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Change Request

	Title:
	OMA-MC-2009-0022-CR_containing_mulitple_CRs_based_on_MC_RDRR_resolution
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Public       FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential

	To:
	MCE-MC AHG

	Doc to Change:
	OMA-RD-MC-V1_0-20081214-D

	Submission Date:
	09 Feb 2009  

	Classification:
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 0: New Functionality
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 1: Major Change
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 2: Bug Fix
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 3: Clerical

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

	Replaces:
	n/a


1 Reason for Change

MCE-MC AHG has agreed a series of resolution methodology for comments against the MC RD:

OMA-RD-MC-V1_0-20081214-D.zip .  Participants in the Torino interim meeting held on 20-23 Feb 2009 confirmed the accuracy of the comment resolutions as agreed in the interim meeting; in addition, all other comments from participants in the MC Ad Hoc CC on 3 Feb were also clarified in the CC with no change to the RDRR being required.  Hence, at the conclusion of the MC AHG CC on 3 Feb 2009, this version of the MC RDRR was agreed by the Group in its entirety.
This composite CR contains all change requests as agreed as part of the comment resolution process documented in the said RDRR that are considered to be Class ‘0’ – New Functionality, Class ‘1’ – Major Change and Class ‘2’ – Bug Fixes (Ref: Definitions as per OMA Process document Section 13.5.1 therein).  All other Class ‘3’ – Clerical Corrections CRs as mentioned in the RDRR were not included in this composite CR.
The MCE-AHG is asked to agree this composite CRs to facilitate efficient processing of all changes as part of comment resolution as agreed in the MC RDRR.
2 Impact on Backward Compatibility

MC Enabler is a new enabler; there is no impact on backward compatibility.
3 Impact on Other Specifications

None.
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

Upon review of the individual CRs listed in this composite CR, the MCE-AHG is kindly asked to agree these CRs to facilitate efficient processing of all changes as part of comment resolution as agreed in the MC RDRR:
OMA-RDRR-Mobile_Codes_Requirements-V1_0-20090128-D.zip. 
6 Detailed Change Proposal

35 Change Requests are presented in this composite CR (see CR numbers in the enclosed table).  

Of the total 130 comments in the MC RDRR, their dispositions are listed as follows:

· 34 were Type ‘E’ – Editorial comments; no CRs are required for these agreed changes.  The exact context of each agreed editorial change is documented in the RDRR; all Type ‘E’ changes are excluded in this composite CR.

· 96 were Type ‘T’- Technical comments.  These are listed in this document.

· 41 of the 96 Type ‘T’ comments require a CR with either Class ‘0’, Class ‘1’ or Class ‘2’ change request.  These CRs together with the relevant details are highlighted in green herein.  The remaining 55 Type ‘T’ comments, although included below, were either agreed in the RDRR with no change required, or qualify as Class ‘3’ CRs; hence these comments are not assigned with a CR number nor are they highlighted herein.

· In summary, of the 41 (Class ‘0’ or ’1’ or ’2’) CRs, only 35 CRs highlighted in green are proposed to be agreed by the MC AHG at this time. The remaining 6 pending CRs (#5, 7, 12, 38, 39 and 40) will be submitted separately as the required actions are completed; they are summarised at the end of this document for future reference.

The following table provides a complete list of all Type ‘T’ – Technical comments in the RDRR with their respective final disposition CRs.  A CR number is assigned if the following conditions are met:
a) The exact change (together with any complete revised or new text) was AGREED in the RDRR.

b) Each CR as shown qualifies as a Class ‘0’, ‘1’ or ‘2’ change request.  Relevant details of the CR are highlighted in green.
 Note that all pending CRs requiring action to be completed are marked as “This is a pending CR (to be marked as an exception at the end)”.  
	CR Number
	RDRR  Comment ID
	CR Class

‘0/1/2’
	Type
	MC  RD

Section
	RDRR Comment

Description
	RDRR Comment Status

&
Final CR Disposition

	1
	001-ALU- 01
	‘2’
	T
	6.2.2.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent, zhiyuan.hu@alcatel-sbell.com.cn

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0001-MC_1.0_RD_Review_Comments_from_Alcatel_Lucent
Comment: The CRS shall be authenticated to Mobile Code Client, in indirect mobile codes to provide the protection of man-in-the-middle attacks, and in direct mobile code to provide secure update or reconfiguration in Mobile Code Client.

Proposed Change: It’s suggested to add the authentication requirement in section 6.2.2.1 like below:

MC-AUTHN-001   The MC Enabler SHALL enabler the CMP to be authenticated to Mobile Code Client, for example, to provide protections from attacks (e.g., man-in-the-middle) in the method of indirect mobile codes and to provide secure Mobile Code Client reconfiguration from a trusted server in the mode of direct mobile codes.
	Status: CLOSED
SYS-021, SYS-047 and SYS-048 deal with prevention of man-in-the-middle attacks via authentication and integrity protection.

SYS-017 further deals with secure reconfiguration and updating of the MC Client.  
AGREED that no further technical changes are necessary; however,

AP to RD Editor: SYS-047 should be moved to Section 6.2.2.1 - Authentication.


	2
	002-ALU-02
	‘0’
	T
	6.2.2.1
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent, zhiyuan.hu@alcatel-sbell.com.cn

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0001-MC_1.0_RD_Review_Comments_from_Alcatel_Lucent
Comment: The Mobile Code Client SHOULD be authenticated to guarantee that only legal subscriber could access MC services.

Proposed Change: It’s suggested to add the authentication requirement in section 6.2.2.1 like below:

MC-AUTHN-002: The MC Enabler SHOULD enable the Mobile Code Client to be authenticated to CMP.
	Status: CLOSED 

SYS-036 currently already assumes conditions of user authorisation and device capability.  However to further clarify, AGREED to add new SYS-055 in Section 6.2.2.1 – Authentication as follows:
SYS-055 (new):

“The MC Enabler MAY enable the code-hosting CMP (or CRS, where applicable) to authenticate the requesting MC Client based on various profile criteria.”
AP (RD Editor): As part of the final pass of the RD update, collect all relevant SEC and Authentication requirements in the Security module.

	
	003-ALU-03
	
	T
	6.2.2.3
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent, zhiyuan.hu@alcatel-sbell.com.cn

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0001-MC_1.0_RD_Review_Comments_from_Alcatel_Lucent
Comment: Data integrity protection SHALL be provided for the data traffic between Mobile Code Client and CMP.

Proposed Change: It’s suggested to add the data integrity requirements in section 6.2.2.3 like below:

MC-INT-001   Data integrity protection SHALL be provided for the Indirect Code Identifier resolution between Mobile Code Client and CMP (CRS where applicable) in the method of indirect mobile codes.

MC-INT-002   Data integrity protection SHALL be provided for decoded Mobile Code data transferred from the server to the Mobile Code Client in the method of direct mobile codes.
	Status: CLOSED 

SYS-025, SYS-019 and SYS-026 already provide mandatory data integrity protection between the MC Client and the code-hosting CMP, therefore MC-INT-001 as proposed is not needed.

