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1 Reason for Contribution

To provide some classification of the DCD ADRR comments, to help the resolution discussion proceed.
2 Summary of Contribution

See the attached document. This version has been aligned with the ADRR version OMA-ADRR-OMA_AD_DCD_V1_0_20060726_D-V1_0_0-20060825-D.
3 Detailed Proposal


[image: image1.emf]ADRR-List.doc


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

This is intended for use in the DCD conference calls, to help guide the discussion of the ADRR comments.
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		16

		A001
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		4

		Source: David Purón, Telefónica Móviles


dpca@tid.es

Form: OMA-CD-2006-0041-INP_DCD_AD_Telefonica_comments.zip


In the overall view of the document, when describing the forward sections, a reference to the 5.6 section is avoided. 


TME proposes to add the following text:


“In section 5.6, service flows are given in order to show how are the basic interactions between the DCD entities and related components.”




		Status: CLOSED


Agreed, change incorporated



		Editorial

		Y

		17

		A002

		2006.08.02

		

		5.2

		Source: David Purón, Telefónica Móviles


dpca@tid.es

Form: OMA-CD-2006-0041-INP_DCD_AD_Telefonica_comments.zip


Why duplicate the information of the interfaces in two sections (5.2 and 5.5.3)? TME proposes to delete the detailed info about the interfaces and add a forward reference to the interfaces description section:


“The Interfaces of the DCD Enabler are described in section 5.5.3”.




		Status: CLOSED


Resolution:


Add one line bullets for entities too. Action Item created.



		Editorial

		Y

		18

		A003

		2006.08.02

		

		5.5.1.1

		Source: David Purón, Telefónica Móviles


dpca@tid.es

Form: OMA-CD-2006-0041-INP_DCD_AD_Telefonica_comments.zip


There is a possible misunderstanding in the wording of the functions that the client must support. 


1. If it is referring  to “functions” as a list of  functionalities that the client provides, it should say “Subscription and Administration Functions” and “Channel filtering / Customization functions” instead “Subscription and Administration Function” and “Channel filtering / Customization function” respectively.


2. Otherwise, if it is referring to “functions” as entities composing the client like the figure 2 shows, a “Channel filtering / Customization function” should be drawn in the picture.


TME goes for option 1.




		Status:  CLOSED


Proposed Resolution: Make it functions (plural)  everywhere



		Editorial

		Y

		19

		A004

		2006.08.02

		

		5.5.3

		Source: David Purón, Telefónica Móviles


dpca@tid.es

Form: OMA-CD-2006-0041-INP_DCD_AD_Telefonica_comments.zip


<Describe issue>

		Status: CLOSED


<provide response>



		Editorial

		Y

		20

		A005

		2006.08.02

		

		5.6.2.2

		Source: David Purón, Telefónica Móviles


dpca@tid.es

Form: OMA-CD-2006-0041-INP_DCD_AD_Telefonica_comments.zip


The 4th point states:


4. The DCD Client matches locally registered applications with the new content service. If a match has been found, optionally the DCD Client registers application with the DCD Server (see section 5.6.2.1).


TME believes that there is a mistake in the cross reference.  It should say “(see section 5.6.1)” which is the registration of a DCD Application.




		Status:  CLOSED


Resolution:  Drop the section number in the diagram.



		Editorial

		Y

		21

		AJA1

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		2.1

		Don’t reference an ERP reference the specs

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Will update the reference.



		Editorial

		Y

		22

		AJA2

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		2.1

		Insert refefrence to the BCAST AD doc, e.g. OMA-AD-BCAST-V1_0

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Will update the reference.



		Editorial

		Y

		23

		AJA3

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		2.1

		Insert approproiate CP spec reference not leave it ambiguous. Follow example of OMA-AD above. Do not referece the enabler – see REL documents under discussion – as this would be an inappropriate indirect reference. Given this there may be a need to reference several CP specs and change text appropriately.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Will update the reference.



		Editorial

		Y

		24

		AJA4

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		2.1

		Insert approproiate DM spec not leave it ambiguous. Follow example of OMA-AD above. Do not referece the enabler – see REL documents under discussion – as this would be an inappropriate indirect reference. Given this there may be a need to reference several DM specs and change text appropriately.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Will update as suggested.



		Editorial

		Y

		25

		AJA5

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		2.1

		Same comment as for OMA-DM

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Will update as suggested.



		Editorial

		Y

		26

		AJA6

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		2.1

		Same comment as OMA-DM

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Will update as suggested.



		Editorial

		Y

		27

		AJA7

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		2.1

		Same comment as OMA-DM

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Will update as suggested.



		Editorial

		Y

		28

		AJA8

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		2.1

		Same comment as OMA DM

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Will update as suggested.



		Editorial

		Y

		30

		AJA10

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		2.1

		Don’t reference and ERP - reference the spec

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Will update as suggested.



		Editorial

		Y

		31

		AJA11

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		2.1

		This is an internal document. Should go. See Ops and REL discussion re this and planned AD template update

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Will update as suggested.



		Editorial

		Y

		32

		AJA12

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		2.1

		Same comment as ARCH-PRINC

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Will update as suggested.



		Editorial

		Y

		33

		AJA13

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		2.1

		This is an old reference. Try OMA-ORG-Dictionary-V2_4

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Will correct reference.



		Editorial

		Y

		35

		AJA15

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		3.2

		Says nothing re adaptation. Suggest the name is changed if there is no adaptation or something is added to the definition to describe the ability to adapt, e.g. “…and adapt the data to suite the device and support distribution with bandwidth efficiency

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Will update as suggested.



		Editorial

		Y

		36

		AJA16

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		3.2

		I am uncomfortable with trying to do admin for an enabler. Suggest it is reworded, e.g. The DCD… administration of the functional elements of the DCD server and client (including DCD channels). These functions.. external subscription services(s) and/or management entities)

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: No change.  The suggested wording is implied by the definition of the DCD enabler as a DCD Client and DCD Server.



		Editorial

		Y

		37

		AJA17

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		3.2

		Given this definition a DCD user is a user who uses DCD. This should be obvious given the enabler is DCD There is nothing here which prevent using the OMA Dictoinary definition of User. Suggest replaced by "User ... SeeOMA-DICT

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Agreed that term is unnecessary.  Term will be removed, and all cases of “DCD User” will be changed to “DCD user”



		Editorial

		Y

		38

		AJA18

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		4

		To “a” device or to the user nomatter what device. Suggest this is changed to  simply “customised content.” Or if there really is compelling need to emphasise the actual delivery beyond that already in the paragraph say “customised content to the subscriber’s chosen device”

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Agreed to remove the words “to a device”.



