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Parlay has developed a first version of ParlayX, known within Parlay as ParlayX 1.0, which has been published.

This document has been handed over to the JWG for maintenance, while Parlay continues with ParlayX 2.0 specification.

There has been very little consideration of how to manage the ParlayX development, in terms of specification releases, document format, relationship with the other OSA/Parlay specifications etc.

Now, prior to publication of ParlayX 1.0 as an ETSI or 3GPP specification, is probably the last chance to sort these issues out.

The following issues require immediate resolution:

ParlayX Release Plan

Parlay X 1.0 is part of 3GPP Release 6.  Therefore, within 3GPP, it will be maintained as a Rel-6 specification, in parallel with the Rel-7 version of ParlayX, and so on.  

· Will there be any maintenance of ParlayX 1.0 to form ParlayX 1.1, or will all maintenance be performed as part of the following release?  i.e. will the Release 6 version of ParlayX be maintained? 
· How does ETSI and Parlay want to reflect this fact in their release planning?

· Is ParlayX 1.0 to be branded as part of the Parlay 5 set of specifications, or as part of the Parlay 4 set of specifications?  Up to now we have assumed not.  What, if any, is its relationship with the base OSA/Parlay specification releases?

· What will ParlayX 2.0 be?  Is it intended that the technical content of ParlayX 2.0 be included in the 3GPP Release 6 ParlayX specification?

In the absence of a decision, ParlayX will be maintained as usual in each 3GPP release in which it is included.  It will be 'branded' as 'ParlayX 1' in ETSI, corresponding to 3GPP Release-6, and as 'ParlayX 2', corresponding to 3GPP Release-7, this even if 3GPP Release 6 contains what Parlay considers to be the technical contents of ParlayX 2.0.

Specification Numbering:

ParlayX is identified in 3GPP as TS 29.199.  This number will remain constant in all 3GPP releases.

· Does ETSI and Parlay want a static or semi-static specification number, permitting more than one phase of ParlayX to be maintained in parallel?

In the absence of a decision, no specification number range will be reserved for ParlayX phased releases in ETSI (this is, in any case, an unusual practice) - the next available ETSI specification number will be chosen for each release.  However, each release will be identified as 'ParlayX 1', 'ParlayX 2' etc.

Structure of ParlayX:

Parlay X 1.0 has been handed over to the JWG for maintenance, and is now the responsibility of the JWG.  

Parlay has continued to work on the next version of ParlayX, on the understanding that this next version will have new APIs only, and not updates of existing APIs of ParlayX (these are handled by the JWG).

· How do we publish this next version of ParlayX?  

· By combining it into the single ParlayX specification at ETSI and 3GPP, under the next release?  

· By creating a multi-part specification, the first part being the existing ParlayX 1, the second part being the new APIs of ParlayX 2?  But there may be relationships between some of the ParlayX 2 APIs and some ParlayX 1 APIs, which would make the document structure appear unusual.

In the absence of a decision, the first mechanism will be chosen (combining the new material from ParlayX WG into the ETSI and 3GPP specification).

A possiblility existed to have a multi-part ParlayX with a specific part per API.  This would have resulted in an explosion of document size in ETSI and 3GPP, as each API in ParlayX is quite small - the standard opening and closing pages of an ETSI or 3GPP specifications would be almost as big.  

Such a multi-part specification might have helped in the conclusion of the co-operation agreement between ETSI, Parlay and ParlayX, but since this agreement is now closed, any modification of the specification form would be a problem since it would impact the contents of this agreement.

