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	Group Presenting Document:
	CD-MC Ad Hoc Group
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1. Instructions

Review comments should be collected and aggregated into a single review report.  This will facilitate efforts to resolve issues:

· If the review involves more than one document (e.g. ERP), use a separate table for each document.

· Avoid changing CommentIds once drafts have been published – source of possible confusion.

· The Type column should indicate 'E' for Editorial comment or 'T' for Technical comment

2. Review Information

2.1 OMA Groups Involved

	Name Of Group
	Role
	Invited
	Comments Provided

	<List the groups involved in the review.  The first four should be Req, Arch, Sec and IOP (these should not be deleted).  List the source and any other OMA group involved.>

<Delete this row>
	<note if served as Host, Source or Reviewer of material (where they are providing comments)>
	<note which groups were explicitly invited>
	<provides place to note if group had been involved with material before the review or if there were key non-technical issues or concerns that the group would like to note explicitly.  This would provide opportunity to note the comprehensiveness of prior involvement or willingness to engage.  Specific technical comments should be presented in the space available below.>

	Requirements
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Architecture
	Host and Reviewer
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 
	Formal MC AD Review was announced by ARC WG on 2009-09-02.  OMA-ARC-2009-0286R01-INP_MC_V1_0_AD_Formal_Review.zip

	Security
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	IOP
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	CD-MC AHG

(formerly MCE-MC AHG)
	Source and Reviewer
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 
	See ARC WG announcement of Formal MC AD Review as above.

	<add others as appropriate>
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	


2.2 Review History

The review history table should list review meetings and not work sessions where responses developed.
	Review Type
	Date
	Review Method
	Participating Groups
	Full Document Id

	Full
	20090827
	F2F Singapore
	MCE Mobile Codes Ad Hoc Group
	The MCE-MC AHG agreed to submit the OMA-ADRR-Mobile_Codes-V1_0-20090827-D (this document) so as to begin formal review of the MC AD – see referenced documents as below:

OMA-AD-MC-V1_0-20090821-D.zip
OMA-MC-2009-0142-INP_MC_AD_Formal_Review_checklist.zip
MC ADRR Editor: 

Kennie Kwong, AT&T, kennie.kwong@att.com  

	Full
	20090902 to 20090916
	Virtual meeting via email reflectors: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW, OMA-ARCHITECTURE and OMA-MC 
	OMA membership
	Announcement of Formal MC AD Review; comments period from 20090902-20090916.
OMA-ARC-2009-0286R01-INP_MC_V1_0_AD_Formal_Review.zip 

At closing of the comments period, all comments received were captured in ADRR dated 20090918.
Editor’s Note: Spell check was applied to some proposed changes; extra line spacing removed.



	Full
	20090921 to

20090924
	F2F Interim Meeting in Toronto
	CD-MC AHG
	Majority of comments were resolved, with action points identified for the remaining outstanding comments. 14 comments remain OPEN.
ADRR updated on 2009-10-06.

	Full
	2009-10-06
	ConfCall
	CD-MC AHG
	More comments resolved as shown herein; 7 comments are remaining open.

	Full
	20091020 to 20091022
	F2F Meeting in Los Angeles
	CD-MC AHG
	Two comments A059 & A095 remained open; resolution is pending agreements on 2 CRs.

	Full
	2009-11-03
	ConfCall
	CD-MC AHG
	Remaining two open comments A059 & A095  resolved with agreed CRs.  All comments are CLOSED.

	Full
	2010-02-04
	F2F Sorrento
	CD-MC SWG
	Incorported group decision on resolution of ARC WG input & recommendations to align MC architecture with AD BPs focusing on normative vs informative representation of the architecture, clarification of MC Components, and role of the MCR:
OMA-MC-2010-0005R01-CR_to_MC_AD_sect_5_3_2_Global_MCR.zip
OMA-MC-2009-0185R01-CR_AD_diagrams_based_on_ARC_WG_recommendations.zip

	Select: Full / Followup / Preliminary
	2009.01.23
	Select: F2F / Email / ConfCall
	
	OMA-<type>-<desc>-<version>-200ymmdd-<state>

	
	
	
	
	


3. Review Comments

3.1 <OMA-AD-MC-V1_0-20090821-D.zip> (use ‘Final’ view for clean copy of this document)
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	Beginning of comments from Neustar A001-A044

	A001
	2009.09.15
	E
	3.2
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: “Indirect Mobile Code” in the definition for “Code Management Platform” is not defined. 

Proposed Change: Change “Indirect Mobile Code” to “Indirect Codes”.
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed editorial change was AGREED. 



	A002
	2009.09.15
	E
	3.2 and others
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: “handset” and “device” are both used in the AD. 

Proposed Change: Do a global change from “handset” to “device”.
	Status: CLOSED 
AGREED change: Clarify in the Definitions and Introduction Sections that ‘devices’ for the MC Enabler are assumed to be handheld mobile devices used by human persons (see RD use cases).

	A003
	2009.09.15
	E
	3.2
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: (2) in the definition for “Direct Code” is not consistent with that for “Code Resolution” and also the ending “.” is missing.

Proposed Change: Change “the service” to “content (or a service)” and add the ending “.”.
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed editorial change was AGREED. 


	A004
	2009.09.15
	E
	3.2
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: The definition for “Mobile Code” does not have the ending “.”. 

Proposed Change: Add the ending “.”.
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed editorial change was AGREED.


	A005
	2009.09.15
	E
	3.2
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: The text “into a Data Format” in the definition for “Mobile Code Scanning” sounds strange. 

Proposed Change: Change “into a” to “according to the Mobile Code”.
	Status: CLOSED 
AGREED change: Delete the text “into a Data Format” from the definition of ‘Mobile Code Scanning’.

	A006
	2009.09.15
	E
	4.1
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: “URL” is not defined in the AD. 

Proposed Change: Change “URL” to “URI”.
	Status: CLOSED
No need to define “URL”; no changes are required.

	A007
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.1
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: “Client” after “MCC” in the 1st bullet item is redundant.

Proposed Change: Delete “Client” after “MCC”.
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed editorial change was AGREED. 



	A008
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.1
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: “QR Codes” in the 2nd bullet item should be “QR Code”.

Proposed Change: Change “QR Codes” to “QR Code”.
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed editorial change was AGREED. 



	A009
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.1
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: “GEOPRIVREL” appears twice in the 2nd to the last bullet item.