		Editorial

		Y

		39

		AJA19

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		4

		Add “delivery” for clarity and consistency

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Agreed to add the word “delivery”.



		Editorial

		Y

		40

		AJA20

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		4

		Suggest rewording as shown for clarity of intent

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Agreed to wording change, as proposed.



		Editorial

		Y

		41

		AJA21

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		4.2

		This enture section reads more like a requirements document. Rewording suggested within

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Accept in principle to removing requirements wording.  Editor will update text as appropriate.



		Editorial

		Y

		47

		AJA27

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.2

		Bi directional ? Do you mean full interactice dialogue or two one-way invocation (request-response) interfaces ? I believe the latter so its not bi-di. Suggest remove bi-di

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Comment is accepted.  Wording changes will be proposed as per action item (DCD AI 0821 #2)



		Editorial

		Y

		48

		AJA28

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.2

		Don’t believe this really means a uni-directional. Surely there is the ability to have a response, e.g. confirmed PUSH ! Suggest uni-di is removed.

		Status: : CLOSED


Resolution: Comment is accepted.  Wording changes will be proposed as per action item (DCD AI 0821 #2)



		Editorial

		Y

		49

		AJA29

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.2

		As above

		Status: : CLOSED


Resolution: Comment is accepted.  Wording changes will be proposed as per action item (DCD AI 0821 #2)



		Editorial

		Y

		50

		AJA30

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.2

		As above

		Status: : CLOSED


Resolution: Comment is accepted.  Wording changes will be proposed as per action item (DCD AI 0821 #2)



		Editorial

		Y

		51

		AJA31

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.2

		As above

		Status: : CLOSED


Resolution: Comment is accepted.  Wording changes will be proposed as per action item (DCD AI 0821 #2)



		Editorial

		Y

		52

		AJA32

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.2

		As above

		Status: : CLOSED


Resolution: Comment is accepted.  Wording changes will be proposed as per action item (DCD AI 0821 #2)



		Editorial

		Y

		53

		AJA33

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.2

		As above

		Status: : CLOSED


Resolution: Comment is accepted.  Wording changes will be proposed as per action item (DCD AI 0821 #2)



		Editorial

		Y

		54

		AJA34

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.2

		As above

		Status: : CLOSED


Resolution: Comment is accepted.  Wording changes will be proposed as per action item (DCD AI 0821 #2)



		Editorial

		Y

		68

		AJA48

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.5.1.1

		Suggests this clarifies intent

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Accept wording change as provided.



		Editorial

		Y

		71

		AJA51

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.5.1.1

		The AD is the time and place to say what is and is not done. Suggest changing as shown

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: As agreed in resolution in ADRR-#41



		Editorial

		Y

		72

		AJA52

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.5.1.1

		Again the AD is the time to say what is done. Suggested rewording shown

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: As agreed in resolution in ADRR-#41



		Editorial

		Y

		73

		AJA53

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.5.1.1

		The AD is the time to define. Suggested changes shown

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: As agreed in resolution in ADRR-#41



		Editorial

		Y

		74

		AJA54

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.5.1.1

		Syncrhonous ? Surely simple request-response. Suggest rewording to “Requests and responses for DCD application content”

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Agreed wording change:  “Requests for DCD application content and associated responses.”



		Editorial

		Y

		76

		AJA56

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.5.1.1

		See comment re references

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Agreed to remove the entire sentence because PSTOR is not usable by DCD at this point, and there is no other enabler available. (Removed sentence: “The DCD Enabler may reuse elements of other OMA Enablers for this purpose, e.g. as provided by OMA Persistent Storage [OMA-STOR].”)



		Editorial

		Y

		78

		AJA58

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.5.1.1

		Rewording proposed to make it clear what is enabled by the AD. The TSs define MAY and SHALL etc not the AD

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: As agreed in resolution in ADRR-#41



		Editorial

		Y

		79

		AJA59

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.5.1.2

		Minor rewording proposed

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: As agreed in resolution in ADDR-#41



		Editorial

		Y

		83

		AJA63

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.5.2.4,


5.5.2.5,


5.5.2.6, 5.5.2.7

		These are nice descriptions but are not used by DCD so strike them.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution:


(1) Will remove 5.5.2.6 (CBCS) and 5.5.2.7 (CSCF) as these enablers are not available as released enablers.


(2) Location and Presence are used and therefore should remain.


(3) AD Editor will add introductory text for 5.5.2. (DCD AI 0821 #3)



		Editorial

		Y

		86

		AJA66

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.5.3.1

		Remove bidi

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Comment is accepted.  Wording changes will be proposed as per action item (DCD AI 0821 #2)



		Editorial

		Y

		87

		AJA67

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.5.3.2

		Delete uni-di

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Comment is accepted.  Wording changes will be proposed as per action item (DCD AI 0821 #2)



		Editorial

		Y

		88

		AJA68

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.5.3.2

		Say what it is. Proposal made

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Agreed to change as proposed.



		Editorial

		Y

		89

		AJA69

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.5.3.2

		Tweak the language

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Agreed to change wording as proposed.



		Editorial

		Y

		90

		AJA70

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.5.3.3

		Delete bi-di

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Comment is accepted.  Wording changes will be proposed as per action item (DCD AI 0821 #2)



		Editorial

		Y

		92

		AJA72

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.5.3.3

		Tweak the language

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Agreed to change as proposed.



		Editorial

		Y

		94

		AJA74

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.5.3.4

		Really uni-directional. A UDP packet or one-way message with no ACK ?

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Comment is accepted.  Wording changes will be proposed as per action item (DCD AI 0821 #2)



		Editorial

		Y

		96

		AJA76

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.5.3.5

		Delete uni-di

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Comment is accepted.  Wording changes will be proposed as per action item (DCD AI 0821 #2)



		Editorial

		Y

		98

		AJA78

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.5.3.6

		Delete bi-di

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Comment is accepted.  Wording changes will be proposed as per action item (DCD AI 0821 #2)



		Editorial

		Y

		99

		AJA79

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.5.3.7

		Delete bi-di

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Comment is accepted.  Wording changes will be proposed as per action item (DCD AI 0821 #2)



		Editorial

		Y

		101

		AJA81

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.5.3.8

		If out of scope say nothing. Suggest second sentence is removed (preferred) or revised to “The DCD implementation uses the relevant enabler's client functions for these interfaces."

