Editorial
	Sec 3.2; Page 7
	Definition of Logical Architecture contains duplicate ‘which’ in second sentence.



	4
	Observation
	Sec 4.1; Page 9
	Parlay prevents Silo designs through standardised APIs and additionally supported with mapping materials for both Parlay and Parlay X.



	5
	Observation
	Sec 4.3.1; Page 10; final para
	Parlay approach to common management and abstraction from detailed network knowledge addresses the concerns raised.



	6
	Observation
	Sec 4.3.3; Page 11; second bullet
	Operation across a wide range of environments is consistent with the goals of Parlay and the resulting APIs specified.



	7
	Observation
	Sec 4.3.3; Page 11; final para
	Gaps in standardisation are potential for future OMA enabler. Existing liaison between OMA and Parlay may facilitate contribution or collaboration on such future activities.



	8
	Editorial
	Sec 5.1; Page 12; final para
	Require a comma after Parlay and prior to OASIS to prevent confusion that this is a joint activity.

	9
	Observation
	Sec 5.1.4; Page 13; 3rd para
	Parlay / OSA specifies APIs and in turn provides details on technology specific realizations, including CORBA, Java, Web Services. 

Technology neutrality is consistent with OMA goals.



	11
	Comment
	Sec 5.1.4; Page 13; 4th para
	Confirm that the function describing enabler registration with discovery enabler is consistent with the role supported by the Parlay Framework.



	12
	Observation
	Sec   5.2.4; Page 15; final para
	Parlay does provide technology neutral APIs that may be used in the realization of enablers.



	13
	Question
	Sec 5.3; Page 17; final para
	The figure shows I0 above the particular technology binding, does this mean that there are multiple I0’s for different technology bindings to the same enabler?

To date contradictory views have been expressed on this within Parlay companies.



	14
	Observation


	Sec 7.1; Page 24
	Cases 1 and 2a are similar to current Parlay based service policies based on service properties. In addition it is felt that a deployment using Parlay proxy may also support options 2b and 3 also.



	15
	Editorial
	Sec 7.2; Page 25; 1st para
	Reference to figure contains wrong section number, should be section 5.4.4




In summary the following themes have been observed;

· There appears to be much in common with respect to views on architectures, with potential for further alignment.

· In addition to the API specifications, The Parlay Group provides detailed mappings, technology independence and broad implementation support (ie not just CORBA)

· OMA-RD-Execution_Policy_Enforcement_Management-V1_0-20040928-D

The following tables capture comments from Parlay member companies following a review of the above-mentioned document. These comments are categorised as follows;

· Editorial: editorial observations or corrections for the purpose of feedback to OMA editor.

· Question: specific queries on the referenced document for which a technical clarification or further information is sought from the OMA workgroup.

· Comment: specific technical comment from Parlay in order to clarify the current material, intended as feedback for discussion within OMA workgroup.

· Observation: interpretation or conclusion regarding the referenced materials, as interpreted from the Parlay organisation, and that may require further study or collaboration between Parlay and OMA.

	No:
	Category
	Location
	Description

	1
	Editorial
	Sec 2.1; Page 8
	RFC 3060: Incorrect document title and link provided.


	2
	Observation 
	Sec 4.4; Page 13
	Usage patterns, PEEM as proxy, callable PEEM. 

Parlay supports both usage patterns when taking into consideration both SCSs and the Framework, and also the deployment of Parlay proxy architectures



	3
	Editorial
	Sec 5.1; Page 15
	Second Bullet, 1st sub-bullet;

Typo ‘enforceer’ -> enforcer



	4
	Question
	Sec 5.1; Page 15
	Although Informative, the typical use case describes the PEEM proxy pattern only rather than the callable PEEM. Is this an indication of a typical/preferred usage pattern for PEEM?



	5
	Editorial
	Sec 5.2.2.2; Page 17
	The Mobile Operator benefits. Sentence ‘Makes available a wider range of Applications….’ Should be part of the bulleted list for Mobile Operator



	6
	Editorial
	Sec 5.2.3; Page 17
	8th bullet: 2nd sentence. Sentence should read;

However, possibly extra charging for message reception must be done with the methods….

Missing ‘be’.

Repeated in 5.3.3 Page 23.



	7
	Editorial
	Sec 5.2.5; Page 18
	General editorial; Figures still use ‘EPEM’ rather than ‘PEEM’



	8
	Comment
	Sec 5.2.5; Page 19
	Both User A and 3rd Party service identity is established. Is there not also a need to establish identity of user B, particularly if an alias is being used?