SYS-048 partially covers the concern raised by MC-INT-002.

However, full coverage of the MC-INT-002 concern is generally addressed by other enablers in W3C and is considered out-of-scope of the MC Enabler. 
No further action is required.

	
	004-ALU-04
	
	T
	6.2.2.4
	Source: Alcatel-Lucent, zhiyuan.hu@alcatel-sbell.com.cn

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0001-MC_1.0_RD_Review_Comments_from_Alcatel_Lucent
Comment: Data confidentiality SHOULD be provided for the data traffic between Mobile Code Client and CMP.

Proposed Change: It’s suggested to add the data confidentiality requirements in section 6.2.2.4 like below:

MC-CONFD-001   Data confidentiality SHOULD be provided for the Indirect Code Identifier resolution between Mobile Code Client and CMP (CRS where applicable) in the method of indirect mobile codes.

MC-CONFD-002   Data confidentiality SHOULD be provided for decoded Mobile Code data transferred from the server to the Mobile Code Client in the method of direct mobile codes.
	Status: CLOSED

SYS-025, SYS-019 and SYS-, 026 already provide mandatory data confidentiality protection between the MC Client and the code hosting CMP, therefore MC-CONFD-001 as proposed is not needed.

SYS-048 partially covers the concern raised by MC-CONFD-002.  However, full coverage of the MC-CONFD-002 is generally addressed by other enablers (e.g. IPSec in IETF) and is considered out-of-scope of the MC Enabler.
No further action is required.

	3
	007-TE-03
	‘2’
	T
	6.2
	Source: Telefónica imli@tid.es
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0008-MC_1_0_RD_Review_Comments_from_Telefonica
Comment: Requirement SYMB-0001 should be put in positive mode

Proposed change: SYMB-0001: The MC Enabler SHOULD mandate only open standards defined Symbology(ies) 
	Status: CLOSED

SYMB-001, SYMB-004 and SYMB-005 are related.  Final action required is to keep SYMB-005 and delete SYMB-001.
AP to RD Editor:  As part of the final pass of RD update, relocate SYMB-004 & 005 to the top of the table.

	
	008-TE-04
	
	T
	6.2
	Source: Telefónica imli@tid.es
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0008-MC_1_0_RD_Review_Comments_from_Telefonica
Comment: With change of TE03, req SYMB-005 is not needed anymore.

Proposed change: Delete SYMB-005. 
	Status: CLOSED

Similar to 007-TE-03; no further change is needed.



	
	009-TE-05
	
	T
	6.2
	Source: Telefónica imli@tid.es
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0008-MC_1_0_RD_Review_Comments_from_Telefonica
Comment: SYMB-002 and SYMB-006 are duplicated. 

Proposed change: Delete SYMB-006. 
	Status: CLOSED

AP to RD Editor: Remove duplicated requirement.

	4
	010-TE-06
	‘2’
	T
	6.2
	Source: Telefónica imli@tid.es
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0008-MC_1_0_RD_Review_Comments_from_Telefonica
Comment: From SYMB-007, Symbology is not supported by a device, but by a Mobile Code Client.

Proposed change: Change SYMB-007 accordingly: “If a Symbology is technically capable of supporting both Direct Codes and Indirect Codes, and is supported by a Mobile Code Client, the MC Enabler MUST be able to use the Symbology for both Direct Codes and Indirect Codes.”
 
	Status:  CLOSED

Proposed change is AGREED.

	5

This is a pending CR (to be marked as an exception at the end)
	014-TE-10
	‘2’
	T
	6.2
	Source: Telefónica imli@tid.es
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0008-MC_1_0_RD_Review_Comments_from_Telefonica
Comment: There is no notion of “Code Portability” in the definitions. And in SA-ON-014 and SA-ON-015 the notion of “transferred IC Ids” appear. 

Proposed change: Either include a definition of “Code Portability” or delete SA-ON-014 and SA-ON-015. 
	Status: CLOSED
AP to NeuStar(?):  Provide a definition for “code transferring” without referring to “code portability”. Code transferring definition should reflect SA-ON-014 and SA-ON-015.

	6
	017-TE-13
	‘2’
	T
	6.2.1
	Source: Telefónica imli@tid.es
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0008-MC_1_0_RD_Review_Comments_from_Telefonica
Comment: 1D barcodes should be treated as Mobile Codes, but with the intrinsic restrictions of their size (the payload can’t contain CMP Routing Prefix and Resolution Identifier

Proposed change: Change the requirement SYS-013 to: “The MC Enabler SHALL be able to process the EAN/UPC (ISO/IEC 15420) family of 1D barcodes as Mobile Codes, with the restrictions applicable due to their small size.”  
	Status: CLOSED

AGREED change: to SYS-013
(Ref: HP Doc#2009-0006 CR )

“The MC Enabler SHALL be able to process the EAN/UPC (ISO/IEC 15420) family of 1D barcodes as Mobile Codes, with the restrictions applicable due to their small data capacity.”
 

	7
This is a pending CR (to be marked as an exception at the end)

	018-TE-14
	‘2’
	T
	6.2.4
	Source: Telefónica imli@tid.es
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0008-MC_1_0_RD_Review_Comments_from_Telefonica
Comment: “Mobile Code Policy” appears in SYS-030, SYS-031 and SYS-032, but there is no definition if it.

Proposed change: Add definition for “Mobile Code Policy”.
	Status: CLOSED
AP: AT&T (Kennie) to submit a proposed definition for Mobile Code Policy.

	8
	019-TE-15
	‘2’
	T
	6.2.5
	Source: Telefónica imli@tid.es
Form: 

Comment: In UINT-007, the End User shouldn’t be enabled for anything.

Proposed change: Change the requirement to: UINT-007: “The MC Enabler SHOULD notify the End User if the Mobile Code is read but the Mobile Code Data Format is not recognized.    
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed change is AGREED.

	9
	021-TE-17
	‘2’
	T
	6.2.6
	Source: Telefónica imli@tid.es
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0008-MC_1_0_RD_Review_Comments_from_Telefonica
Comment: There is no notion of “server” in the elements and actors of the MC Ecosystem. We refer to CMP (CCH and/or CRS) when referring to entities communicating to the Mobile Code Client for MC Indirect Mode.

Proposed change: In SYS-042, change the requirement to “The Mobile Code Enabler SHALL support a mechanism for returning an Indirect Code-specific text string from the CMP (or CCH where applicable) that can be used for information to the user. Such text is optional for any given Mobile Code”.   
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed change is AGREED, except with the following modifcation:

“… from the CMP (or CRS where applicable) that can be …”

Complete new text for SYS-042 now reads as follows: 

“The Mobile Code Enabler SHALL support a mechanism for returning an Indirect Code-specific text string from the CMP (or CCH CRS, where applicable) that can be used for information to the user. Such text is optional for any given Mobile Code”.   