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Agreed to change as proposed.






		Editorial

		Y

		140

		poz2

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		4

		Is DCD-CPDE defined in this document – if not, don’t give it DCD name.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: DCD-CPDE is defined within the document to the same degree as all other DCD interfaces.



		Editorial

		Y

		150

		poz12

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.2

		What does point-to-point mean, not broadcast?  All interfaces except -2 are non-broadcast, so leave “p-to-p” out of all except -2

		Status: OPEN


Resolution: Resolution requires further study. (DCD AI 0821 #5)



		Editorial

		Y

		190

		poz52

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.5.3.2

		Is there an interface into the DCD Server for the SP/CP to do this?  If not, leave this part out.  If so, tell the name of the interface to do this

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Add words “(via the DCD-CPDE interface)” after “…upon request of a Service Provider / Content Provider”



		Editorial

		Y

		192

		poz54

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.5.3.3

		Is there a defined DCD interface to do this, otherwise it is speculation of proprietary stuff and should be left out

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution:  Add words “(via the DCD-CAR interface)”.



		Editorial

		Y

		196

		poz58

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.5.3.8

		Delete this section.  You can’t give a name to something that you don’t specify.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Addressed by resolution of ADRR-#101



		Editorial

		Y

		207

		V1

		8.Aug.06

		Y

		4

		Section 4 Introduction: Besides from stating that the DCD enabler will reuse as much functionality as possible, it will be useful to summarise the new functions (i.e. specification deliverables) to be provided by the DCD enabler.

		Status: OPEN


Resolution: 



		Editorial

		Y

		208

		V2

		8.Aug.06

		Y

		4

		Figure 1. Make left side box "DCD Content Provider" rather than "Content Provider"

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Agreed to change as proposed.



		Editorial

		Y

		209

		V3

		8.Aug.06

		Y

		4.2

		Section 4.2. First line: Either define DCD Service environment or reword the sentence to say "...security functions required by the DCD Enabler"

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Replace first two sentences: “The security mechanism provides the protection to the DCD Service environment. The following aspects of security are considered:” with “The following security functions are provided by the DCD Enabler:”






		Editorial

		Y

		210

		V4

		8.Aug.06

		Y

		

		In section 4.2 There needs to be a description of authenticating/authorising the user to consume DCD Service and individual DCD Channels?

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		Y

		214

		V8

		8.Aug.06

		Y

		5.4

		Section 5.4 First paragraph: Reword sentence to say “…dynamic registration of new applications is achieved by the application interacting with the Client Application Interaction function through the interface”.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Do not recommend changing the text because it will limit the flexibility to support a loosely coupled application model.



		Editorial

		Y

		215

		V9

		8.Aug.06

		Y

		5.4

		Section 5.4 First paragraph: Security considerations need to be described as this functionality is a security risk. It is suggested to include wording along the lines: “…application may change those settings at the server for which it is authorised to do so”

		Status: OPEN


Resolution: Change wording “The Application Profile provided by an application is not limited to the DCD Client operations and may also include settings for the DCD Server, if appropriate.” to “The Application Profile provided by an application is not limited to the DCD Client operations and may also include settings for the DCD Server, if applicable and authorized.”



		Editorial

		Y

		220

		V14

		8.Aug.06

		Y

		5.5

		Section 5.5 (Minor comment). The structure/layout is a bit unclear. A suggestion is to include each function in its own section with heading number. 

		Status: OPEN


Resolution: (need to get clarification from commenter)



		Editorial

		Y

		224

		V18

		8.Aug.06

		Y

		5.5

		Section 5.5. Client-Application Interaction function. The first sentence is unclear - why are applications interacting with other services. Propose to reword to "...provides a set of functions that enable a Client Application to register themselves and discover DCD Channels.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Remove the words at the end of the sentence: “for the purpose of accessing DCD enabler services.”



		Editorial

		Y

		228

		V22

		8.Aug.06

		Y

		5.5.1.2

		Section 5.5.1.2. Text reads ok but this is out of scope the DCD enabler. This should either be moved to the annex or deleted.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Create a new section 4.3 (Actors, an informative section within the introduction).  Move section 5.5.1.2 and into the new section, 4.3.1.  Include the actor Content Provider (DCD AI 0821 #6) also.



		Editorial

		Y

		229

		V23

		8.Aug.06

		Y

		5.5.2

		Section 5.5.2. The intention of this section is good but somewhat obvious and doesn’t provide any benefit to the AD. Either move the section to the Annex or delete completely.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Consensus of the group is that the section provides value to the document.  No change required.



		Editorial

		Y

		231

		V25

		8.Aug.06

		Y

		6.1

		Section 6.1. First paragraph. BCAST is not a bearer. Replace with “…e.g. cell broadcast, DVB-H, MBMS etc”

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Simplify the second sentence under Figure 19 to “The transport bearers may be point-to-point bearers, broadcast bearers, or push bearers.”



		Editorial

		Y

		235

		LGE2

		2006.08.08

		Y

		2.2

		Source: LG Electronics.


From: OMA-CD-2006-0048


Comment:


Regarding to the 3GPP references, it’ll be more understandable as adding the general title or explanation like OMA references. 3GPP references are simple.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Comment accepted.  Editor will update references.



		Editorial

		Y

		242

		LGE9

		2006.08.08

		

		5.2

		Source: LG Electronics.


From: OMA-CD-2006-0048


Comment:                                                    Compare to sec.5.5.1.1 Client, one functional entity was missed at the Figure 2: Channel Filtering/Customization Function. 



		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		Y

		245

		LGE12

		2006.08.08

		Y

		5.5.1.1

		Source: LG Electronics.


From: OMA-CD-2006-0048


Comment:                                                    Under “Subscription and Administration Function”, Service registration procedure can made confused whether new service’s registration or new user/subscriber’s registration to the DCD Server. So, propose to change with “Registration procedure of DCD service”.



		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Need to clarify the difference between application registration and new service registration. (DCD AI 0821 #7)



		Editorial

		Y

		246

		LGE13

		2006.08.08

		Y

		5.5.1.1

		Source: LG Electronics.


From: OMA-CD-2006-0048


Comment:                                                    Under ‘Client-Application Interaction Functions’, ‘Service Registration’ title is not clear to understand what this part is saying. We propose to change title to the ‘Registration of DCD-Enabled Client Application’.




		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Resolution part of resolution to ADRR-#245 (DCD AI 0821 #7)



		Editorial

		Y

		248

		LGE15

		2006.08.08

		Y

		5.5.1.1

		Source: LG Electronics.