Proposed Change: Delete the extra “GEOPRIVREL”.
	Status: CLOSED 
AGREED change: There are no mentions of GEPPRIV in the rest of AD text at all.  Hence, remove all mentions of GEOPRIV from the AD.

	A010
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.2.1
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: “CMP” is a physical entity that consists of the CCH and CRS functional components.   According to the ARC AD guidelines, physical entities should not appear in the architecture diagram.

Proposed Change: Neustar will submit a CR that identifies all the required changes if the MC group decides to align the architecture diagram with the ARC AD guidelines.
	Status: CLOSED 
AGREED changes: See Comment A095. 

	A011
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.3.1
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: “Mobile code” and “mobile code” in item#1 should be “Mobile Code”. 

Proposed Change: Change “Mobile code” to “Mobile Code” and “mobile codes” to “Mobile Codes”.
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed editorial change was AGREED. 


	A012
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.3.1
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: “Mobile code” in item#2 “mobile code” in item#2.a) should be “Mobile Code”

Proposed Change: Change “Mobile code” to “Mobile Code” in item#2 and “mobile codes” to “Mobile Codes” in item#2.a).
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed editorial change was AGREED. 


	A013
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.3.1
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: “data format” should be changed “Mobile Code Data Format”. 

Proposed Change: Change “data format” to “Mobile Code Data Format”.
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed change was AGREED; also treat this as a global change in the AD.

	A014
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.3.1
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: Item#5.a) has a missing ending “.”.

Proposed Change: Add the ending “.”.
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed editorial change was AGREED. 


	A015
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.3.1
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: “URL” in item#5.b) is not defined. 

Proposed Change: Change “URL” to “URI”.
	Status: CLOSED
No need to define “URL”; no changes are required.



	A016
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.3.2
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: “ )” after “authority” in the 4th line of the 1st paragraph should be deleted.

Proposed Change: Delete “ )” after “authority”
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed editorial change was AGREED. 


	A017
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.3.2
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: A “,” is missing after “however” in the 1st line of the 4th paragraph.

Proposed Change: Add “,” after “however”.
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed editorial change was AGREED. 


	A018
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.3.2
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: There is an extra space before “Either” in the 1st dashed item of item#1.c).

Proposed Change: Delete the extra space before “Either”.
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed editorial change was AGREED.


	A019
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.3.2
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: “Indirect Mobile Code” is incorrect. 

Proposed Change: Delete the extra space before “Either”.
	Status: CLOSED 

Proposed change seems misplaced (??).

ACTION: Neustar to clarify.
This comment was withdrawn by the originator.

	A020
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.3.2
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: “Query Processing” in the 1st line of item#3 should be “query processing”.

Proposed Change: Change “Query Processing” to “query processing”.
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed editorial change was AGREED.


	A021
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.3.2
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: There is an extra “(“ before “e.g.” in the 2nd line of item#3.

Proposed Change: Delete “(“ before “e.g.”.
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed editorial change was AGREED.


	A022
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.3.2
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: “responsible” in item#1.a) and item#1.b) before the note in the last paragraph should be “resolving”. 

Proposed Change: Change “responsible” to “resolving”.
	Status: CLOSED
AGREED change: AD Editor to do a global find to check for consistency between using “Resolving” and “Responsible” globally in the AD, then adjust all instances based on a common term - one or the other, but consistently throughout.

	A023
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.3.2
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: Item#1.a) and item#1.b) before the note in the last paragraph are not consistent about the resolving CRS. 

Proposed Change: Add “and the identification information of the resolving CRS, when applicable,” before “associated” in item#1.a).
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed editorial change was AGREED.


	A024
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.3.2
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: Last paragraph (the note) is not correctly aligned.

Proposed Change: Align last paragraph with the item numbers.
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed editorial change was AGREED.


	A025
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.3.3
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: “Performs” in the 1st line of items #1 through #5 should be “Perform” to be consistent with other sections.

Proposed Change: Change “Performs” to “Perform”.
	Status: CLOSED 

AGREED change: AD Editor to do a global find & adjust all instances for a consistent writing style globally in the AD.  Adopt one or the other, but consistently throughout.

	A026
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.3.4
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: “support” in item#6 should be “Support”.

Proposed Change: Change “support” to “Support”.
	Status: CLOSED 

AGREED change: AD Editor to do a global find & adjust all instances for a consistent writing style (i.e. using Caps following a colon, or not) globally in the AD.  Adopt one or the other, but consistently throughout.

	A027
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.3.4
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: “Failure Messaging” should be “failure messaging” and “generate” should be “Generated” in item#7.

Proposed Change: Change “Failure Messaging” to “failure messaging”.
	Status: CLOSED 

Proposed change was AGREED; also do a global find & adjust all instances for global consistency in the AD.

	A028
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.3.4
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: “Code Service Policy” should be “Mobile Code Service Policy” and “CRS” should be “resolving CRS” in item#7.b).

Proposed Change: Add “Mobile” before “Code” and “resolving” before “CRS”.
	Status: CLOSED
Proposed change was AGREED; also do a global find & adjust all instances for global consistency in the AD.

	A029
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.3.4
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: “performs” in item#8 should be “Perform”. 

Proposed Change: Change “performs” to “Perform”.
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed editorial change was AGREED.


	A030
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.3.4
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: “support” in item#9 should be “Support”. 

Proposed Change: Change “support” to “Support”.
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed editorial change was AGREED.


	A031
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.3.5
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: support” in item#3 should be “Support”. 

Proposed Change: Change “support” to “Support”.
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed editorial change was AGREED.


	A032
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.3.5
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: “Management” should be “management” and “support” should be “Support” in item#6.

Proposed Change: Change “Management” to “management” and “support” to “Support”.
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed editorial change was AGREED. 

	A033
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.3.5
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: “It’s better to add “proper” before “reason” in item#6.c). 

Proposed Change: Add “proper” before “reason”.
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed editorial change was AGREED. 

	A034
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.3.5
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: “support” in item#7 should be “Support”. 

Proposed Change: Change “support” to “Support”.
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed editorial change was AGREED. 

	A035
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.3.5
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: “Log” is missing in item#7.a). 

Proposed Change: Add “Log” before “Indirect”.
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed editorial change was AGREED. 

