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1 Reason for Contribution

This contribution provides some additional review comments from NEC on GPM V1.0 RD
2 Summary of Contribution

3 Detailed Proposal

	ID
	Open Date
	Edit
	Section
	Description
	Status

	 
	 20.04.2006
	
	3.2
	Source: NEC

Form: INP doc

Definition: Pseudonym
‘A fictitious identity, which may be used to conceal the true identity (i.e. MSISDN and IMSI, MDN/MIN, email address) of a Permissions Target’s device from the Target Attribute Requester and Target Attribute Consumer, or to conceal the true identity of the Target Attribute Requester and Target Attribute Consumer or the Permissions Target. (Adapted from [MLS])’.

It should be ‘from’ instead of ‘or’ the Permissions Target.

Or even different wording could be used:

“A fictitious identity, which may be used to conceal the true identity (i.e. MSISDN and IMSI, MDN/MIN, email address) of  Permissions Targets, Target Attribute Requesters and Target Attribute Consumers”


	Status: OPEN 


	 
	 20.04.2006
	
	3.2
	Source: NEC

Form: INP doc 

Definition: Target Notification
Suggested to change to: Permissions Target Notification. 

It clarifies the definition by specifying who the notification is for. If agreed, this should be reflected across the RD

	Status: OPEN 

	
	20.04.2006
	
	6.1
	Source: NEC

Form: INP doc
HLF-4

‘It SHALL be possible to request consent from either:
· The permissions Target, or

· Any authorized principal, as set by the Permissions Manager or a Permissions Manager’s Delegate
(Use Case 5.3)’
Is not clear what is consent needed for. It does not say why we need the consent

	Status: OPEN

	 
	 20.04.2006
	
	6.1
	Source: NEC

Form: INP doc 

HLF-10
‘It SHALL be possible to notify a Permissions Target of any changes to permissions rules made on their behalf by a Permissions Manager and/or a Permissions Manager’s Delegate. (Use Case 5.3)’
This indicates that Permissions Target can make a request for changes to Permissions Rules. This requirement is missing. 
Suggested to add a new requirement that would enable Permissions Target to request changes to Permissions Rules

Suggested wording: Permissions Target SHALL be able to send requests to Permissions Manager for changes to Permissions rules

	Status: OPEN 

	
	20.04.2006
	
	6.1
	Source: NEC

Form: INP doc
HLF-13

‘The permissions checking request SHALL be able to support a request for either a single attribute or a group of attributes of the permissions target’.
Wording is not very clear. Permission Checking Request is just a request. It should be GPM to support this request. 

Suggested to change to: 

‘GPM Enabler SHALL be able to support a Permission Checking Request for either a single attribute or a group of attributes of the permissions target’.
	Status: OPEN 

	
	20.04.2006
	
	6.1
	Source: NEC

Form: INP doc
HLF-16

‘Based on the context, the GPM enabler SHALL be able to give a permissions checking response with some granularity (grant for some attributes and deny for others). (Use Case 5.1)’
Already covered by HLF-15. Suggested to delete
	Status: OPEN 

	
	20.04.2006
	
	6.1
	Source: NEC

Form: INP doc
HLF-19

‘The target notification SHALL contain at least the following:

· The Target Attribute Requester identity (e.g. the identity of a single end-user or the identities of multiple end-users) and/or Target Attribute Consumer identity (e.g. the application(s) used), and’
How can an application be used as an identity for Target Attribute Consumer. 

Suggested to either change to (e.g. the identity of a single consumer or multiple of consumers) or remove ‘identity’ after Target Attribute Consumer and instead use ‘information’.