From: OMA-CD-2006-0048


Comment:                                                    


The explained part of DCD Client at the last paragraph, what’s the meaning of existing interfaces to external OMA…?

Need to clarify what interfaces are meaning.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Will add text to identify specific interfaces to external enablers.  (DCD AI 0821 #8).  (Resolution combined with ADRR-#251.)



		Editorial

		Y

		249

		LGE16

		2006.08.08

		Y

		5.5.1.3

		Source: LG Electronics.


From: OMA-CD-2006-0048


Comment:                                                    


Each functionality entity’s title is missing to add ‘function’.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Editor will update bullet titles.



		Editorial

		Y

		250

		LGE17

		2006.08.08

		Y

		5.5.1.3

		Source: LG Electronics.


From: OMA-CD-2006-0048


Comment:                                                    


Each functionality entity’s title is missing to add ‘function’.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Editor will update bullet titles.



		Editorial

		Y

		251

		LGE18

		2006.08.08

		Y

		5.5.3.8

		Source: LG Electronics.


From: OMA-CD-2006-0048


Comment:                                                    


What’s the difference of each external interfaces; especially, between EXT-2 and EXT-3?

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: In section 5.5.3.8, add text clarifying external interfaces.  Covered by action item DCD AI 0821 #8, see ADRR-#248.



		Editorial

		Y

		264

		MB10

		8.Aug.06

		Y

		5.1

		MAY

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Removing requirements language.  This resolution is covered by ADRR-#41.



		Editorial

		Y

		289

		MB35

		8.Aug.06

		Y

		6.1

		This diagram should be a full stack diagram, as this is a critical part of the architecture. Actually seeing the next diagram, just remove this one.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Full-stack diagram will be provided.  (DCD AI 0821 #9).



		Editorial

		Y

		313

		A024

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.5.2.4


5.5.2.5

		Source: Samsung Electronics

From: OMA-CD-2006-0046


Comment:


“content personalization” should be reworded to “content personalization by external entities/enablers” as personalization is executed externally in DCD.

		Status: CLOSED


Text proposal change provided by DCD AI 0821 #10.


Additionally, add text to clarify the difference between customization and personalization.



		Editorial

		Y

		317

		A001

		2006.08.09

		Y

		2.1

		Source: Paulus Karremans (RY/ETM) [paulus.karremans@ericsson.com]


Form: email

The Reference section 2.1 and several instances throughout the document are refering to a non-existing enabler: “[OMA-LOC], OMA-Locationv1.0”.


The existing enablers in LOC are MLS and SUPL.  I believe MLS1.0 would be the most appropriate to use in this instance. Further more I think reference should be made to concrete documents (i.e. the ERELD). 


url to MLS 1.0 ERELD: http://www.openmobilealliance.org/ftp/Public_documents/LOC/Permanent_documents/OMA-ERELD-MLS-V1_0-20051124-C.zip




		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Covered under general resolutions to the references in section 2.1.



		Editorial

		N

		29

		AJA9

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		2.1

		This is a reference to a spec that does not exist yet. Its only a draft RD not the final specs. As such and as written it will be a dependency for DCD potentially impacting its release date. Suggest the citation and use is carefulyl considered in this light of this

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Reference will be removed.



		Editorial

		N

		34

		AJA14

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		3.2

		Many of the definitions below reference DCD-RD. Many seem to be equivalent to OMA-DICT definitions just with DCD context which is obvious given it’s a DCD AD. Suggest they are reviewed and aligned with the dictionary

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Will review definitions in AD and align with OMA Dictionary (DCD AI 0822 #1).



		Editorial

		N

		42

		AJA22

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		4.2

		Reads like a requirement doc not an AD. Should be “DCD provides the means for clients and servers to authenticate themselves.” etc

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Editor will update text as appropriate.




		Editorial

		N

		43

		AJA23

		7.Aug.06

		

		4.2

		Reads like a requirement

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Editor will update text as appropriate.



		Editorial

		N

		44

		AJA24

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.1

		Can or does use? If “does use” then single out which are required, i.e dependencies, and remove the rest. If “can use” then strike all. The enabler, and hence the AD, defines what is necessary not what could be used for an enhanced service if one was interested in doing so. There are lots of thinks not listed that might be used as well !

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: The consensus is that the dependencies listed are conditional dependencies.  Therefore, wording remains unchanged.



		Editorial

		N

		45

		AJA25

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.1

		Suggest avoiding talking about services.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Suggested wording is accepted.



		Editorial

		N

		61

		AJA41

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.5.1.1

		Surely the service allows delivery to the device of choice to the user. Normally it would be a mobile terminal.

		Status: CLOSED
Resolution: Wording change accepted.



		Editorial

		N

		63

		AJA43

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.5.1.1

		Presumably of the DCD enabler

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Add “of the DCD client” to the end of the bullet.



		Editorial

		N

		65

		AJA45

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.5.1.1

		Propose to reword, and reorder (not shown)

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Accept wording change with slight modification as follows:


· On demand, scheduled or prefetched delivery via Push or Pull methods


· Point to multi-point (e.g. Broadcast) and Point to Point (P2P) delivery






		Editorial

		N

		67

		AJA47

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.5.1.1

		Shouldn’t management ot expiry be part of the following bullet ?

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: 


· Content data handling (e.g. storage, meta data, expiration time)


· Specific content delivery functions:


· Client content storage and delivery policy handling according to metadata

· Provide content adaptation and distribution support for bandwidth efficiency


· Priority handling for content delivery






		Editorial

		N

		80

		AJA60

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.3

		See comment for client. Propose alignment of the two.

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		81

		AJA61

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.3

		Suggest alignement with client

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		91

		AJA71

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.3.3

		On its own or using what other OMA enablers ? GSSM ?

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		95

		AJA75

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.3.4

		Propose to deliver uni-directional

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		97

		AJA77

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.3.5

		Even if the concept is uni-directional what about deregistration ? ACKS etc

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		128

		AJA108

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.6.6

		The numbers don’t line up with the flow 15 above

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		139

		poz1

		7.Aug.06

		

		2.1

		Fix format of references

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		141

		poz3

		7.Aug.06

		

		4.2

		Establishing a session is different from doing authentication

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		142

		poz4

		7.Aug.06

		

		4.2

		This is a requirements type statement, not an AD or spec.