	
	023-TI-01
	
	T
	Appendix B.
	Source: TI, G. Ghinamo (giorgio.ghinamo@telecomitalia.it), S. Lisa (stefania.lisa@telecomitalia.it)
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0010-MC_1.0_RD_Review_Comments_from_TI
Comment: the intention is to add a new use case concerning the Direct Location Encoding
Proposed Change: It’s suggested to add the Direct Location Encoding use case in Appendix B.4 like below:

B.1  Direct Location Encoding

B.1.1          Short Description

Location Information is encoded into a Direct Code, and a subscriber scans the code with the Mobile Code Client, which then decodes the Mobile Code and extracts the Location Information in terms of either Geographic Coordinates (Latitude, Longitude and Altitude) or in-building indoor position (floor, room, location in the room). The Mobile Code Client passes this position information to the SUPL Client on the terminal to enable Location Based Services in challenging location environments.

B.1.2          Market benefits

The use case provides a convenient way for subscribers to access to Location Information in indoor scenarios where the exploitation of different location technologies (GPS, Radio Finger print) is challenging. Furthermore, it can be exploited to increase accuracy in urban canyoning environment with respect to other location techniques.


	Status: CLOSED 

Comment is withdrawn.

	
	024-TI-02
	
	T
	Appendix B.
	Source: TI, G. Ghinamo (giorgio.ghinamo@telecomitalia.it), S. Lisa (stefania.lisa@telecomitalia.it)
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0010-MC_1.0_RD_Review_Comments_from_TI
Comment: the intention is to add a new use case concerning the Indirect Location Encoding
Proposed Change: It’s suggested to add the Indirect Location Encoding use case in Appendix B.4 like below:

B.1  Indirect Location Encoding

B.1.1          Short Description

Location Information is encoded into an Indirect Code, and a subscriber scans the code with the Mobile Code Client, which then decodes the Mobile Code and extracts the Indirect Code Identifier.  The Mobile Code Client then passes this Indirect Code Identifier to the MC Enabler network architecture and it is returned a Location Information in terms of either Geographic Coordinates (Latitude, Longitude and Altitude) or in-building indoor position (floor, room, location in the room). The Mobile Code Client passes this position information to the SUPL Client on the terminal to enable Location Based Services in challenging location environments.

B.1.2          Market benefits

The use case provides a convenient way for subscribers to access to Location Information in indoor scenarios where the exploitation of different location technologies (GPS, Radio Finger print) is challenging. Furthermore, it can be exploited to increase accuracy in urban canyoning environment with respect to other location techniques.


	Status: CLOSED

Comment is withdrawn.

	
	025-TI-03
	
	T
	6.2
	Source: TI, G. Ghinamo (giorgio.ghinamo@telecomitalia.it), S. Lisa (stefania.lisa@telecomitalia.it)
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0010-MC_1.0_RD_Review_Comments_from_TI

Comment: the intention is to add a new requirement SA_off_007 about the Service Aspects
Proposed Change: It’s suggested to add the requirement in section 6.2. like below:
SA_off_007 “The MC Enabler SHOULD be able to recognize and process Location information, i.e. geographic coordinates, civic address, and in-building position”

	Status: CLOSED

SA-OFF-003 can also support encoding of location data; TS will specify maximum size limitations that may be applicable to the mandated Symbology(ies).

No change is required.


	10
	026-TI-04
	‘0’
	T
	6.2
	Source: TI, G. Ghinamo (giorgio.ghinamo@telecomitalia.it), S. Lisa (stefania.lisa@telecomitalia.it)
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0010-MC_1.0_RD_Review_Comments_from_TI

Comment: the intention is to add a new feature to the requirements SYS_002 about location functionalities

Proposed Change: it’s suggested to add to the above mentioned requirement a bullet text as below “If location information is selected, the MC Enabler SHOULD be able to invoke a Location Based Application from a user defined list (i.e. Emergency Call, Personal Navigation, Buddy List etc.)” 

	Status: CLOSED
SYS-002, SA-OFF-004 and SA-OFF-005 can already support encoding of location data.  MC Client can pass the location data to the Location Client on the device which can then interact with the Location Enabler.
SYS-002 should be further clarified .

AGREED change:

Add a new 5th bullet in SYS-002 as follows:

If location data is selected, the MC Enabler SHALL, for Indirect Mobile Codes, be able to invoke a location application on the device. 

	
	027-TI-05
	
	T
	6.3
	Source: TI, G. Ghinamo (giorgio.ghinamo@telecomitalia.it), S. Lisa (stefania.lisa@telecomitalia.it)
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0010-MC_1.0_RD_Review_Comments_from_TI

Comment: the intention is to add a new requirement SYS_046 about the Service Aspects
Proposed Change: It’s suggested to add the requirement in section 6.3  like below:
SYS_046 “The MC Enabler  SHOULD make it possible for the Mobile Code Client to retrieve Location information after reading a Mobile Code, in both Direct and Indirect method”

	Status: CLOSED 

Same as 026-TI-04.
No further changes are required.

	11
	031-RIM-04
	‘2’
	T
	5.2.1
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: Under “ROLES”, Code Publisher and Code Sales Agency are both capitalized without being referenced in the definitions or abbreviations sections.

Proposed Change: Add “Code Publisher” and “Code Sales Agency” to definitions or abbreviations section. Alternatively, remove the capitalization in both terms.
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed change is agreed, except that Code Sales Agency as a definition is not required (see 032-RIM-05).  

Also AGREED that all definitions will be moved to Section 3.2 and all defined terms will be capitalised.

	12
This is a pending CR (to be marked as an exception at the end)
	032-RIM-05
	‘2’
	T
	5.2.2
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: RIM doesn’t believe this actor is necessary as its behaviour (in terms of standardized interfaces and actions) is identical to Mobile Code Publisher. Although, this actor may have a different business role from the Mobile Code Publisher, business aspects are not standardized as part of OMA enablers.

Proposed Change: Remove Section 5.2.2.
	Status: CLOSED

AP: AT&T (Kennie) to propose a simplied description of the Code Sales Agency as a possible instance of Code Publisher action; hence Code Sales Agency itself is no longer a unique Actor per se.  Also, remove independent sub-section on Code Sales Agency.  

	
	033-RIM-06
	
	T
	5.2.6
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: In reference to the Code Management Platform, such a component is generally referred to as a Server within OMA. The term Code Management Platform is a direct reference to a vendor product. 

Proposed Change: Rename “Code Management Platform” to “Mobile Code Server”.
	Status: CLOSED

Proposed change is considered not significantly impacting on accepted terminology dating back to the MC white paper, GSMA and CTIA input, etc.

No action is required.

	13
This is a pending CR (to be marked as an exception at the end)
	034-RIM-07
	‘2’
	T
	5.2.8
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: “Mobile Code Registry” is capitalized without being referenced in the definitions or abbreviations sections.

Also, the Mobile Code Registry is defined as an “authoritative body” instead of as component of the MC Enabler.