	A036
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.3.6
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: “Indirect Code” should be “Indirect Code Identifier” in the 2nd line of the 1st bullet item on “MC-1”. 

Proposed Change: Add “Identifier” after “Code”.
	Status: CLOSED 

Related to Comment A066.

AGREED changes: 

1. First, move content of 5.3.6 (Interface Definitions) to the new Section 5.3.1 as a new sub-section.

2. Adjust the numbering for the old sub-sections 5.3.1 to 5.3.5.

3. Apply the proposed editorial changes in Comments from A036 – A041.

	 A037
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.3.6
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: The ending “.” Is missing in the 3rd bullet item on “MC-2”. 

Proposed Change: Add “.” at the end of the sentence. 
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed editorial change was AGREED. 

	A038
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.3.6
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: “Indirect Code” should be “Indirect Code Identifier” in the 2nd line of the 5th bullet item on “MC-3”. 

Proposed Change: Add “Identifier” after “Code”.
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed editorial change was AGREED. 

	A039
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.3.6
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: “agreements” should be “arrangements in the 6th bullet item on “MC-3 INFO”.

Proposed Change: Change “agreements” to “arrangements”.
	Status: CLOSED 

Proposed editorial change was AGREED; also do a global find & adjust all instances for global consistency in the AD.



	A040
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.3.6
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: “Indirect Code” should be “Indirect Code Identifier” in the 2nd line of the 7th bullet item on “MC-4”. 

Proposed Change: Add “Identifier” after “Code”.
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed editorial change was AGREED. 

	A041
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.3.6
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: “non” in the 1st line of the last bullet item on “MC-4 INFO” should be in bold font. 

Proposed Change: Change the font of “non” to bold.
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed editorial change was AGREED. 

	A042
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.4.1
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: “direct code” in the 2nd line should be “Direct Code”. 

Proposed Change: Change “direct code” to “Direct Code”.
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed editorial change was AGREED. 

	A043
	2009.09.15
	E
	5.4.2
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: “secured” in the last line of the 2nd paragraph should be “secure”. 

Proposed Change: Change “secured” to “secure”.
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed editorial change was AGREED. 

	A044
	2009.09.15
	E
	B.1 through B.4
	Source: James Yu, Neustar

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: The fonts in the boxes showing the functional components and the step numbers are not consistent in the figures.   For example, the fonts of “CMP” and step number “1” in Figure 4 are different from those of “CMP” and “1” in Figure 9. 

Proposed Change: Use consistent font(s) in Figure 4 through Figure 18.
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed editorial change was AGREED. 

	Beginning of comments from Fujitsu A045

	A045
	2009.09.15
	T
	2.2

Informative References
	Source: Alan Hameed, Fujitsu

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: MC AD reference a version of a Vcard specification  i.e. version 3.0 but the group have not decided what version of Vcard MC will support.  

Proposed Change: Remove the reference to a version number.


	Status: CLOSED 
Discussion on the proposed change (before Comments Period was closed ):
1. Qualcomm (Peter Thompson):

Strongly urge supporting v3.0 - v2.1 had many interop issues that were solved in 3.0.

2. Microsoft (Miller Abel):

OMA has published the vObject Interoperability Profile Enabler Release V1.0 to address this subject area. I would recommend harmonizing recommendations with that Enabler Release. If changes to the recommendations are required, they could be made by updating the vObject Enabler appropriately.

While Peter is correct, the vCard 3.0 specification is superior in many ways to the older vCard 2.1, there are backward compatibility issues between vCard 2.1 and 3.0. It might be best to treat that subject in the vObject enabler directly and then refer to that enabler from MC and other places to ensure OMA is providing a consistent message to the implementer community.

3. Fujitsu (Alan):

Understand both issue … but my comment is at the AD level it is somewhat pre-mature to choose the version without having the detail discussion i.e. the TS work.  We need to have the technical discussion to address the points raised and other issues first.

4. Qualcomm (Peter):

Miller is correct. Pointing to the vObject enabler is the correct path to go. 

Agreed change:  Remove mention of vCard in the example.  Then remove all references to and dependencies on the vCard.

	Beginning of comments from Huawei A046-A075

	A046
	2009.9.15
	T
	5.1
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: Is DM really a dependency?  The client needs to be provisioned but not necessarily by DM.

Proposed Change: remove this bullet.
	Status: CLOSED 

AGREED change: Retain this bullet; instead proposed text in the AD to clarify that DM is an option only.  See MC Doc#0151.

	A047
	2009.9.15
	E
	5.2.1 Figure 1
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment:  MCP is in figure – needs to be added to “abbreviation” section.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED 

AGREED change: Add ‘MCP’ in the Definitions section.

	A048
	2009.9.15
	T
	5.2.1 Figure 1
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: CMP should not be shown.  Show an arrow INTO CCH labeled MC-3 (CCH’s use MC-3 to interact with other CCH’s).
Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED 

AGREED changes: 

4. First do a global find & adjust all instances for consistent notations (i.e. ‘CMP/’ should precede CCH or CRS, respecting the context).

5. Then do global changes as follows throughout the AD:

Change “CMP/CCH” to 

“CMP (or CCH, where applicable)”.

Change “CMP/CRS” to 

“CMP (or CRS, where applicable)”.

	A049
	2009.9.15
	T
	5.2.1 Figure 1
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment:  Note 4: this doc defines any and all interactions with non-MC resources (including OMA enablers) so this note makes no sense – if it is not in this doc, it does not exist.
Proposed Change: delete Note 4.
	Status: CLOSED
AGREED change: Agreed that Note 4 does not add any information; remove from Figure 1.

	A050
	2009.9.15
	T
	5.2.1 Figure 1
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: what are the arrows/interfaces with “INFO” in the name??

Proposed Change: delete these arrows and labels.
	Status: CLOSED
Discussion:

1. Just rename the interfaces according the ADBP rules; or

2. Collapse the “x-INFO” interfaces into the x-interfaces, respectively.  However, this assumes that interface protocol details in the TS phase would be able to distinguish & accommodate’ latency-critical’ and ‘non-latency critical’ transactions or messaging – TBD.

ACTION: MC AHG to discuss further and confirm if (2) above is feasible; if so, implement (1) in the AD.