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		143

		poz5

		7.Aug.06

		

		4.2

		The use of “DCD Service” throughout this doc is imprecise – in some cases it means the DCD server, DCD client, DCD applications.  Should not use the term anywhere since OMA does not define “services” but rather enablers

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		144

		poz6

		7.Aug.06

		

		4.2

		Again requirements statement, not AD or spec type

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		145

		poz7

		7.Aug.06

		

		4.2

		Mis-use of “user” vs “subscriber” in multiple places (see user

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		146

		poz8

		7.Aug.06

		

		5

		“uses” is too strong since the spec will certainly not define how to use “network internal” (whatever that is) nor non-OMA enablers.

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		147

		poz9

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.1

		Dependencies identify those enablers that are specified, not just used by some implementation (without being specified) – an implementation can use any resource, but if not in the spec, then OMA doesn’t know about it.  Which of these will be in the specification?

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		148

		poz10

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.1

		How does this paragraph add to the last 2 bullets of the list above?  Isn’t the same thing true of UAPROF>

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		149

		poz11

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.2

		Receiving responses does not make it b-dir

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		151

		poz13

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.2

		Does this mean “be implemented” (ie in a product) or is it going to be in the spec

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		153

		poz15

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.2

		Is this direction actually specified?  If not, as stated in next sentence, then the interface is unidirectional into Server

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		158

		poz20

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.1

		Of what?

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		159

		poz21

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.1

		Is this diff from prior bullet

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		160

		poz22

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.1

		How is this diff from 2 storage items above

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		161

		poz23

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.1

		What does “limited” mean?

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		162

		poz24

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.1

		How do you distinguish this from the “subscription and admin” bullet above?

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		165

		poz27

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.1

		Does this mean the DCD-Enabler Server Application?

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		166

		poz28

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.1

		Do you mean the Serer Appl?

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		167

		poz29

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.1

		Service is the wrong word

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		168

		poz30

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.1

		How does this different from “content storage mgmt” in the content delivery section above?

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		169

		poz31

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.1

		Use diff word

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		170

		poz32

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.1

		Is this supposed to be capitalized (mandatory function)

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		171

		poz33

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.1

		This is a requirements statement, not spec material

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		172

		poz34

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.1

		No idea what this means

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		174

		poz36

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.1

		Should this be capitalized (optional function)

		Status: OPEN


Resolution: 



		Editorial

		N

		175

		poz37

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.2

		You can’t put any requirements on Appl – it is outside of scope.  So you can’t say it “will be able to” – it may choose to use these specific interfaces or not.   This section is an RD type statement – delete it

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		176

		poz38

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.3

		Apply most of the same comments/questions from DCD Client

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		178

		poz40

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.3

		Huh?  Client appl content metadata – what does it do with it

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		179

		poz41

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.3

		Is this a requirements statement – not appropriate in AD

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		180

		poz42

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.3

		Not appropriate

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		181

		poz43

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.2

		If the following enablers will be put in the specification then include them, otherwise leave out.  I doubt Presence or Location will be explicitly referenced so leave out.  Charging will be in spec (for AoC).

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		183

		poz45

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.2.1

		Wrong word

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		184

		poz46

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.2.1

		likewise

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		185

		poz47

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.2.2

		does this need to be duplicated under 5.5.2.1

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		186

		poz48

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.2.8

		why “may” .  If this enabler does not define such things, then nothing will.

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		187

		poz49

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.2.9

		Far too much detail for an AD

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		189

		poz51

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.3.1

		Is this diff from first bullet on the list

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		191

		poz53

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.3.3

		This is spec not requirements doc

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		193

		poz55

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.3.6

		These are 2 different interfaces – one defined by OMA (by DCD) and one defined by CPs (out of scope)

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		194

		poz56

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.3.6

		The interface is that which is defined by OMA – and not the other half. 

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		195

		poz57

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.3.7

		Same as for CPDE – OMA defines the interface into the DCD client and that is all that CADE is, not bidirectional etc.

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		197

		poz59

		7.Aug.06

		

		

		I don’t understand what this sentence means

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		198

		poz60

		7.Aug.06

		

		

		What does “trusted” mean – that the client has authenticated the appl and has an identifier for it?

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		199

		poz61

		7.Aug.06

		

		

		What does “dedicated”mean?

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		200

		poz62

		7.Aug.06

		

		

		Does “required” mean that the client appl selected a specific Server?

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		206

		poz68

		7.Aug.06

		

		

		Functions are “messages”??

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		211

		V5

		8.Aug.06

		

		

		Generally comment: The concept of Enabler, Service, and application needs to be used consistently throughout the document. For example, in the second paragraph, rather than "Service" it should be the "Enabler".

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		216

		V10

		8.Aug.06

		

		

		Section 5.4. Third paragraph: Similar comment to comment#5. It is not the dynamic registration of the “Service” but rather the dynamic registration of the DCD Application /or DCD Channels

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		217

		V11

		8.Aug.06

		

		

		Section 5.4. Fourth paragraph: This sentence needs to be clarified: 1. It is not the "DCD Channel" that is established but the "DCD connection" between client and server.

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		221

		V15

		8.Aug.06

		

		

		Section 5.5 Sub&Admin function: Activation/De-activation. What is being activated/deactivated?

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		222

		V16

		8.Aug.06

		

		5.5

		Section 5.5. Content Delivery and storage management function: Connection profile handling. What is connection profile handling? Is it the establishment of the connection between client and server? Need to introduce a definition.

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		226

		V20

		8.Aug.06

		

		

		These comments should be aligned with the comments in section 5.1. Dependencies.

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		234

		LGE1

		2006.08.08

		Y

		2.1

		Source: LG Electronics.


From: OMA-CD-2006-0048


Comment:


Need to be consistent of the references’ format. (e.g. DCD-RD, Browsing, CBCS-AD, CSCF-AD, etc has to be put OMA in the head of them.)

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Covered by general comments to update references in Section 2.1.



		Editorial

		N

		236

		LGE3

		2006.08.08

		Y

		4

		Source: LG Electronics.


From: OMA-CD-2006-0048


Comment:


Explanation of each interface was missed (5.5.3 Interfaces seems proper one for sec.4).

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: The text after Figure 1 has been changed.  A forward reference in section 4 was added.



		Editorial

		N

		237

		LGE4

		2006.08.08

		Y

		4

		Source: LG Electronics.


From: OMA-CD-2006-0048


Comment: About Figure 1, what’s the difference between interface EXT-2 and EXT-3?



		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Covered by new explanation as a result of resolution to ADRR-#248 & ADRR-#251.