Proposed Change: Add “Mobile Code Registry” to definitions or abbreviations section. Alternatively, remove the capitalization.

Rephrase the definition:

“The Mobile Code Registry is a component that allocates and administrates the identifiers used in the Indirect Code ecosystem.”
	Status: CLOSED

AP: AT&T (Kennie) to propose edited text to remove details of possible implementation of the GMCR and also a simplified description of the technocal role of GMCR.

	13
	035-RIM-08
	‘2’
	T
	5.4
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: There is a reference to security requirements for MC Version 2.0. However, there are no security requirements for V2.0 in Section 6.2.2.

Proposed Change: Remove statement or define security requirements for MC V2.0.
	Status: CLOSED

‘’AP to RD Editor: As part of the final pass RD update, allocate SYS-027 & SYS-028 to the Security module.


	14
	036-RIM-09
	‘2’
	T
	6.1.2
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: There are no requirements for Mobile Code Data Format in the RD. This should be changed.

Proposed Change: Remove the Editor’s Note and see RIM’s comments below for proposed MCDF requirements.
	Status: CLOSED

AP to RD Editor:  Allocate SA-ON-001 to the MC Data Format module.  Delete Editor’s Note in 6.1.2.



	
	038-RIM-11
	
	T
	6.2
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: SYMB-001 and SYMB-005 express very similar requirement.

Proposed Change: Remove duplicate requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution in 007-TE-03 and 008-TE-04.

No further change is required.

	
	039-RIM-12
	
	T
	6.2
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: SYMB-006 is a duplicate of SYMB-002.

Proposed Change: Remove SYMB-006.
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution in 009-TE-05. No further change is required.

	
	042-RIM-15
	
	T
	6.2
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: In SYMB-010 and -011, are these requirements on the enabler? The requirements seem to be defined against the Symbology.

Proposed Change: Clarify or remove the requirement.
	Status: CLOSED
Clarification is provided. Effort to rephrase requirements starting with ‘MC Enabler SHALL/MAY …’ to correctly convery the technical intent of SYMB-010 and SYMB-011 is problematic.  The group consensus is to keep the current text intact.

No further change is required.



	15
	043-RIM-16
	‘2’
	T
	6.2
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: In INDC-001, the requirement defines implementation specific behaviour. There is nothing to standardize in this requirement.

Proposed Change: Unless there is an interface, metadata, etc to standardize here, the recommendation is to remove the requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

INDC-001 is a valid requirement to protect the interests of End Users and Code Publishers as actors of the eco-sytsem, such that published mobile codes are not stranded without support of any CMPs, in case the original CMP is no longer able to support these codes (e.g. due to changes in business relationships or bankruptcy).  
No technical change is required.

AP to RD Editor: Rename “INDC” with something more appropriate (e.g. SA-ON-xyz).


	
	044-RIM-17
	
	T
	6.2
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: SA-ON-001 is a requirement for the MC Data Format module.

Proposed Change: Propose to change SA-ON-001 to MCDF-ON-001.
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution in 036-RIM-09.
No further change is required.

	
	45-RIM-18
	
	T
	6.2
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: SA-ON-002 defines the schema of the identifier. This should be done at the TS stage, not in the RD.

Proposed Change: Remove requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

SA-ON-002 is a valid requirement based on substantive impact on key actors in the Indirect Mobile Codes eco-system.  The group AGREED that this requirement is acceptable to provide high level guidance for the AD and TS work.  
No change is required.

	16
	046-RIM-19
	‘2’
	T
	6.2
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: SA-ON-004, SA-ON-005, SA-ON-009, SA-ON-010, SA-ON-012, SA-ON-016 use term “Routing Prefix”. This is not an established term.

Proposed Change: Recommendation is to rename “Routing Prefix” to “identifier”.
	Status: CLOSED

AP to RD Editor:

· Remove CRS from “CRS Routing Prefix” in Section 3.2.

· Edit ‘Routing Prefix’ definition as follows:

“That part of the Indirect Code Identifier that contains a value that is uniquely assigned to the CMP (or CRS, as applicable) and is used for routing.” 


	17
	047-RIM-20
	‘2’
	T
	6.2
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: SA-ON-005 is a very similar requirement to that of SA-ON-0016. 

Proposed Change: Remove SA-ON-005 or merge SA-ON-005 with SA-ON-0016.
	Status: CLOSED

AP to RD Editor: Relocate SA-ON-016 immediately next to SA-ON-005 to reflect close relationship between these two requirements.



	18
	048-RIM-21
	‘2’
	T
	6.2
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: SA-ON-006 refers to containing a database at the CMP. This is an implementation choice. 

Proposed Change: Recommended to remove the requirement.
	Status: CLOSED
AGREED change to edit SA-ON-006 as follows: 

“The MC Enabler SHALL enable the CMP (or CRS, where applicable) to be locally aware of the mapping between all locally hosted Indirect Code Identifiers with their associated content, or addresses of content or service.”   

	
	049-RIM-22
	
	T
	6.2
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: SA-ON-007 and SA-ON-008 should be written against the Enabler as a whole.

Proposed Change: Recommended rewording:

SA-ON-007: “The MC Enabler SHALL resolve the Indirect Code Identifier to its associated content or address of content or service.”

SA-ON-008: “The MC Enabler SHALL deliver the content or address of content or service to the requestor.”
	Status: CLOSED
SA-ON-007 and SA-ON-008 were considered by the group; consensus was that the level of specificity was appropriate. 
No change is required.

	
	050-RIM-23
	
	T
	6.2
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: SA-ON-010 is implementation specific. There’s nothing to standardize. Are we going to specify an interface between CMPs to exchange identifier and network address?

Proposed Change: Clarify or remove the requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

SA-ON-010 was considered by the group; consensus was that for purposes of scalability and latency control, the level of specificity was appropriate. 
No change is required.

	
	051-RIM-24
	
	T
	6.2
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: For SA-ON-011, how is this going to be enforced? What would be defined in the specification? This is a business decision.

Proposed Change: Clarify or remove the requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement was clarified to the commenter.

No change is required.

	19
	052-RIM-25
	‘2’
	T
	6.2
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: In SA-ON-017 it is unspecified what the MC Enabler will be resolving. Also, the requirement seems to be two requirements combined.

Proposed Change: Clarify what is being resolved and separate the two sentences into two separate requirements.
	Status: CLOSED

AGREED change:

Revise SA-ON-017 as follows:

“The MC enabler MAY utilise symbology type indication detected as part of resolution of the Indirect Mobile Code”

	20
	053-RIM-26
	‘2’
	T
	6.2
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: In SA-ON-018, “Mobile Code Resolution” should be “MC Enabler”. The term “proprietary” is not in agreement with the goals of OMA.