AGREED changes (2009-10-06 CC):

1. Apply naming convention of the ABP; hence the MC-x INFO interfaces will be renamed and become MC-5 to MC-8. 
2. This means that these MC-x INFO interfaces will not be collapsed with the MC-x interfaces.  If and when details in the TS phase demonstrate that some interfaces can be collapsed, amendments will be made, as appropriate. 



	A051
	2009.9.15
	T
	5.2.2 Figure 2
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment:  This is not an architectural diagram, but rather a deployment choice/instantiation.  Change the title, and make it Informative.
Proposed Change: fix per comment.
	Status: CLOSED
AGREED changes: Section 5.2.2 represents three specific variations of the MC Enabler architecture; these are not just deployment examples.

Change 5.2.2 heading to “Supported Architectural Models.”  No other changes are required.



	A052
	2009.9.15
	T
	5.2.2 Figure 2
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: get rid of 2nd CMP box, and show MC-3 arrow going into the CMP box.
Proposed Change: fix per comment.
	Status: CLOSED 
AGREED: It is necessary to show two CMPs in order to show the MC-3 interface & interactions between the components (i.e. CMPs) using this interface.

No changes are required.

	A053
	2009.9.15
	T
	5.2.2 Figure 3
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment:  this Figure not needed at all if fix Figure 1 as stated above; else re-title to be “deployment instantiation”.
Proposed Change: fix per comment.
	Status: CLOSED 

See Comment A051; no other changes are required.

	A054
	2009.9.15
	T
	5.3.1 #3
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: always refer to CCH or CRS since they are the architectural elements (not CMP).
Proposed Change: delete all references to CMP.
	Status: CLOSED
No changes are required.

Rationale:

1. CMP is a specified Actor as per the MC RD; its requirements need to be enabled by the AD and TS. 

2. See Comment A051. The AD specifies three variations of supported architectural models, including the CMP-only model. 

3. In most markets, CMP is probably the only architecture deployed (i.e. it is an integrated unit that is not decomposed into ‘CCH + CRS’ at all, and there is no ‘MC-4 interface’ identifiable even as an internal/proprietary interface); hence it is necessary to reference the CMP in an OMA-compliant CMP-only architecture deployment.

	A055
	2009.9.15
	T
	5.3.1
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment:  The MCC client’s function should NOT include requesting end user consent, acquiring end user personal info, or telling the end user about errors – these are part of the application that uses MC and are outside the scope of this enabler, and not intrinsic to MC.
Proposed Change: remove these as functions of MCC.
	Status: CLOSED 

MC AHG is aware the definition of what constitutes a “Component of an enabler” versus a “Requestor” (i.e. an external application that makes use of an enabler) is still ongoing.  Once this issue has been decided and any OMA best practices updated, MC AHG will reexamine this further, as guided by the role & requirements of the MCC as specified in the MC RD.

No changes are necessary.

	A056
	2009.9.15
	T
	5.3.1 #1c
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: what is the “network” in this bullet, it isn’t a box in the arch diagram so it can’t be involved.
Proposed Change: fix per comment.
	Status: CLOSED 

Delete ‘network’, replace with ‘Home CMP (or CCH as applicable)’.

	A057
	2009.9.15
	T
	5.3.2 first sentence
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment:  what does this mean?  Any component/resource can be instantiated across multiple physical implementations – that is the definition of being an architectural entity.  It is true of all components of any spec.

Proposed Change: delete.
	Status:  CLOSED
AGREED change: Delete this first sentence.

	A058
	2009.9.15
	T
	5.3.2  bullet 1a
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment:  the statement “Ensure global uniqueness of all the assigned Routing Prefixes” is NOT a function of GMCR, but rather of OMNA or something else.
Proposed Change: delete bullet.
	Status: CLOSED
First para. Change to “Fundamentally the GMCR functions ensure that assigned Routing Prefixes within the OMA-compliant ecosystem are globally unique”
Bullet 1, insert “coordinated”, hence:

1. ‘Routing Prefix assignment function coordinated through a single naming authority (e.g. OMNA)” 

	A059
	2009.9.15
	T
	5.3.2 bullet 1b
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment:  this is also not a function of GMCR but of OMNA or something else.
Proposed Change: fix per comment.
	Status: CLOSED 

Clarification:

The GMCR is a logical component performing distributed functions comprising of a root Routing Prefix Naming Authority (e.g. OMNA) and either regional/local registries or multi-lateral arrangements amongst groups of CMPs (or CCH, as applicable) that together coordinate the global uniqueness of assigned Routing Prefixes for Mobile Codes. Section 5.3.2 specifies various functions performed by the GMCR that are necessary to fulfill the Routing Prefix assignment & usage requirements in the MC RD.

No changes are required.  

ACTION: The above clarification should be aligned with the final disposition of Docs# 0128 & 0129 (Motorola) both of which are pending on this topic.
Doc#0167R01 is pending R&A – this resolves Section 5.3 in its entirety, including POSTPONED Docs#0128 & 0129.

Doc#0167R02 was AGREED incorporating info from Docs#0128 & 0129.  Detailed proposal of RP structure and assignment criteria to be considered as part of TS work.

	A060
	2009.9.15
	T
	5.3.2
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment:  I’m not sure what the notion of “optional interface” means.  I don’t think the spec should actually define GMCR – this seems such a small function that it should just be a part of CCH.  Does any vendor think they will build a standalone version of GMCR?  Does any customer want one?

Proposed Change: delete the component and all references to it.
	Status: CLOSED 

See Comment A059.  On the contrary to the comment, the GMCR performs crucial functions to manage the global uniqueness of Routing Prefix assignments & usage necessary to enable interoperability of Code Resolution in the global Mobile Code ecosystem envisaged.

Extensive discussion on the need for a GMCR and its different operating models as driven by contributed market requirements has led to the compromise made, which is reflected in the current AD text.

No changes are required at this time.

	A061
	2009.9.15
	T
	5.2.1 Figure 1
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: what are the arrows from MCP to the enabler – are these defined interfaces?  If not, then leave MCP (and arrows) out of picture.

Proposed Change: fix per comment.
	Status: CLOSED
AGREED change: Remove the MCP and dotted lines from the diagram.

Add a note that mentions the MCP as a key actor of the enabler and its interaction with the Resovling CMP (or CRS as applicable), which is not shown in the architecture diagram.

 

	A062
	2009.9.15
	T
	5.2.1
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment:  I don’t understand the whole approach of identifying interfaces with the “INFO” postfix – just give it a name and number.

