Doc#  OMA-CONR-2013-0033-CR_RCC_Review_Comments_from_China_Telecom.doc[image: image1.jpg]"sOMaQa

Open Mobile Alliance




Review Contribution

Doc#  OMA-CONR-2013-0033-CR_RCC_Review_Comments_from_China_Telecom.doc
Review Report


Review Contribution
	Title:
	RCC Review Comments from China Telecom 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential

	Material Being Reviewed:
	<OMA-RD/AD/ERP-Name-Vx_y>

	Submission Date:
	29 Aug 2013

	Source:
	Jiayu Bi, bijy@sttri.com.cn

	Attachments:
	n/a
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Public       FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential

	
	<att y>
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Public       FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential

	
	
	

	Replaces:
	n/a


1. Instructions
Review comments should be submitted in a form that simplifies the collection by the review report editor.  This form permits easy cut-n-paste actions by use of pro-forma structure of the review comments table.  The following are requests for submitters of the comments:

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

· Use this docID in the Form field (e.g. for doc OMA-REL-2010-0134-RC_XYZ_RD – 'Form' entry would be 'doc #0134'.)

· The Type column should indicate 'E' for Editorial comment, 'T' for Technical comment and Q for Question for clarification
· For Editorial comments and Technical comments, the submitters are required to provide a proposed change – provide as much insight to issue as possible, for Question for clarifications this is not required.
· Marked up versions of the document can be submitted as an attachment.  If this is done, please note in the table, in summary form, the technical issues addressed.  Use one table entry to note that editorial items are presented.

RC doc are internal docs and when uploaded, they should be attached to the appropriate review meeting.
2. Review Comments

2.1 <doc ref>

	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A001
	2013.08.29
	T
	5.3.1.1.3
	Source: China Telecom
Form: OMA-ER-RCC-V1_0-20130711-D

Comment: in the function of Call & Session management and distribution, Task management and distribution for RCF, Task management and distribution for SMMF, “…through interface RCC-3 and (or) RCC-4.” Should be “RCC-8 and(or) RCC-7”
Proposed Change: change “… through interface RCC-3 and(or) RCC-4” into “… through interface RCC-8 and(or) RCC-8”
	Status: OPEN 



	A002
	2013.08.29
	T
	5.3.2.3
	Source: China Telecom
Form: OMA-ER-RCC-V1_0-20130711-D

Comment: “enable the CSTMF to provide context information of a call/session to MSF” is the function of RCC-8, not RCC-3
Proposed Change: delete “RCC-3 SHALL support to enable the CSTMF to provide context information of a call/session to MSF.” in Section 5.3.2.3 and add the following text in 5.3.2.8:

“RCC-8 SHALL support to enable the CSTMF to provide context information of a call/session to MSF.”
	Status: OPEN 



	A003
	2013.08.29
	E
	6.1.1
	Source: China Telecom
Form: OMA-ER-RCC-V1_0-20130711-D

Comment: “The message structure is defined in section 8.x.x.” should be changed into “The message structure is defined in section 8.7.1.”
Proposed Change: as above
	Status: OPEN 



	A004
	2013.08.29
	E
	6.1.2
	Source: China Telecom
Form: OMA-ER-RCC-V1_0-20130711-D

Comment: “The task redistribution message structure is defined in section 8.x.x.” should be changed into “The task redistribution message structure is defined in section 8.4.1.”
Proposed Change: as above
	Status: OPEN 



	A005
	2013.08.29
	E
	6.2.14
	Source: China Telecom
Form: OMA-ER-RCC-V1_0-20130711-D

Comment: “The detail information is defined in section 8.x.x.x.” should be changed into “The detail information is defined in section 8.2.14.1.” (for request) and “The detail information is defined in section 8.2.14.1.” (for response)
Proposed Change: as above
	Status: OPEN 



	A006
	2013.08.29
	T
	6.3.4
	Source: China Telecom
Form: OMA-ER-RCC-V1_0-20130711-D

Comment: the Editor’s Note said, Check whether to combine message definition of the 8.1.3 with 8.1.1? Although the parameters of these two interfaces are almost the same, but the functions are different. 8.1.3 is about the registration while 8.1.1 is about registration.
Proposed Change: delete Editor’s Note.
	Status: OPEN 



	A007
	2013.08.29
	E
	6.4.1
	Source: China Telecom
Form: OMA-ER-RCC-V1_0-20130711-D

Comment: “The request and the policy structure is defined in section 8.x.x.” should be changed into “The request and the policy structure is defined in section 8.5.1..”
Proposed Change: as above
	Status: OPEN 