Proposed Change: Recommended to change “Mobile Code Resolution” to “MC Enabler” and remove the term “proprietary” from requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

AGREED new text for SA-ON-018:

“The MC Enabler MAY be able to utilise supplemental information not contained within the Mobile Code, but included by MC Enabler entities, to supplement Code Resolution, specifically: …”

1st and 2nd bullets ( No Changes)

3rd & 4th bullets (revised text):

· Subscriber information from the Service Provider; 

· Additional information (e.g. information added by a Mobile Code Reader application).

	
	054-RIM-27
	
	T
	6.2
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment:  For SA-OFF-01-04, are we going to redefine standard symbologies? Are we going to extend these? The MC Enabler SHALL be able to recognize whatever is defined in the symbology including business card fields, etc. What information is the MC Enabler expected to “encode” and from where is this information is coming from?

Proposed Change: Clarify requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

The requirement was clarified to the commenter.

No change is required.

	21
	055-RIM-28
	‘2’
	T
	6.2
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: SA-OFF-005 and SA-OFF-006 are implementation specific and local to (and dependent on) device runtime environment. Cannot be standardized.

Proposed Change: Recommended to remove requirements.
	Status: CLOSED

AGREED change for SA-OFF-005:

“The MC Enabler MAY expose the data that was read from a Direct Code to an execution environment through an application interface.”

No other changes are required.


	
	056-RIM-29
	
	T
	6.2
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: SYS-001 seems to be related to the Data Format.

Proposed Change: Propose to re-label this requirement as MCDF-00X.
	Status: CLOSED

This comment is withdrawn.

	
	057-RIM-30
	
	T
	6.2
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: Without clarification of what could potentially be “anonymous information” and “voluntarily”, SYS-003 should be a MAY requirement. Why should the MC Enabler be mandated to support collecting user information?

Proposed Change: Change SHALL to MAY and clarify the requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

Business/Market drivers for SYS-003 is clarified to the commenter.

Also, the intent of SYS-003 is to focus on user data, not user application usage behaviours. 
No change is required.

	
	058-RIM-31
	
	T
	6.2
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: As SYS-004, -005, -006, -007 are conditional to SYS-003; change SYS-003 to MAY.

Proposed Change: Change SYS-003 to MAY. If not, clarify SYS-004, -005, -006.
	Status: CLOSED

Business/Market drivers for SYS-003, -004, -005, -006 and -007 are clarified to the commenter.

No change is required.



	
	060-RIM-33
	
	T
	6.2
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: SYS-011 and SYS-012 have nothing to standardize. This is internal to the CMP implementation.

Proposed Change: Recommended to remove both requirements.
	Status: CLOSED

SYS-011 and SYS-012 are valid requirements to achieve business/market drivers for service providers; TS will provide specific solutions.

No change is required.

	22
	061-RIM-34
	‘0’
	T
	6.2.1
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: Editor’s Note in SYS-015 is unclear.

Proposed Change:  Clarify editor’s note.
	Status: CLOSED
AGREED to add SYS-015A as a new requirement as follows: 

“The MC Enabler SHALL ensure that the Mobile Code Publisher is responsible for supplying and maintaining the URI associated with the Indirect Code Identifier.”

Also, delete the Editor’s Note.

	
	062-RIM-35
	
	T
	6.2.1
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: SYS-016 seems to be implementation specific. Are we expected to define interface to MC Client to associate such handlers with the codes?

Proposed Change: Clarify or remove requirement.
	Status: CLOSED
The group’s understanding is that SYS-002 should already satisfy the intended use case, hence SYS-016 may not be necessary. Specifically, there was some confusion about differences between invocation of “appropriate application” in SYS-002 versus “customised end user-selectable handlers” in SYS-016.

AP to Originator of SYS-016 (Tim, HP): Confirm if SYS-002 already satisfies the intended use case.  If not, further elaborate or rephrase SYS-016 to highlight any differences from SYS-002.

Above AP was completed and discussed in the CC on 3 Feb 2009.  No change was required.

	
	063-RIM-36
	
	T
	6.2.2
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: Security requirements are labeled as System requirements.

Proposed Change: Re-label all requirements in this section to SEC-XXX.
	Status: CLOSED

AP to RD Editor: Implement this reorganisation of requirement modules, while ensuring that no requirements are deleted.

	
	064-RIM-37
	
	T
	6.2.2
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: SYS-018 is unclear as to what security measures would be provided.

Proposed Change: Clarify requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

This requirement is clarified; TS will specify solutions.
No change is required.

	23
	065-RIM-38
	‘2’
	T
	6.2.2
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: SYS-020 refers to the “nature” of the Indirect Code Identifier. What is the nature?

Proposed Change: Clarify requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

AGREED to revise SYS-020 as follows:

“The MC Enabler SHALL enable the trusted server (e.g. CMP (or CRS, where applicable)) to be able to check the validity of the Indirect Code Identifier and provide associated Indirect Code Identifier details to the End User prior to resolving the Indirect Code Identifier.”

Also, delete the Editor’s Note.


	
	066-RIM-39
	
	T
	6.2.2
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: In SYS-020, it’s unclear why the end user needs to be notified. It’s the server that is going to be redirected to another server, not the client. Therefore, there’s no need to notify the end user.

Proposed Change: Clarify requirement or remove “and provide details to the End User prior to the resolved content or the address of the content or server being delivered”.
	Status: CLOSED

This comment is withdrawn.

	
	067-RIM-40
	
	T
	6.2.2
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: SYS-021 is redundant. The request comes either from the authenticated MC Client (SYS-025) or from another trusted CMP (see SYS-019).

Proposed Change: Recommended to remove requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

SYS-021 is a valid requiremenet to protect network entities; TS will provide specific solutions.
No change is required. 

	
	068-RIM-41
	
	T
	6.2.2
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: Will anything in SYS-022 be standardized? Interfaces? Data format? Particular behaviour?

Proposed Change: Recommended to remove requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

SYS-022 is a valid requirements to protect network entities; TS will provide specific solutions.
No change is required.

	24
	069-RIM-42
	‘2’
	T
	6.2.2
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: The use case for SYS-023 is not clear. Why would MC Client sign direct code content before sending it to the server? And why would you send direct code content to the MC Server? If it’s about reading signed direct codes on device, how would MC Client recognize the signature?

Proposed Change: Recommended to remove requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

SYS-023 is a valid requirement to allow optional use of a security mechanism to be used between the trusted server and the MC Client to validate Direct Codes; TS will provide specific solutions.

AGREED to revise SYS-023 as follows:

“The MC Enabler MAY enable the trusted server and the Mobile Code Client to support a security mechanism (e.g. digital signature) to validate Direct Codes.”
  

	
	070-RIM-43
	
	T
	6.2.2
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: If we are discussing “secure barcodes” in SYS-024, then should this be “recognised” (or processed) as opposed to “validated”?

Proposed Change: Clarify requirement
	Status: CLOSED

SYS-024 is clarified to the commenter; TS will provide specific solutions.

No change is required.



	
	071-RIM-44
	
	T
	6.2.2
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: In SYS-047, “authentication” requires at least 2 messages between the parties.