Proposed Change: fix per comment.
	Status: CLOSED
See Comment A050 resolution.

	A063
	2009.9.15
	T
	5.3.3 #4
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: what is “or child CRS of the remote CCH” – define it somewhere or expand this phrase to say what it means.
Proposed Change: fix per comment.
	Status: CLOSED 

AGREED change: Will provide the clarification.

ACTION: Provide clarification of the parent-child connectivity relationship between the CCH and its CRSs.
Doc#0168R01 to resolve this comment was AGREED.

	A064
	2009.9.15
	T
	5.3.3 #6 and #7
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment:  6a and 7a functions look like the same function (getting network address based on only slightly diff input data), but handled by different interfaces (MC-2 and INFO).  Should all the functions be done via same interface?

Proposed Change: fix per comment.
	Status: CLOSED 

See Comment A050 resolution.

	A065
	2009.9.15
	T
	5.3.4 #4 and #5
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: it seems the enabler will spec how to use location and profile info – these enablers should be shown in the arch diagram and listed as dependencies.  If not spec’ed, then these are not “optional” but implementation dependent (and should be in an informative appendix, not normative part of AD).
Proposed Change: fix per comment.
	Status: CLOSED
MC Enabler has no plan to use the OMA “Service User Profile Management” Enabler. The preferred solution is extremely simple which conveys the optional and voluntarily disclosed user profile information as part of the ‘Code Resolution request’ message towards the Resolving CMP (or CRS, as applicable).

For location data, the MCC will decode any (optional) location data if available from the Code and stores this data in the device for use by any LOC client or application, which may in turn interact with the appropriate LOC enabler, which is out-of-scope of MC Enabler. 

There is no requirement for the MCC to directly interact with another OMA LOC Enabler.

No changes are required.

	A066
	2009.9.15
	E
	5.3.4
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment:  I would remove the list of interfaces and uses since it duplicates info in 5.3.6 (where the definitive statements appear).
Proposed Change: fix per comment.
	Status: CLOSED 

See Comment A036.

Retaining the detailed text of how the interfaces are used in the various specific Component & Interface sections is highly valuable to facilitate the TS phase work.

No changes are required.

	A067
	2009.9.15
	T
	5.3.6 MC-1
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: what does “latency critical” mean?  How do you distinguish critical from non-critical?

Proposed Change: delete phrase.
	Status: CLOSED 
Clarify “latency critical” as:

Transactions or messaging flows that impact on user experience starting from MCC decoding of the data of an Indirect Code to its successful resolution and return of the intended content/address to the content. This might include the Home CMP (or CCH as applicable) querying the GMCR about unknown codes; such steps are generally referred to as ‘Routing’ and ‘Resolution’ functions related to how an Indirect Code is processed by the network entities.

All other transactions or messaging flows outside of the above process are “non latency critical”. 

AGREED Change: Insert the above clarification as an informative note at the first instance ‘latency critical’ is mentioned.  

	A068
	2009.9.15
	T
	5.3.6
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment:  interfaces should not be defined as “between x and y” – they are exposed by some component, usable by any resource.  

Proposed Change: say the interface is exposed by component X, don’t identify user of interface.
	Status: CLOSED 

AGREED Change:  Modify to: e.g.

“The Home CMP (or CCH as applicable) exposes the MC-1 interface to an authorized principal, such as, the MCC.”

Do the other interfaces in 5.3.6 as well.

Check globally on the language used in other Functional Entity/Interface sections, and adjust accordingly.

ACTION: Need a CR to revise the interface definitions in Section 5.3.6.

Doc#0169 to resolve this comment was AGREED.

	A069
	2009.9.15
	T
	5.3.6
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: for several interfaces, it says “information may include” – the info DOES include, but might not be limited to?  Actually, I think most cases the text identifies all the info.

Proposed Change: fix per comment.
	Status: CLOSED 
Specific information transfers will be determined at the TS phase.

No changes are required.

	A070
	2009.9.15
	T
	5.4.2 last para
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment:  Most of the section properly makes it clear that the deployment chooses the security mechanisms, if any.  However the last para does not: “The MC Enabler network entities are considered trusted servers and hence will communicate using secure protocols (e.g. HTTPS) and will be bidirectionally authenticated. Within the MC network architecture, one entity will likely be responsible for key management and certificate verification.”  Don’t say that the servers will use secure protocols – that is choice of deployment.  I don’t know what trusted means here – if trusted, why would they do (mutual) auth?  There is no definition of a “MC network” – if keys are used, I would say that something in the deployment handles keys – it is outside scope of this enabler (like all security) to define this.

Proposed Change: delete the whole para (it is at most informative).
	Status: CLOSED 

AGREED change: 

5.4.2 Last para:

“The MC Enabler network entities are considered trusted servers and appropriate security measures are required as part of the technical specification.”  Delete the rest of the para.

The other general issue about Security being part of the Enabler, or not, is an evolving debate in the ARC WG.  No action is necessary for the MC Enabler at this time. In any case, MC RD has requirements to address security of both the published Code and between network entities.
[Reminder: consider clean-up clarification proposed by TIM email 09/22]  Question to TIM: With the above change made, are there any more changes needed?
AGREED resolution resulting in complete new text:

Section 5.4.1-Security for Direct Codes

This MC Enabler Release does not cover security for Direct Codes.

Section 5.4.2-Security for Indirect Codes

In this MC Enabler Release, the MCC is only responsible for sending the decoded ICI and (optionally) associated security data to the Home CMP (or CCH, where applicable).  This allows for an appropriate network entity to authenticate the ICI using standard and well-known security algorithms. 

The MC Enabler network entities are required to be trusted servers, hence appropriate security measures are required as part of the technical specification (e.g. using HTTPS).

	A071
	2009.9.15
	T
	
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: 

Proposed Change: fix per comment.
	Status: CLOSED
Empty comment & proposed change; no changes are required.

	A072
	2009.9.15
	T
	
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment:  

Proposed Change: fix per comment.
	Status: CLOSED 

Empty comment & proposed change; no changes are required.

	A073
	2009.9.15
	T
	
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment:  

Proposed Change: fix per comment.
	Status: CLOSED 
Empty comment & proposed change; no changes are required.

	A074
	2009.9.15
	T
	
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment:  

Proposed Change: fix per comment.
	Status: CLOSED 
Empty comment & proposed change; no changes are required.

