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Introduction

This document contains comments about the document T3z010215, SIM Interpreter Stage 2 specification v 0.0.1.

Chapter 4.3 Role models

More text and explanations are needed to clarify why those roles are there and how they differ from each other. All the components should be described as well.

In multiple service access role model and multiple operator role model the "application system" naming is missing from the dash line boxes.

Chapter 4.4.1 Base reference model

This specification should be written in a bearer independent level. This means that we shouldn't have service centers or SC addresses in the pictures. There should be something more generic and the for example SMSC or GGSN as an example to clarify what type of component we are describing. Service centers and SC addresses can be used as example. 

The comment "In this scheme, all the layers are completely independent one to the other." needs to be rewritten or at least it needs reference to the chapter where the layers are defined.

Maybe we should use something else instead of originating address to describe the addressing. 

Chapter 4.4.2 Multiple 03.48 entity reference model

Comment "The application provider has to know the OA the user has to use to reach his service" is unclear for me. It should be clarified what does it mean. There might be several other alternatives to handle this information.

It would be better to describe the mechanism in this specification instead of stage 3.

Chapter 4.4.3 Multiple application system reference model

Sentence "Using the first reference model, it would be necessary to add a new gateway for each new application with new language to reach." should be changed because it gives the impression that one gateway can support only one language and that is not the case. One gateway can support several languages.

The functionality of the application manager should be defined. If application manager is some kind of router the "Application manager" name is very misleading.

The names and functionality of the layers should be defined. It is probably not the transport layer where we define the gateway address. 

Chapter 4.4.5 Layer representation

The layers should be named and the functionality of different layers should be defined.

The dash line box was named in the previous Ad Hoc meeting in Stockholm, but now the name is missing.

Chapter 4.5.1 USAT Interpreter Symmetric Security Reference model

According to figure 2 there will be internal security between 03.48 and gateway.

The comment "between these two elements no security is provided on the transport level" should be deleted, because the internal security should be used there.

The comment about the end-to-end security should be changed to “standardised in stage 3 specification”. It is not relevant to talk about macros here.

Chapter 4.5.2 USAT Interpreter Asymmetric Security Reference model 

Application Manager is missing from the figure 7. In figure 7 the arrow between gateway and BE&SE should be deleted (only line like in figure 6).

Point 2 should be end-to-end asymmetric security, not "to be discussed".

There should be internal security between 03.48 and gateway and SSL or similar between gateway and the content provider in the figure 7.

Chapter 5 functions and information flows

The commands in this pictures are from different layers in different commands. We should look these through and make it consistent. 

Chapter 6 Transport layer

This chapter looks like a description of session layer. The case without session should be defined here as well. 