		Editorial

		N

		238

		LGE5

		2006.08.08

		

		4

		Source: LG Electronics.


From: OMA-CD-2006-0048


Comment: 


The external enablers of DCD Client and the ones of DCD Server are mismatched. (e.g. if DCD Client has an interface with OMA DM, DCD Server also has to have an interface with OMA DM.)

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Due to the difference between the nature of functions of the client and server.  Better explanation will be provided as part of resolution to ADRR-#237, ADRR-#248, and ADRR-#251.



		Editorial

		N

		240

		LGE7

		2006.08.08

		Y

		5.1 

		Source: LG Electronics.


From: OMA-CD-2006-0048


Comment:
(1) The referenced other enabler’s formats are too simple; it’s hard to catch what they are from.
(2) And they are different with the Sec.2.1 Normative References.



		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: 

(1) Add organization name to the description of the enabler (e.g., “The OMA DRM…”, “The OMA MCC…”)


(2) The reference designations will be resolved by the editor by adding consistency between section 2.1 and 5.1, and proposed changes to section 2.1.



		Editorial

		N

		241

		LGE8

		2006.08.08

		Y

		5.2

		Source: LG Electronics.


From: OMA-CD-2006-0048


Comment:
The relation with DCD Server’s functional components and interfaces can be misread at the Figure 2. DCD-3 interface seems to interact only with Distribution and Adaptation component, but it’s not real. So, propose to set functional components vertically or delete all of them.



		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: After discussion with commenter explaining that the arrows terminate at the entity, not the function, the group consented to closing the comment without change to the AD.



		Editorial

		N

		243

		LGE10

		2006.08.08

		

		5.5.1.1

		Source: LG Electronics.


From: OMA-CD-2006-0048


Comment:                                                    This section has to move under “sec.5.2 Architectural Diagram”. 



		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		244

		LGE11

		2006.08.08

		

		5.5.1.1

		Source: LG Electronics.


From: OMA-CD-2006-0048


Comment:                                                    What’s the difference of three big functions; Subscription and Administration Function, Content Delivery and Storage Management Functions and Client-Application Interaction Functions? It seems Client-Application Interaction Functions include all other functionalities.




		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		253

		LGE20

		2006.08.08

		

		5.6.3.3

		Source: LG Electronics.


From: OMA-CD-2006-0048


Comment:                                                    


Need to update the explanation part about each step. 

		Status: OPEN

Resolution: (Check with commenter, no section 5.6.3.3)



		Editorial

		N

		254

		LGE21

		2006.08.08

		

		5.6.3.4

		Source: LG Electronics.


From: OMA-CD-2006-0048


Comment:                                                    


Need to update the explanation part about each step. 

		Status: OPEN

Resolution: (Check with commenter, no section 5.6.3.4)



		Editorial

		N

		255

		MB1

		8.Aug.06

		

		

		This is not enough scope. The scope ought to talk about the scope of the architecture and the general scope of what DCD is trying to cover.

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		256

		MB2

		8.Aug.06

		

		

		Out of scope

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		257

		MB3

		8.Aug.06

		

		

		Meaningless statement. What mechanisms? Are we talking about transport, content parsing, what?

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		262

		MB8

		8.Aug.06

		

		

		These are requirements. The architecture document should provide the gross mechanism for security. None is provided.

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		263

		MB9

		8.Aug.06

		

		

		Same comment as above. These are a restatement of requirements.

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		266

		MB12

		8.Aug.06

		

		

		Not sure if this is one interface or two

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		267

		MB13

		8.Aug.06

		

		

		The DCD Enabled Client Application contents should not have any internal structure as the whole thing is simply opaque and out of scope (as noted)

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		276

		MB22

		8.Aug.06

		

		

		These are requirements. The Architecture doc should show how these are accommodated by the architecture.

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		280

		MB26

		8.Aug.06

		

		

		This section would benefit from being near the architecture diagram.

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		290

		A001

		7.Aug.06

		

		2.1

		Source: Samsung Electronics

From: OMA-CD-2006-0046


Comment:


Can ongoing specifications be used as normative references?

		Status: OPEN 



		Editorial

		N

		291

		A002

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		4.2

		Source: Samsung Electronics

From: OMA-CD-2006-0046


Comment:


Sub bullets of “Content and Subscription Information Privacy” are very similar in wording and it is hard to distinguish the difference between them.

		Status: OPEN 



		Editorial

		N

		293

		A004

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5. 

		Source: Samsung Electronics

From: OMA-CD-2006-0046

Comment: 


Figure 1


Enabler names are incorrect.

		Status: OPEN 





		Editorial

		N

		294

		A005

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5. 

		Source: Samsung Electronics

From: OMA-CD-2006-0046

Comment 


Figure 2


Pull  and Push should be renamed uni-directional and bidirectional. The current wording may mislead readers to a specific technology.

		Status: OPEN 





		Editorial

		N

		297

		A008

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.

		Source: Samsung Electronics

From: OMA-CD-2006-0046


Comment:


 Figure 2


Content Delivery and Storage Management should be renamed as the client only receives content.

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		298

		A009

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.1 

		Source: Samsung Electronics

From: OMA-CD-2006-0046


Comment:


The term “non-OMA Enabler” does not make sense as “Enabler” is a term and function only used within OMA.

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		300

		A011

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1


5.5.2

		Source: Samsung Electronics

From: OMA-CD-2006-0046


Comment:


Some bullet points require more detailed descriptions. In some cases the text is too abstract and unclear. Description levels should be similar (e.g. 5.5.2.8 or 5.5.2.9)

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		301

		A012

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.2

		Source: Samsung Electronics

From: OMA-CD-2006-0046

The title of this section refers to services, but it is not clear what services are considered. Section requires more detailed explanation to what it is aiming to define.

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		304

		A015

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.1

		Source: Samsung Electronics

From: OMA-CD-2006-0046


Comment::


Content Storage management functionality exists in both Content Delivery and Storage Management and Client Application Interaction. The difference is hard to distinguish.

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		305

		A016

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.5.2

		Source: Samsung Electronics

From: OMA-CD-2006-0046


Comment:


The level of entities are not equal within the whole section. There are server, client, entity, service and repository which are at different levels of functionality. Clean up is required. Is there a reason for this?

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		306

		A017

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.2.1

		Source: Samsung Electronics

From: OMA-CD-2006-0046


Comment:


What is meant my initial parameters needed for DCD service? What will provisioning provide for DCD?