	A075
	2009.9.15
	T
	
	Source: Huawei (Pozefsky)

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment:  

Proposed Change: fix per comment.
	Status: CLOSED 
Empty comment & proposed change; no changes are required.

	Beginning of comments from RIM A076-A086

	A076
	2009.09.16
	E
	1
	Source: Clara Severino, RIM

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: Redundant wording “by providing a standard by creating specifications” in: “The Open Mobile Alliance aims to halt fragmentation by providing a standard by creating specifications to address interoperability needs as they arise.” 

Proposed Change: Recommend removing “by providing a standard” to yield: “The Open Mobile Alliance aims to halt fragmentation by creating specifications to address interoperability needs as they arise.”
	Status: CLOSED
Proposed editorial change was AGREED.

	A077
	2009.09.16
	E
	2.2
	Source: Clara Severino, RIM

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: [OMADICT] missing version number.
Proposed Change: Recommend modifying as follows:

“Dictionary for OMA Specifications”, Version 2.7, Open Mobile Alliance™,
OMA-ORG-Dictionary-V2_7, URL:http://www.openmobilealliance.org/”.
	Status: CLOSED 
Proposed editorial change was AGREED.

	A078
	2009.09.16
	E
	2.2
	Source: Clara Severino, RIM

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: Missing URL for [QR]. 

Proposed Change: Recommend adding http://www.iso.org/iso/catalogue_detail.htm?csnumber=43655 to [QR].
	Status: CLOSED 

Proposed editorial change was AGREED.

	A079
	2009.09.16
	T
	5.2.1+
	Source: Clara Severino, RIM

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: MC-1 INFO, MC-2 INFO, MC-3 INFO, MC-4 INFO don’t follow the “Interface/reference point naming convention” outlined in the AD template document. 

Proposed Change: Rename the above interfaces to comply with the convention:

“The name of an interface/reference point consists of a minimal number of characters (e.g. no longer than the WID's registered name), followed by a dash, followed by a running number (starting at “1” and counting upwards in steps of 1 for each new interface/reference point).” 
	Status:  CLOSED
See Comment A050 resolution.

	A080
	2009.09.16
	E
	5.3.2
	Source: Clara Severino, RIM

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: Item 4b: Clarify that information of the resolving CRS is only maintained in the case of CCH-CRS architecture. 

Proposed Change: Recommend to add “, where applicable” following: “Identification information of the resolving CRS (e.g. based on one of its assigned Routing Prefixes)”.
	Status: CLOSED 

Proposed editorial change was AGREED.

	A081
	2009.09.16
	T
	5.3.3
	Source: Clara Severino, RIM

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: Item 2: Missing language pertaining to CMP interacting with CCH/CRS architecture and language about checking local cached data before consulting GMCR.

Proposed Change: Recommend to re-word as follows:

“Redirection function: performs the needed actions to redirect the request for resolution to the correct CMP/CCH of the resolving CRS, when this request cannot be resolved directly. Among these actions:

a. Consulting the locally stored/cached data or querying the GMCR for information on the CMP/CCH of the resolving CRS responsible for the Indirect Code Identifier.

b. Redirecting the request to another CMP/CCH of the resolving CRS.”
	Status: CLOSED
Proposed change is AGREED; also fix with a global change re the slash in “CMP/CCH”.

	A082
	2009.09.16
	E
	5.3.3
	Source: Clara Severino, RIM

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: Item 5b: Ambiguity of “another CMP”; doesn’t specify which CMP to send resolution to.

Proposed Change: Recommend to specify which CMP by rewording as such:

“Returning resolved information to the requesting CMP/CCH.”
	Status: CLOSED 

Proposed editorial change was AGREED.

	A083

	2009.09.16
	T
	5.3.3
	Source: Clara Severino, RIM

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: Item 8: It seems that use of that multi-lateral arrangements are a condition for use of the MC-3 INFO. 

Proposed Change: Reword to:

“Communicates with another CMP/CCH using Interface MC-3 INFO, for the purpose of forwarding tracking and logging, accounting and reporting information and for exchanging updates on the Routing Prefixes and transferred ICIs when access to the GMCR functions is through the multi-lateral arrangements with the other CMP/CCH.”
	Status: CLOSED 

Proposed change was AGREED. Expect the global change re the “/”.  See Comment A081

	A084
	2009.09.16
	T
	5.3.5
	Source: Clara Severino, RIM

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: Item 3: The text refers to an ICI being under an RP, instead of referring to the Resolution Identifier. 

Proposed Change: Recommend to change “Indirect Code Identifier” to “Resolution Identifier” throughout Item 3.
	Status: CLOSED
AGREED Changes: Modify Item 3 to as follows: 

3. Indirect Code Identifier assignment function: support the following:

a) Assign Resolution Identifier(s) to the Code Publisher under an assigned Routing Prefix. 

b) Ensure the uniqueness of all the assigned Resolution Identifiers within its assigned Routing Prefix. 

c) Associate content or an URI for content or service, with each of the assigned Resolution Identifiers. 
Also, do a global check to ensure the same language is used consistently.


	A085
	2009.09.16
	T
	5.3.5
	Source: Clara Severino, RIM

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: Item 2 (interface section): Missing text about passing logging and reporting information.

Proposed Change: Add “MC-4 INFO is also used to receive chargeable events and reporting information from the parent CCH.”
	Status: CLOSED 

Insert the type of information (chargeable events, logging and reporting) being exchanged between the CCH and CRS as part of MC-4 INFO.  Also, check proper context when adding this information in 5.3.4 and 5.3.5

	A086
	2009.09.16
	E
	B.3.2.3
	Source: Clara Severino, RIM

Form: OMA-ARCH-REVIEW reflector [Formal-MC] review comments
Comment: Item 8: extra period. 

Proposed Change: Remove period before “after being forwarded through the donor CMP”.
	Status: CLOSED 

Proposed editorial change was AGREED.

	Beginning of comments from T-Mobile A087-A110

	A087
	2009.9.16
	E
	2.1
	Source: T-Mobile

Form: OMA-ARC-2009-0299-INP_Mobile_Codes_AD_Review_T_Mobile
Comment: OSE is not referenced

Proposed Change: please remove OSE.
	Status: CLOSED 

Proposed editorial change was AGREED.