	A008
	2013.08.29
	E
	6.5.12
	Source: China Telecom
Form: OMA-ER-RCC-V1_0-20130711-D

Comment: “The detail information is defined in section 8.x.x.x” should be changed into “The detail information is defined in section 8.2.14.1”(for request) and “The detail information is defined in section 8.2.14.2”(for response)
Proposed Change: as above
	Status: OPEN 



	A009
	2013.08.29
	E
	6.6.1
	Source: China Telecom
Form: OMA-ER-RCC-V1_0-20130711-D

Comment: “The registration request message is defined in section 8.x.x.x” should be changed into “The registration request message is defined in section 8.1.1.1”
Proposed Change: as above
	Status: OPEN 



	A010
	2013.08.29
	E
	6.6.2
	Source: China Telecom
Form: OMA-ER-RCC-V1_0-20130711-D

Comment: “The de-registration request message includes information of customer ID and AuthData, and the message is defined in section 8.x.x.x” should be changed into “The de-registration request message includes information of customer ID and AuthData, and the message is defined in section 8.1.2.1”
Proposed Change: as above
	Status: OPEN 



	A011
	2013.08.29
	E
	6.6.3
	Source: China Telecom
Form: OMA-ER-RCC-V1_0-20130711-D

Comment: “The message is defined in section 8.x.x.x.” should be changed into “The message is defined in section 8.1.3.1.”
Proposed Change: as above
	Status: OPEN 



	A012
	2013.08.29
	E
	6.6.4
	Source: China Telecom
Form: OMA-ER-RCC-V1_0-20130621-D

Comment: “the message is defined in section 8.x.x.” should be changed into “the message is defined in section 8.1.4.”
Proposed Change: as above
	Status: OPEN 



	A013
	2013.08.29
	E
	6.6.6
	Source: China Telecom
Form: OMA-ER-RCC-V1_0-20130711-D

Comment: “the detail of the request message is defined in section 8.x.x.” should be changed into “the detail of the request message is defined in section 8.1.6.1”
“The detail information of the response message is defined in section 8.x.x.” should be changed into “The detail information of the response message is defined in section 8.1.6.2”
Proposed Change: as above
	Status: OPEN 



	A014
	2013.08.29
	E
	6.6.7
	Source: China Telecom
Form: OMA-ER-RCC-V1_0-20130711-D

Comment: “The detail information of the message is defined in section 8.x.x.” should be changed into “The detail information of the message is defined in section 8.1.7.”
Proposed Change: as above
	Status: OPEN 



	A015
	2013.08.29
	E
	6.6.8
	Source: China Telecom
Form: OMA-ER-RCC-V1_0-20130711-D

Comment: Section 6.6.8 remains a title “Agent group query”, but there’s no relative requirement/description/interface about it

Proposed Change: delete Section 6.6.8
	Status: OPEN 



	A016
	2013.08.29
	E
	6.6.9
	Source: China Telecom
Form: OMA-ER-RCC-V1_0-20130711-D

Comment: Section 6.6.9 Agent selection from an agent group has already existed as Section 6.6.7
Proposed Change: delete Section 6.6.9
	Status: OPEN 



	A017
	2013.08.29
	E
	8.6.2.2
	Source: China Telecom
Form: OMA-ER-RCC-V1_0-20130711-D

Comment: the description of Media said,” TBD: structure of Media.”, but he structure has already been defined  in Section 8.7.2

Proposed Change: delete ” TBD: structure of Media.”
	Status: OPEN 



	A018
	2013.08.29
	E
	8.7.2.

8.7.3

8.7.4

8.7.5
	Source: China Telecom
Form: OMA-ER-RCC-V1_0-20130711-D

Comment: these four structures belong to the Section 8.11 common structures, so they should be moved into Section 8.11

Proposed Change: as above
	Status: OPEN 



	A019
	2013.08.29
	T
	8.8.1.2
	Source: China Telecom
Form: OMA-ER-RCC-V1_0-20130711-D

Comment: Editor’s Note: Check the consistency between the Client Names parameter description. There are two descriptions of Client Names:

 “The account name of the RCC client.” In Section 8.1.1.1 RCFRegistrationRequest

8.1.8.1 RCFTaskRequest

8.1.10.1 RCFSessionRequest

8.4.1.1 ASFTaskTransferRequest

8.7.1.1 CSTMFTaskRequest

And

“The account name of the RCF.” In Section 8.1.3.1 RCFRegInfoUpdateRequest

8.8.1.1 CSTMFTaskRequest

Proposed Change: change the description of ClientName in Section 8.1.3.1 and 8.8.1.1 as “The account name of the RCC client.”
	Status: OPEN 
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