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		307

		A018

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.3

		Source: Samsung Electronics

From: OMA-CD-2006-0046


Comment:


Push and Pull terminology should be changed to more generic terminology as they can cause confusion with specific enablers. 

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		308

		A019

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.5.1.3

		Source: Samsung Electronics

From: OMA-CD-2006-0046


Comment:


Subscription and Administration functionality of DCD server and DCD client are the same. Differentiation is required. 

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		310

		A021

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.2.2

		Source: Samsung Electronics

From: OMA-CD-2006-0046


Comment:


What is meant by handset?

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		311

		A022

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.3.1

		Source: Samsung Electronics

From: OMA-CD-2006-0046


Comment:


What is a DCD server Push? It is not defined. 

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		312

		A023

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.2.3

		Source: Samsung Electronics

From: OMA-CD-2006-0046


Comment:


Is MCC the only available charging entity that can be used within DCD?

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		318

		A001

		2006.8.11

		

		3.2 Definitions

		Source: Hwang, Geotel

Form: OMA-CD-2006-0058


Comment: 


‘Service’ and ‘content’ is widely used in this AD. But, the definition and differentiation is not so clear so that we may confuse among ‘content,’ ‘service,’ and ‘application.’ 


In Section 5.5.1.1, we find the phrase ‘Service Registration,’ and it should be clearly differentiated with ‘Registration of DCD-Enabled Client Application.’  LG Electronics commented in <OMA-CD-2006-0048, 13th comment> to change ‘Service Registration’ title to ‘Registration of  DCD-Enabled Client Application.’

In Section 5.5.1.1, we find the phrases ‘content discovery’ and ‘service discovery.’ These phrases should be clearly differentiated, too. 

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		319

		A002

		2006.8.15

		

		4.

		Source: Hwang, Geotel

Form: OMA-CD-2006-0058


Comment: 


In Figure 1, ‘Content Provider’ is displayed to be connected with ‘DCD Server.’ ‘Content Provider’ should be replaced with ‘(DCD) Content Server.’

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		320

		A003

		2006.8.15

		

		5.2 Architectural Diagram

		Source: Hwang, Geotel

Form: OMA-CD-2006-0058


Comment: 


In Figure 2, ‘DCD Content Provider Server’ should be replaced with ‘(DCD) Content Server’ for consistency of terms.

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		321

		A004

		2006.8.15

		

		5.4 

		Source: Hwang, Geotel

Form: OMA-CD-2006-0058


Comment: 


In Figure 4, CP.A through CP.D are displayed to registered into DCD Server.  ‘CP(Content Provide)’ should be replaced with ‘Content Server.’ 

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		322

		A005

		2006.8.15

		

		5.6 Flows

		Source: Hwang, Geotel

Form: OMA-CD-2006-0058


Comment: 


In Figures 5 through 18, ‘Content Provider’ is shown to play a part in system.  ‘CP(Content Provide)’ should be replaced with ‘Content Server.’ 


The numbered descriptions also contain the phrase ‘Content Provider’ and they should be properly modified, too. 

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		323

		A006

		2006.8.15

		

		6.2

		Source: Hwang, Geotel

Form: OMA-CD-2006-0058


Comment: 


In Figure 6, ‘DCD Content Provider’ is displayed to be connected with ‘DCD Server.’ ‘DCD Content Provider’ should be replaced with ‘DCD Content Server.’

		Status: OPEN



		Editorial

		N

		324

		A007

		2006.8.15

		

		<OMA-RD-DCD-V1_0-20060530-C.doc> 


4. Introduction

		Source: Hwang, Geotel

Form: OMA-CD-2006-0058


Comment: 


In Figure 1, ‘DCD Content Provider’ is displayed to be connected with ‘DCD Server.’ ‘DCD Content Provider’ should be replaced with ‘DCD Content Server.’

		Status: OPEN



		Feature

		Y

		46

		AJA26

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.1

		This entire paragraph adds no value to DCD. Presence and Location are reasonable sources of information to use to personalise but there are lots more so best to avoid leading people to think this is a complete set. Suggest striking the last sentence in its entirety.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Comment agreed. Paragraph will be removed.



		Feature

		Y

		69

		AJA49

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.1

		Is registration restricgted to one DCD Service Provider ? I hope not. So chjamge to “Registration with DCD Service Providers”

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Registration relationship is one-to-many.  Will add a note to state that DCD Client registration can occur more than once to more than one DCD Server.



		Feature

		Y

		70

		AJA50

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.1

		As above.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Resolved by ADRR-#69.



		Feature

		Y

		75

		AJA55

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.1

		No notion of session has been introduced. Suggest a preamble to this section to describe, e.g. “A DCD session is the logical connection between the DCD Client and Server within which the DCD content and other DCD control information is transferred”

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Under “Session Management,” before first bullet, text will be added to introduce the concept of session this section.



		Feature

		Y

		82

		AJA62

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.3

		It may be able to do much more than this. Per the previous points (section 5.1) I propose to remove all of this stuff as it adds no value

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: The terminology (“personalization”) will be updated as per resolution to another action item (DCD AI 0821 #10).  Group disagrees to remove the this text as it adds value being derived from specific RD requirements.



		Feature

		Y

		303

		A014

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.5.1.1

		Source: Samsung Electronics

From: OMA-CD-2006-0046


Comment:


Channel filtering / customization function is not part of the Enabler diagram.


According to the RD, this is not part of DCD scope and therefore this section should be moved to 5.5.2

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Move Channel Filtering/Customization (remove word “Function”) text under Content Delivery and Storage Management Functions bullet.



		Feature

		N

		2

		G002

		2006.08.05

		

		General

		Source: Sun, IBM, Nokia, Oracle


Form: DCD-AD-General-Concerns-20060805.doc


2.
Security


Precious little other than some high level verbiage is mentioned in the DCD AD re security measures. 


While the AD is clearly not the place to define all the technical detail it is the place to put into context how identity is used consistently, where and under what circumstances authentication and authorisation is needed, etc. 


There seems little mention of this nor any simple referencing to other material, perhaps the SEC CF work and others, for the various aspects of DCD security.  The AD must clarify whether other OMA enablers will supply this function, or if the enabler will specify its own security mechanisms.  If the latter, such a choice of not reusing the SEC enabler should be explained/motivated

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: 


In general, security is covered by Section 4.2.  SEC CF is not at candidate status and therefore may or may not be available for use in DCD.  The comments provided are valuable, and will be addressed by additional text in section 4.2.


As a clarification, the understanding of the group is that the comment addresses identification of client application, not user.