	A088
	2009.9.16
	E
	2.2
	Source: T-Mobile

Form: OMA-ARC-2009-0299-INP_Mobile_Codes_AD_Review_T_Mobile
Comment:  Most documents are not referenced in the AD, e.g. Flashcode, Geoprivrel, mime, ndef, nfcrtd, etc.

Proposed Change: please remove these references.
	Status: CLOSED 

AGREED change: Do a global check; if no other mentions of the references, then remove these terms and references.

	A089
	2009.9.16
	E
	general
	Source: T-Mobile

Form: OMA-ARC-2009-0299-INP_Mobile_Codes_AD_Review_T_Mobile
Comment: 

Defined terms are used lower case. 
Proposed Change: 

Please consider to use Upper Case whenever the defined term is used in the document.
	Status: CLOSED
Proposed editorial change was AGREED. 

	A090
	2009.9.16
	E
	3.2
	Source: T-Mobile

Form: OMA-ARC-2009-0299-INP_Mobile_Codes_AD_Review_T_Mobile
Comment: 

Some terms are not used, i.e. Mobile Code Sales Agency, Resolution Identifier.
Proposed Change: please consider to remove not used terms and their definitions.
	Status: CLOSED
(T-Mobile comment numbering #003 was repeated)

See Comment A088; apply same solution to terms mentioned here.



	A091
	2009.9.16
	T
	3.2
	Source: T-Mobile

Form: OMA-ARC-2009-0299-INP_Mobile_Codes_AD_Review_T_Mobile
Comment: 

Whether the CRS and CCH are within one box or separate is a deployment decision, i.e. the CMP is no component of the functional logical architecture. Therefore the definitions should be changed accordingly.
Proposed Change: Please consider to change definitions accordingly.
	Status: CLOSED
(T-Mobile comment numbering #003 was repeated)

See resolution in Comment A054.

No other changes are required.

	A092
	2009.9.16
	T
	5.2.1 Figure 1
	Source: T-Mobile

Form: OMA-ARC-2009-0299-INP_Mobile_Codes_AD_Review_T_Mobile
Comment:  

If MCP and the interface used by MCP is out of scope then please consider to show and discuss it in an informative section only.
Proposed Change: 

Please consider to remove MCP and the interface from the figure 1 and create an informative section to discuss MCP.
	Status: CLOSED 

See Comment A061.

	A093
	2009.9.16
	T
	5.2.1 Figure 1
	Source: T-Mobile

Form: OMA-ARC-2009-0299-INP_Mobile_Codes_AD_Review_T_Mobile
Comment: the interfaces labeled INFO are not according to our labeling policy.
Proposed Change: Please consider to use the labeling policy.
	Status: CLOSED 

See Comment A050 resolution.

	A094
	2009.9.16
	T
	5.2.1 Figure 1
	Source: T-Mobile

Form: OMA-ARC-2009-0299-INP_Mobile_Codes_AD_Review_T_Mobile
Comment: As there exist the decomposition of CMP into CRS and CCH, the normative AD diagram should not show the CMP. Deployment examples should be discussed in a separate informative section.

Proposed Change: 

Please consider to remove CMP from figure 1 and change the direction of the MC-3 interfaces (as these interfaces are used by remote components).
Remove CMP throughout the normative document sections (use CCH or CRS as appropriate instead).
	Status: CLOSED 

See resolution in Comment A054.

	A095
	2009.9.16
	T
	5.2.1
	Source: T-Mobile

Form: OMA-ARC-2009-0299-INP_Mobile_Codes_AD_Review_T_Mobile
Comment: Notes: 

I don’t understand the intention to make these interfaces mandatory or optional dependent on the deployment scenario.

All 4 notes are somehow more related to deployment scenarios.

Proposed Change: 

Please clarify and discuss deployment specifics in an informative section and remove them from this section.
	Status: CLOSED 

AGREED changes:

· Use current Fig. 2 & 3 as “Supported Architectural Models  A and B”, respectivelyand place these in Section 5.2.1

· Reduce current Fig. 1 to just CMP – CCH as a “Model C - Interconnection Architecture”.

· Add clarification about ‘deployment choices/instantiations’ being applicable to each support architectural model. 

ACTION: Kennie to draft the above clarification.

· Check & adjust the interface numbering convention. See Comment A050.
Doc#0170 to revise Section 5.2-Architectural Diagram was discussed in OMA LA meeting.

Doc#0170R01 was AGREED.

	A096
	2009.9.16
	T
	5.2.2
	Source: T-Mobile

Form: OMA-ARC-2009-0299-INP_Mobile_Codes_AD_Review_T_Mobile
Comment:  This section shows different deployment examples. 

Proposed Change: Please consider to change the heading to e.g. “Deployment scenarios” and make the section informative.
	Status: CLOSED 

See Comment A051.

Also, see resolution in Comment A054.

No other changes are required.

	A097
	2009.9.16
	T
	5.3.1

5.a)
	Source: T-Mobile

Form: OMA-ARC-2009-0299-INP_Mobile_Codes_AD_Review_T_Mobile
Comment: What is the intention behind this “Confirm End User consent before network access is initiated”?
Proposed Change: Please clarify.
	Status: CLOSED 
AGREED change: Clarify sentence

5a) “Confirm End User consent before network access is initiated to prevent unintended network usage.”
 

	A098
	2009.9.16
	T
	5.3.1

8.a)
	Source: T-Mobile

Form: OMA-ARC-2009-0299-INP_Mobile_Codes_AD_Review_T_Mobile
Comment:  “receiving requests for provisioning, configuration and/or update” of what?

Proposed Change: Please clarify what is configured, provisioned, updated.
	Status: CLOSED 

AGREED change: Clarify sentence

8a) “Receiving requests for provisioning, configuration and/or update of parameters relevant to the MCC.”

	A099
	2009.9.16
	T
	5.3.1

Last paragraph
	Source: T-Mobile

Form: OMA-ARC-2009-0299-INP_Mobile_Codes_AD_Review_T_Mobile
Comment: The interface description should be in the interface section.
Proposed Change: please consider to move the interface descriptions to the appropriate interface section.
	Status: CLOSED 

Functions and Interface/Reference Points section headings are as per the AD Template.

No changes are required.  

	A100
	2009.9.16
	T
	5.3.2
	Source: T-Mobile

Form: OMA-ARC-2009-0299-INP_Mobile_Codes_AD_Review_T_Mobile
Comment:  GMCR seems to be rather an authority than a SW component required by each enabler implementation. It should probably not be in the normative AD diagram as a component, but needs a normative section discussing the purpose etc.