Are we talking about signing the indirect code here? How would MC Client know the signatures of MC sources?

Proposed Change: Clarify or remove requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

SYS-047 is clarified to the commenter; TS will specify solutions.
No change is required.

	
	072-RIM-45
	
	T
	6.2.2
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: SYS-048 is unclear.

Are we talking about hash, checksum, etc.? Or this is just a validation that the code is valid according to the predefined format?

Proposed Change: Clarify requirement and recommendation to change from SHOULD to MAY for Indirect Mode.
	Status: CLOSED

SYS-048 is a valid requirement to protect the integrity of the Mobile Code Payload (which can contain the Indirect Code Identifier plus other data strings, etc.), as opposed to validation of the Mobile Code itself which is achieved by other requirements.  TS will provide specific solutions.

No change is required.

	
	073-RIM-46
	
	T
	6.2
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: To be able to do what SYS-049 describes, the MC Client needs to have public keys of all applicable code publishers. This is obviously possible in the very specific deployments – e.g. enterprise. Editor’s note suggests this requirement does not apply to mass market. Why is this requirement a SHOULD if this is not applicable/scalable for 99% of the target market?


Proposed Change: Change from SHOULD to MAY.
	Status: CLOSED

SYS-049 is a valid requireement to achieve the intended use cases; TS will specify solutions.
No change is required.

	25
	074-RIM-47
	‘2’
	T
	6.2.2
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: SYS-027 is unclear. Is this about MC Enabler supporting signing data between MC Client and MC Server?

Proposed Change: Recommendation to rephrase.
	Status: CLOSED

SYS-027 is a valid requirement to allow optional use of a security mechanism to be used between the trusted server and the MC Client to validate Indirect Codes; TS will provide specific solutions.

AGREED to revise SYS-027 as follows:

“The MC Enabler MAY enable the CMP (or CRS, where applicable) and the Mobile Code Client to support a security mechanism (e.g. digital signature) to validate Indirect Codes.”


	26
	075-RIM-48
	‘2’
	T
	6.2.2
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: In SYS-028, the “security mechanism” cannot be in the code and cannot be “validated”.  The “security mechanism” could be applied to the code but then the requirement has to be changed.

Proposed Change: Clarify and change requirement accordingly.
	Status: CLOSED

AGREED to rephrase SYS-028 as follows:

“The security mechanism, if present in Indirect Codes, MAY be used by the Mobile Code Client and CMP (or CRS, where applicable) to validate the Indirect Mobile Code.”


	
	076-RIM-49
	
	T
	6.2.3
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: Labels for this section should be CHAR not SYS.

Proposed Change: Change labels from SYS to CHAR-XXX.
	Status: CLOSED

AGREED.

RD Editor to implement proposed change.

	
	077-RIM-50
	
	T
	6.2.3
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: In SYS-050 and -051 it is unclear how it is possible to track Chargeable Events. After the code is resolved by the MC enabler it will be another application (e.g. browser) that accesses the associated content. MC enabler has no information about this. There is no way to track the correlation between code resolution and following actions of the user.

See also next comment with regard to “persistence” option.

In SYS-052, the same issue is present in “as a direct result from the User’s initial scanning of a Mobile Code”.

Proposed Change: Clarify requirements.
	Status: CLOSED

SYS-050, SYS-051 AND SYS-052 reflect a strong need to enable service providers to montize based on Indirect Mobile Codes; TS will specifiy the solutions.
No change is required.

Note that resolution in 129-ATT-01 will see some reformatting of these requirements to clearly present the conditionality involved.

	
	078-RIM-51
	
	T
	6.2.3
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: SYS-053 should be left to the MobAd Enabler. MC is not the right place for tracking metrics. Proposed solution using reference persistence on network is not enforceable (app is likely to cache it internally upon the first access) and extremely inefficient.

Proposed Change: Recommend to remove requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

SYS-053 is a valid requirement for service providers in the Indirect MC eco-system; TS will provide specific solutions, including reusing those available from MobAd, as applicable.

Notes 1 & 2 in SYS-053 already cover the concerns raised in this comment and implied actions that may be taken. 
No change is requied.

	
	079-RIM-52
	
	T
	6.2.3
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: In SYS-054, what’s the MC Enabler’s involvement in “cost defraying”? Does it need to do anything? This appears orthogonal to its operations.

Proposed Change: Recommended to remove requirement.
	Status: CLOSED 

SYS-054 is a valid requirement to achieve service provider business/market drivers; TS will specify the solution, including possibility of reusing mechanisms that might be available from other OMA Enablers (e.g. Mobile Commerce and Charging).
No change is required.

	27
	080-RIM-53
	‘1’
	T
	6.2.4
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: SYS-031 is unclear. To who are the specifics disclosed? What are the specifics? 

Proposed Change: Clarify requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

AGREED to remove SYS-031; communications between network entities will implicitly support disclosing Code Policy where needed.

	28
	081-RIM-54
	‘1’
	T
	6.2.4
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: SYS-032 should typically define an error and associated UI message instead of using a notification detailing service policy.

Proposed Change: Modify requirement to express error notification.
	Status: CLOSED

AGREED to remove SYS-032.

Also, revise UINT-006 as follows:

“The MC Enabler SHALL enable the End User to be notified when it is not possible to process the Mobile Code. (e.g. the device does not support FTP; the Mobile Code Client cannot extract the data; Home CMP cannot route to Code-hosting CMP; or Code Policy reasons).

	
	082-RIM-55
	
	T
	6.2.5
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: Are we expecting the MC Enabler to have a UI or provide API to other application (MC enabled App)? This needs to be clarified at the RD stage; otherwise some of the following requirements imply UI.

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: CLOSED

UNIT-xxx requirements are not intended to prescribe UI or application design; rather these are MC Client requirements to preserve minimum user experience in MC usage.
No change is required.

	29
	083-RIM-56
	‘1’
	T
	6.2.5
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: UINT-003, -004 are implementation specific. UINT-004 is obvious behaviour; what is expected at the TS stage?

Proposed Change: Recommended to remove requirements.
	Status: CLOSED
See response in 082-RIM-55.

Specifically:
For UNIT-003: No change is required.

For UINT-004: AGREED to change from ‘SHALL’ to ‘SHOULD’. 

	30
	084-RIM-57
	‘2’
	T
	6.2.5
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: UINT-009 is an implementation choice.

Proposed Change: Recommended to remove requirement.
	Status: CLOSED
AGREED to revise UINT-009 as follows:

“The MC enabler SHALL support obtaining user authorisation before executing the application that is to be invoked by the data in the Direct Code, or by resolution of the Indirect Code.”


	31
	085-RIM-58
	‘2’
	T
	6.3
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: In SYS-037, “in terms of Mobile Code Symbology, Data Format and processing, subject to device hardware capabilities.“ could be removed as it doesn’t add anything to the requirement. 
Proposed Change: Recommended to remove “in terms of Mobile Code Symbology, Data Format and processing, subject to device hardware capabilities.”
	Status: CLOSED

AGREED to revise SYS-037 as follows:

“The MC Enabler SHALL support both Direct and Indirect Mobile Codes using a common set of Mobile Code Symbology(ies), a common Data Format and a common processing methodology.”