Additionally, suggested to make it a separate bullet point


	Status: OPEN 

	
	20.04.2006
	
	6.1.1
	Source: NEC

Form: INP doc
PermTypes-2

‘Among the types of rules supported by GPM there MAY be a permissions rule that allows the Permissions Target to delegate some or all permissions management operations to one or more Permissions Manager’s Delegate(s)

(Use Case 5.3)’
This may cause some conflicts with HLF-27, between Administrator and Permissions Target when assigning a management task to a Permissions Manager. The requirement sounds as a MAY requirement, but actually the MAY is for the possibility of having such a rule that would allow the Permissions Target to assign a Permissions Manager. So if that type of rule exists, the Permissions Target shall be able to assign a Permissions Manager. 
So, what happens if Permissions Target and Administrator assign different Permissions Managers
	Status: OPEN 

	
	20.04.2006
	
	6.1.2
	Source: NEC

Form: INP doc
PMF-5

This conflicts with PMF-4, since PMF-4 states that Permissions Manager’s Delegate SHALL be able to perform some or all Permissions Management functions, while PMF-5 states ‘The Permissions Manager and/or Permissions Manager’s Delegate(s)’  SHALL be able to create permissions rules…’. 

Suggested to say:  “The Permissions Manager and/or Permissions Manager’s Delegate(s) when applicable SHALL
 be able to create permissions rules based on a combination of some (or all) of the following:


	Status: OPEN 

	
	20.04.2006
	
	6.1.2
	Source: NEC

Form: INP doc
PMF-6

Same as above. Suggested to add ‘…when applicable…’


	Status: OPEN 

	
	20.04.2006
	
	6.1.2
	Source: NEC

Form: INP doc
PMF-8 to PMF-12 would be better to be under section 6.1.4 Delegation


	Status: OPEN 

	
	20.04.2006
	
	6.1.3
	Source: NEC

Form: INP doc
Ask-3

‘Ask rule’ is not defined

Suggested to either define it or change to Ask Request. Same applies to Ask-9

	Status: OPEN 

	
	20.04.2006
	
	6.1.3
	Source: NEC

Form: INP doc
Ask-6

‘It SHALL be possible that the Ask Request is sent to a principal other than the Permissions Target (i.e. a principal or group of principals), e.g., to the Permissions Manager or Permissions Manager’s Delegate(s). (Use Case 5.1)’

Not sure if we need this requirement. Any Ask Request can be sent to an Ask Target and an Ask Target can be any principal. 

See the definitions for Ask Target and Ask Request.

Suggested to delete.
	Status: OPEN 

	
	20.04.2006
	
	6.1.9
	Source: NEC

Form: INP doc
Privacy-1
‘The GPM enabler SHALL support the ability of a Permissions Target to use a pseudonym. [Privacy]’

This should be extended to include ‘Target Attribute Requester and Target Attribute Consumer’ to make it inline with the definition
	Status: OPEN 

	
	20.04.2006
	
	6.2
	Source: NEC

Form: INP doc
OSR-21

‘GPM SHALL support mechanisms to protect the Permissions Target from spamming and improper use of attributes/enablers. These mechanisms SHALL:

· A: Allow GPM to be able to deny Permissions Checking Request’s not related to a legitimateTarget Request’

Should be worded differently. ‘These mechanisms SHALL: 
· A: allow denial of Permissions Checking Requests …’

	Status: OPEN 

	
	20.04.2006
	
	6.2
	Source: NEC

Form: INP doc
OSR-25

‘The GPM enabler SHALL support principals (e.g. Permissions Manager and/or Permissions Manager’s Delegate(s), Target Attribute Requester, Target Attribute Consumer, Ask Target etc.) located in the same or different domains to the Permissions Target’

Is not clear what is here to be supported. To support principals to do what?
	Status: OPEN


4 Intellectual Property Rights

Members and their Affiliates (collectively, "Members") agree to use their reasonable endeavours to inform timely the Open Mobile Alliance of Essential IPR as they become aware that the Essential IPR is related to the prepared or published Specification.  This obligation does not imply an obligation on Members to conduct IPR searches.  This duty is contained in the Open Mobile Alliance application form to which each Member's attention is drawn.  Members shall submit to the General Manager of Operations of OMA the IPR Statement and the IPR Licensing Declaration.  These forms are available from OMA or online at the OMA website at www.openmobilealliance.org.

5 Recommendation

Discuss and approve suggested changes.
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