Proposed Change: Please consider to remove the GMCR from figure one, show it instead in the deployment scenarios. The normative nature of the naming authority should be in a normative section (e.g. appendix).
	Status: CLOSED 

The GMCR requires a standardised interface for communications with the mobile code registries for:

a) Assignment of unique Routing Prefixes, and 

b) Query-Response support for unknown Routing Prefixes.  

Hence the GMCR is a valid component in the MC architecture. 

No changes are required.

	A101
	2009.9.16
	T
	5.3.3
	Source: T-Mobile

Form: OMA-ARC-2009-0299-INP_Mobile_Codes_AD_Review_T_Mobile
Comment: As CMP is rather the combined deployment of CCH and CRS, this section should go to an informative appendix (if still needed).
Proposed Change: Please consider to move to an informative appendix or delete this section.
If some information is missing in the decomposed components CCH or CRS, then move them to this sections (before deletion).
	Status: CLOSED
See resolution for Comment A054. 

No changes are required.



	A102
	2009.9.16
	T
	5.3.4
	Source: T-Mobile

Form: OMA-ARC-2009-0299-INP_Mobile_Codes_AD_Review_T_Mobile
Comment: It is not clear what is meant by home CCH, parent CCH, resolving CRS, remote CCH and how they relate to each other. 

Proposed Change: Please consider to add definitions and/or better description.
	Status: CLOSED 

AGREED changes: Add new definitions for the following:

· Home CMP, Home CCH

· Remote CMP, Remote CCH

· Resolving CMP, Resolving CRS

· Parent CCH 

· Child CRS 

ACTION: Need a CR to add the above definitions.

See also Comment A063

Doc#0168R01 to resolve this comment with new definitions was AGREED. 

	A103
	2009.9.16
	T
	5.3.4

Last paragraph
	Source: T-Mobile

Form: OMA-ARC-2009-0299-INP_Mobile_Codes_AD_Review_T_Mobile
Comment:  The interface description should be in the interface section.
Proposed Change: please consider to move the interface descriptions to the appropriate interface section.
	Status: CLOSED 

See Comment A036; no other changes are required.

	A104
	2009.9.16
	T
	5.3.5

Last paragraph
	Source: T-Mobile

Form: OMA-ARC-2009-0299-INP_Mobile_Codes_AD_Review_T_Mobile
Comment:  The interface description should be in the interface section.
Proposed Change: please consider to move the interface descriptions to the appropriate interface section.
	Status: CLOSED 

See Comment A099.

No other changes are required.

	A105
	2009.9.16
	T
	5.3.6

1st paragraph
	Source: T-Mobile

Form: OMA-ARC-2009-0299-INP_Mobile_Codes_AD_Review_T_Mobile
Comment: what is meant by bidirectional? 

Proposed Change: Please clarify.
	Status: CLOSED
AGREED change: Delete the entire sentence.

	A106
	2009.9.16
	T
	5.3.6
	Source: T-Mobile

Form: OMA-ARC-2009-0299-INP_Mobile_Codes_AD_Review_T_Mobile
Comment: “latency critical” is not defined.
What about chargeable events in online charging cases – non latency critical?    

Proposed Change: Please consider to define latency critical and non latency critical.
	Status: CLOSED 
See Comment A067 for clarification of ‘latency critical’.

Charging Events (for online advertising campaigns) are assumed to be non-latency critical.  There is no concept of Online versus Offline Charging similar to IMS in MC Enabler.

No changes are required.

	A107
	2009.9.16
	T
	5.3.6
	Source: T-Mobile

Form: OMA-ARC-2009-0299-INP_Mobile_Codes_AD_Review_T_Mobile
Comment:  Interfaces are exposed by some a component. Per OMA definition any authorized principal can use the interface. I.e. the interface should be described from the view of the component exposing it and not from the requesting side.  

Proposed Change: Please consider to reword accordingly.
	Status: CLOSED 

See Comment A068, pending resolution.
Doc#0169 to resolve this comment was AGREED.

	A108
	2009.9.16
	T
	5.3.6
	Source: T-Mobile

Form: OMA-ARC-2009-0299-INP_Mobile_Codes_AD_Review_T_Mobile
Comment: From the interface description MC-1 and MC-3 I would say there is no difference in functionality, i.e. they are the same.

Proposed Change: If there is a difference, please consider to add the missing description.
	Status: CLOSED 
There are differences in the information exposed by the different interfaces; MC-1 exposed information (e.g. subscriber profile information, detailed device or network information) may be filtered out by the Home CMP (or CCH, as applicable) based on the SLA between the Resolving CMP (or CRS, as applicable) and the subscriber’s MNO.  These details will be made clear in the TS phase work.

No changes are required.

	A109
	2009.9.16
	T
	Appendix B.

B1.2.3
	Source: T-Mobile

Form: OMA-ARC-2009-0299-INP_Mobile_Codes_AD_Review_T_Mobile
Comment:  According to this flow step 3 and 4 the CRS uses the interface exposed by GMCR directly. This is not shown in the AD diagram.
Proposed Change: Please clarify and correct if necessary.
	Status: CLOSED 

AGREED changes:

· Put an ‘*’ for steps 3 & 4 in the diagram; add a legend showing these as out-of-scope.

· In the text of Steps 3, replace the sentence “This may be done by using the MC-2 INFO interface or through multi-lateral arrangements.” With the following:
“Although this interface is out-of-scope, a specific implementation may choose to exchange the relevant information either by reusing “MC-2 INFO interface” or via multi-lateral arrangement.”  
Note that the above issue may not exist any more if Comment A050 (collapsing of x-INFO interfaces) is implemented.
Note: The MC-x INFO interfaces will be renumbered (see Comment A050 resolution).
Repeat the above to Step 4.

Also do a global find in the Appendix B for other instances of the problematic sentence; make similar necessary adjustment as above.


	A110
	2009.9.16
	T
	B.3.1.1.2
	Source: T-Mobile

Form: OMA-ARC-2009-0299-INP_Mobile_Codes_AD_Review_T_Mobile
Comment: How does this transfer based on the token works, if the interface used by the MCP is not standardized? 

Proposed Change: Please clarify.
	Status: CLOSED
Appendix B is Informative.

Details of the solution will be provided in the TS.

No changes are required. 
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