	
	086-RIM-59
	
	T
	6.3
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: SYS-038 assumes the MC Client’s control of email and SMS applications. I don’t think we have an expectation that these applications will be specifically modified to support interface from MC Client i.e. ban user from modifying specified fields.

Proposed Change: Recommended to remove the requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

The concern raised in this comment is noted; TS will provide specify solutions, also the ability to realise this requirement, or not, will be confirmed therein.  OMA process exists to revise the MC RD, as appropriate, during Consistency Review phase.
No change is required. 



	32
	087-RIM-60
	‘2’
	T
	6.3
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: The text of SYS-039 is very confusing. In any case, this is a requirement on the content provider. Does not apply to the specification.

Proposed Change: Recommended to remove requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

AGREED to modify SYS-039 as follows:

“The Mobile Code Enabler SHALL ensure that the MC Data Format is reasonably distinguishable from any other data encoded in a Mobile Code Symbology.”

AP to RD Editor:

Move SYS-039 (as modified in the above) to the MC Data functional module.


	33
	088-RIM-61
	‘2’
	T
	6.3
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: SYS-041 is a requirement on the Direct Mobile Code. It would be better to make this a requirement on the Data Format.

Proposed Change: Propose to change to “The Mobile Code Data Format SHALL support embedding additional code-specific text strings (e.g. the message for the user when decoding the Mobile Code).”

If changed like this it will cover both 041 and 042.
	Status: CLOSED

AGREED to revise SYS-041 as follows:

“The Mobile Code Data Format SHALL support embedding additional code-specific text strings (e.g. the message for the user when decoding the Mobile Code).”

SYS-042: 

No change is required. 

	
	089-RIM-62
	
	T
	6.3
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: SYS-043 is a non-requirement. When the user or application receives the address (of the service) from MC Client they can access it, if desired. MC Client obviously cannot “disallow” such access. 

Proposed Change: Recommended to remove requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

Clarification is provided to the commenter; there is no intention for the MC Enabler to guarantee successful (rather to not prevent attempts to) access to the content or service. 

No further change is needed.

	34
	090-RIM-63
	‘2’
	T
	6.3
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: SYS-044 is a SHALL requirement. Why? It’s the user’s (if MCC has UI) or application’s choice. MC Client doesn’t need to do anything to support this.

Proposed Change: Recommended to remove requirement.
	Status: CLOSED

AGEED to change SYS-044 as follows:

“Code Readers SHALL support deferred Processing of Mobile Codes. (E.g. creation of some  bookmark list).”

	35
	091-RIM-64
	‘2’
	T
	6.3
	Source: RIM

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0011

Comment: The example in SYS-045 does not add anything to the requirement. The examples are unrelated to one another.

Proposed Change: Recommended to remove: “For example, the additional information could be the type of Symbology or current weather conditions”.
	Status: CLOSED

AGREED to revise SYS-045 as follows:

“The MC Enabler SHALL make it possible for the Mobile Code Client to transmit additional information after reading a Mobile Code (e.g., current local weather conditions).”

	
	093-NS-02
	
	T
	6.2, SYMB-006
	Source: NeuStar

Form: OMA-MC-2009-0001
Comment: SYMB-006 is the same as SYMB-002. 

Proposed Change: Remove SYMB-006.
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution in 007-TE-03.

No further change is required. 

	
	094-NS-03
	
	T
	6.2, SYMB-009
	Source: NeuStar

Form: OMA-MC-2009-0001
Comment: The requirement is not specific in SYMB-009. 

Proposed Change: Add “adopted but” before “not mandated”.
	Status: CLOSED

It is implicit that all MC RD requirements refer to the MC Enabler only, therefore no further change is needed on SYMB-009.


	
	099-NS-08
	
	T
	6.2, SA-ON-013
	Source: NeuStar

Form: OMA-MC-2009-0001
Comment: The requirement is unclear about whether the GMCR is responding to queries from the CCH/CMP or pushing data to the CCH/CMP. 

Proposed Change: Need clarification.  
	Status: CLOSED

Details of Push versus Pull of the GMCR data is a TS decision.  No change is  required for SA-ON-013.

	
	101-NS-10
	
	T
	6.2, SA-OFF-003
	Source: NeuStar

Form: OMA-MC-2009-0001
Comment: Add additional URIs. 

Proposed Change: Add sip URIs, h323URIs and wv URIs.
	Status: CLOSED

SA-OFF-003 is not an exhaustive list.

No further change is required.

	
	103-NS-13
	
	T
	6.2, SYS-002
	Source: NeuStar

Form: OMA-MC-2009-0001
Comment: A few editorial changes. 

Proposed Change: Change “message client” to “client” or “application” in the 1st bullet item.  Change “email client” to “email application” in the 2nd bullet item.  Change “URL” to “URI” at three places in the 3rd bullet item.  Change “phone book” to “address book” in the 4th 
	Status: CLOSED

AGREED to change SYS-002 as follows:

1st bullet:

Change “message client” to “client”.  

4th bullet:  

Change “phone book” to “address book”

	
	104-NS-14
	
	T
	6.2, SYS-005
	Source: NeuStar

Form: OMA-MC-2009-0001
Comment: SYS-005 is the same as SYS-004. 

Proposed Change: Remove SYS-005.
	Status: CLOSED

AGREED.

RD Editor to implement proposed change.

	
	106-NS-16
	
	T
	6.2, SYS-011
	Source: NeuStar

Form: OMA-MC-2009-0001
Comment: Editorial changes. 

Proposed Change: Change “subscriber profile database” to “Subscriber Profile Database” to be consistent with SYS-012.
	Status: CLOSED

AGREED with proposed change.

AP to RD Editor: Use small letters “subscriber profile database” throughout the RD. 

	
	110-NS-20
	
	T
	6.2.2, SYS-046
	Source: NeuStar

Form: OMA-MC-2009-0001
Comment: Editorial comments. 

Proposed Change: Change “code publisher” to “Mobile Code Publisher” and “end user” to “End User”.
	Status: CLOSED

AGREED.

RD Editor to implement proposed change.

	
	111-NS-21
	
	T
	6.2.2, SYS-047
	Source: NeuStar

Form: OMA-MC-2009-0001
Comment: Should not use “UE”. 

Proposed Change: Change “UE” to “Mobile Code Client”.
	Status: CLOSED

Not AGREED; no change is required.

	
	112-NS-22
	
	T
	6.2.2, SYS-049
	Source: NeuStar

Form: OMA-MC-2009-0001
Comment: Editorial comments. 

Proposed Change: Change “code publisher” to “Mobile Code Publisher” and “end user” to “End User”.
	Status: CLOSED

AGREED.

RD Editor to implement proposed change.