Likewise for 5.3.5



	9
	Editorial
	Sec 5.3.2.2; Page 22
	End Users: Indentation of end user A benefit should be aligned with that for end user B.



	10
	Editorial
	Sec 5.3.5; Page 25
	Formatting of sequence description. (*) is used in 5.2.5. Also the use of ‘a’ as bullet for action 5 is inconsistent with rest of section



	11
	Editorial
	Sec 5.3.7; Page 25
	Inconsistent formatting compared with section 5.2.7



	12
	Editorial
	General
	Noticed many formats for Figure or caption heading, including  

Figure *

Figure *:

Figure : *

Figure * -



	13
	Editorial
	Sec 5.4.5; Page 28
	Figure 7:  Formatting issues with a couple of the text boxes in the diagram



	14
	Editorial
	Sec 5.6.2.1; Page 33
	Additional blank bullet in list of Third Party ASP issues



	15
	Editorial
	Sec 5.7.2.2; Page 36
	Requestor Benefits, second bullet, typo 

‘on ly’ -> only



	16
	Editorial
	Sec 5.7.5; Page 37
	Second bullet point, 1st sub-bullet. Text ends with (*). Is this intended to cross-reference with the introduction in 5.7.6?

In previous use cases, explicit sequence numbers were used, a standard format would assist the reader.



	17
	Editorial
	Sec  5.8.2.1; Page 38
	References to use cases above are made. Is this all prior use cases in this chapter or particular use cases such as 5.7?



	18
	Question
	Sec 5.8.7; Page 40
	1st Bullet, 2nd sub-bullet. Is delegation only supported by a Proxy PEEM or can callable PEEM also support this use case?



	19
	Comment
	Sec 5.9; Page 40
	Enabler Composition: Composition as described is understood from the perspective of the user, however the composition itself appears to be under the control of the 3rd party service provider and not the PEEM as shown in the sequence in 5.9.5. Strictly speaking is the PEEM or the 3rd party performing the enabler composition.



	20
	Comment
	Sec 5.10.8; Page 47
	Parlay supports the register and discover use case outlined, through the defined Framework specified. However in the description of point 1 suggests information for accessing Framework and enabler is offline, whereas the Parlay Framework supports on-line mechanisms for accessing and in particular registering and discovering enablers. 



	21
	Observation 
	Sec 5
	General observation that Parlay supports the use cases as identified in section 5. and also Appendix B.



	22
	Editorial
	Sec 6.1; Page 49
	Bullet number 9; ‘policiesthat’ requires a space.



	23
	Editorial
	Sec 6.1.1; Page 50
	Bullet 1 refers to sections 5.12 and 5.13 which do not exist, are the section references in this chapter correct?

Also ‘sections 5.12and’ requires a space.



	24
	Comment
	Sec 6.2; Page 53
	Bullet 23. PEEM MUST NOT specify additional mechanisms for registration and discovery.

In this context does the OSA Framework contradict this PEEM requirement ?



	25 
	Editorial
	Sec B.1.4; Page 61
	Typo ‘located’ should be location.

	26
	Editorial
	Sec B.1.5; Page 63
	Figure title is Figure C.1.1: Should this be Figure B….



	27
	Editorial
	Sec B.3; Page 66
	Typo ‘enbcription’ -> encryption

	28
	Editorial
	Sec B.12.6.1; Page 71
	Last bullet point, the final sentence does not appear to be complete




In summary the following themes have been observed;

· Parlay supports the use cases as documented, also Parlay supports the two usage models of PEEM Proxy and callable PEEM.


· There appears to be a number of areas that would benefit from further collaboration and discussion; for example more clearly understanding how Parlay supports PEEM Proxy and callable PEEM, further clarifying Parlay support for enforcement, delegation and composition use cases.

· The majority of the comments are editorial and provided for completeness even though subsequent revisions of the requirements specification these comments may no longer apply


3 Requested Action(s)

OMA to distribute to all appropriate working groups for review and further feedback as necessary.

4 Conclusion

The Parlay Group wishes to thank the OMA for providing an opportunity to review and comment on the materials produced within the OMA. Furthermore the Parlay Group looks forward to a continued dialogue on these matters and a deeper mutual understanding of the benefits that Parlay and OMA may provide to one another. Finally the Parlay Board of Directors wish to thank the OMA Architecture and Requirements workgroups for their kind consideration of this liaison.






