	
	113-NS-23
	
	T
	6.2.2, SYS-027 and SYS-028
	Source: NeuStar

Form: OMA-MC-2009-0001
Comment: Order problem. 

Proposed Change: Move them to be right after SYS-026.
	Status: CLOSED

AGREED.

RD Editor to implement proposed change.

	36
	119-NS-29
	‘2’
	T
	6.3, SYS-040
	Source: NeuStar

Form: OMA-MC-2009-0001
Comment: Change based on the note. 

Proposed Change: Change “Mobile Code Readers enabling the Direct Mode” to “Code Readers supporting the Direct Mode”.
	Status: CLOSED

AGREED to revise SYS-040 as follows:

“Mobile Code Clients supporting the Direct Mode SHALL support Mobile Codes containing free text that includes any URIs allowed by [OMAURI].  This is to provide backwards-compatibility with the many Mobile Codes containing some combination of text and a URI.“

Also, DELETE the Note. 

	
	120-NS-30
	
	T
	6.3, SYS-041
	Source: NeuStar

Form: OMA-MC-2009-0001
Comment: Editorial change. 

Proposed Change: Change “user” to “End User”.
	Status: CLOSED

AGREED.
RD Editor to implement proposed change.

	
	121-NS-31
	
	T
	6.3, SYS-042
	Source: NeuStar

Form: OMA-MC-2009-0001
Comment: Editorial change. 

Proposed Change: Change “user” to “End User”.
	Status: CLOSED

AGREED
RD Editor to implement proposed change

	37
	122-NS-32
	‘2’
	T
	6.3, SYS-043
	Source: NeuStar

Form: OMA-MC-2009-0001
Comment: Editorial change. 

Proposed Change: Change “user” to “End User”.
	Status: CLOSED

AGREED to revise SYS-043 as follows:

“The MC Enabler SHALL enable the Mobile Code Client to allow the End User to access any content or service whose address it has retrieved.”

	38
This is a pending CR (to be marked as an exception at the end)
	124-TE-19
	‘1’
	T
	5.0 reorganisation
	Source: Telefonica, Dave Purón dpca@tid.es  

Form: Verbal comments from REQ RD Review Meeting on 8 Jan 2009.

Comment: In section 5, it says “Enabler Description”. It should contain this description, which is not really clearly stated in the section.
Proposed change: 

a) Move the 5.2 Actors and Roles to the Introduction (Section 4).
b) Section 5.3 Version 1.0 could be formatted into the Enabler description. Then, Version 1.0 will be the one that supports the description. 
c) Also, the use case in section 5 should be moved to the Appendix A. Just a matter of reshaping the text.
	Status: CLOSED

AGREED.

RD Editor to implement proposed reorganisation of sections based on best judgement. 

	39

This is a pending CR (to be marked as an exception at the end)
	125-TE-20
	‘2’
	T
	All sections
	Source: Telefonica, Dave Purón dpca@tid.es  

Form: Verbal comments from REQ RD Review Meeting on 8 Jan 2009 (ref: meeting minutes).

Comment: Each optional requirement should include a note explaining why it is optional, for clarification. This comes from the REQ Best Practices.
Proposed change: For each optional requirement, add an informative note explaining why it is optional.

	Status: CLOSED

There are numerous reasons why requirements in this and other Enablers have been agreed as SHALL, SHOULD or MAY.  There are no precedents to doucment the reason behind each requirment in the RD. 

The group AGREED to add a general statement in the beginning of Section 6 – Requirements as follows:

“The classification of requirements are generally based on the level of support inidcated in the development of this Enabler, including business/market, regional and technical reasons.”

	
	126-TE-21
	
	T
	All sections
	Source: Telefonica, Dave Purón dpca@tid.es  

Form: Verbal comments from REQ RD Review Meeting on 8 Jan 2009 (ref: meeting minutes).

Comment: When the RD is going to go to REL, editor’s notes should be deleted. 
Proposed change: All editor’s notes should hence be resolved before the RDRR is finalised.

	Status: CLOSED

AGREED.

RD Editor to implement proposed change.

	
	127-TE-22
	
	T
	All sections
	Source: Telefonica, Dave Purón dpca@tid.es  

Form: Verbal comments from REQ RD Review Meeting on 8 Jan 2009 (ref: meeting minutes).

Comment: Appendix C is empty, so it has to be deleted. 
Proposed change: Appendix C should be deleted unless it is populated.

	Status: CLOSED

AGREED.

RD Editor to implement proposed change; so far there is no need for Appendix C.

	
	128-TE-23
	
	T
	All sections
	Source: Telefonica, Dave Purón dpca@tid.es  

Form: Verbal comments from REQ RD Review Meeting on 8 Jan 2009 (ref: meeting minutes).

Comment: Appendix C is empty, so it has to be deleted. 
Proposed change: Appendix C should be deleted unless it is populated.

	Status:  CLOSED

This is a complete duplicate of 127-TE-22; refer to resolution thereof.

RD editor: Please implement proposed change in the next update of the RD.

	40

This is a pending CR (to be marked as an exception at the end)
	129-ATT-01
	‘1’
	T
	6.2.3 Charging
	Source: AT&T, Ileana Leuca  ileana.leuca@att.com 
Form: Verbal comments from REQ RD Review Meeting on 8 Jan 2009 (ref: meeting minutes).

Comment: SYS-051 and SYS-052 each contains more than one requirement within the same number. This is a problem to track, and for compliance, if we don’t have a single number for each requirement. If in future, someone makes an implementation from that, it will need all requirements separated, not only for testing.
Proposed change: (As suggested by Dave Purón/Telefonica and agreed by Ileana) 
a) Split the requirements into smaller separate ones.
b) De-capitalize the MUST of these requirements (e.g. in SYS-051). Alternatively, if the requirement is intended to be ‘conditional mandatory’ (i.e. it is mandatory only if an overarching optional feature is implemented), then it should be reworded as such. For example: “If SYS-xxx is supported, then MC Enabler SHOULD do … yyy. ”
(See special section pertaining to this situation in the RD Best Practices document.) 

 
	Status: CLOSED

AP to AT&T (Kennie): Reformat of these requirements as per proposed change.

	41
	130-ATT-02
	‘2’
	T
	6.2
	Source: AT&T, kennie.kwong@att.com 

Form: Email comments dated 9 Jan 2009.
Comment: SYMB-003 needs a footnote to clarify its reference to “… to support additional Symbology(ies)” in order to align with the revised terminology of “mandated Symbology(ies)” in SYMB-001.

Proposed change: No change to the current text in SYMB-003; add a clarifying footnote as follows:

Note:

Additional Symbology(ies) as mentioned above may include ones not mandated by the MC Enabler. 

 
	Status: CLOSED

AGREED.

RD Editor to implement proposed change.


In closing, for future reference, 6 CRs from the above table that are pending required actions are #5, 7, 12, 38, 39 and 40. These CRs will be submitted separately for agreement as their required actions are completed; they are not considered part of this composite CR submitted for agreement by the MC AHG at this time.
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