		Feature

		N

		62

		AJA42

		7.Aug.06

		Y

		5.5.1.1

		Alignment ? Is this simply consistency or synchronisation or  something more, e.g. translation, etc.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Alignment means synchronization.  Will update the text to change terminology.



		Feature

		N

		64

		AJA44

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.1

		Presumably Client enabled Application version handling ? Surely this is simply passing on the version of the UA to the DCD server or content provider ?

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: The presumption is correct.  The version of the DCD Client Application will be delivered to the DCD Server and available to the Content Provider.


Change bullet text “Application version handling” to “DCD-Enabled Client Application identity delivery”



		Feature

		N

		77

		AJA57

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.1

		I would have expected something here re receipt of AP, what happens to preinstalled DCD client apps, what about updates to APs etc.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Will add additional details as requested.



		Feature

		N

		84

		AJA64

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.2.10

		Unless there are plans to use the UAPROF for specifc DCD schema extensions then do not have it. If ther ei s plan to have UAPROF scheme then reword along those lines not simply discuss the repository.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: DCD intends to use UAProf.  It is unclear whether extensions to UAProf are needed and this will be investigated.



		Feature

		N

		163

		poz25

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.1

		Is the state of the SP registration changing, or of the CP or services behind the SP?

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Change wording of sentence: 


“This allows a DCD-Enabled Client Application to receive notifications that the registration state with a DCD Service Provider has changed.”


to:

“This allows a DCD-Enabled Client Application to receive notifications that the registration state with a DCD Service Provider (including registration with Content Provider) has changed.”



		Feature

		N

		164

		poz26

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.1

		Common device components (like a browser) will be used to get regular content and DCD content.  How does browser know when to be in different modes?

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Differentiation of URI references is unspecified and may be subject to domain policies.



		Feature

		N

		173

		poz35

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.1

		Why limited to broadcast, and not push or pull?

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Remove bullet “Any functions necessary for broadcast service.”



		Feature

		N

		177

		poz39

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.3

		Huh – application level stuff is outside our scope.  Does it transport application level data?   Also what is the DCD service?

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Will change text as: 

The DCD Server implements the application level network functionality for the DCD Service network side of the DCD Enabler.”






		Feature

		N

		182

		poz44

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.2.1

		Will DM be used to read/retrieve parameters from client?

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Change second bullet to add “Retrieve and update the parameters…”



		Feature

		N

		212

		V6

		8.Aug.06

		

		General

		General comement: Throughout the document there are many statements about reusing existing/emerging enablers. What the AD needs to summarise what functions will be standardised as part of the AD activity. Examples could include the DCD Channel Filter, the Delivery bindings (e.g. how push utilises the point-to-point and broadcast bearers) Notification and Synchronisation function, the Envelope etc.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Covered by general comments to review references.



		Feature

		N

		223

		V17

		8.Aug.06

		

		5.5

		Section 5.5. Channel Filtering/Customisation function. Filtering and customisation are different functions: Filtering is the mechanism at the client that filters out unwanted channels. Customisation, as described by the definition, is the process of customising a service. However, Customisation may be achieved using filtering. The Filtering function needs either to be included as part of the Subscription and Administration function or as a new function illustrated in figure 2.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Addressed by resolution to ADRR-#303.  The filtering/ customization section was moved under content delivery.



		Feature

		N

		225

		V19

		8.Aug.06

		

		General (5.5.1.1)

		General comment: There are several statements of this type in the AD. These comments should be made more specific, e.g. “…For Broadcast based DCD services the BCAST Service Guide data model may be used. For Point-to-point based DCD services this similar functionality will be provided as part of the DCD enabler”. The specific reuse decisions need to be made as part of the AD.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Agreed to fix this through resolution to general comments to review references. 



		Feature

		N

		232

		V26

		9.Aug.06

		

		

		LATE Comment: This needs to be a 2-way authentication mechanism to cover the case where a client authenticates a DCD Server before accepting DCD content from that DCD Server.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: 


Change sentence “The DCD Client and other DCD actors have to be authorized by the DCD Server prior to any DCD Service requests.”


to


“The DCD Client and DCD Server are mutually authroized to establish a secure session prior to any DCD Service requests.”



		Feature

		N

		247

		LGE14

		2006.08.08

		

		5.5.1.1

		Source: LG Electronics.


From: OMA-CD-2006-0048


Comment:                                                    Under ‘Client-Application Interaction Functions’/ ‘Service Registration’, what’s mean that a DCD-Enabled Client Application to register with a specific DCD Service Provider or any available (e.g. a default) DCD Service Provider? It seems that a user who has a DCD Client can register at the several Service Provider at the same time. 



		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Multiple registrations is meant.  No change to the AD is necessary.



		Feature

		N

		252

		LGE19

		2006.08.08

		

		5.6.1

		Source: LG Electronics.


From: OMA-CD-2006-0048


Comment:                                                    


Propose to replace DCD metadata with Channel metadata. 

		Status: OPEN





		Feature

		N

		258

		KS4

		8.Aug.06

		

		

		Functions such as admin, registration, etc. are not specific to DCD and should be left to the GSSM activity.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Addressed by general comment and resolved in ADRR-#1



		Feature

		N

		259

		MB5

		8.Aug.06

		

		4

		It appears from this prose, that the notion of notification is no longer at that architectural level. This is too bad, as I believe that the notification function is the key to DCD.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Notification is definitely included at the architectural level.  See references to notification in section 5.5.1.1.



		Feature

		N

		260

		KS6

		8.Aug.06

		

		4.1

		As OMA enablers go, this is a lot to implement in a single phase. Why is it all being implemented in one phase?

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution:  Delete text in the sentence as follows: “This entire architecture will be implemented in phase 1, and there are no plans for future phases.”






		Feature

		N

		261

		KS7

		8.Aug.06

		

		

		GSSM domain

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Covered by general comment ADRR-#1.



		Feature

		N

		265

		MB11

		8.Aug.06

		

		

		The notion of personalization is in conflict with the statement that content is opaque to the DCD enabler. Personalization takes place outside DCD.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Addressed by resolution to ADRR-#5.



		Feature

		N

		268

		MB14

		8.Aug.06

		

		5.4

		This implies that any application using DCD services must know about DCD. This disallows the simple use case of deferred delivery to an “ignorant” application.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: It is intended that an application can use the DCD Enabler without explicitly using the DCD interfaces (via a helper application, for example).  Informative text explaining how this might be achieved will be added.



		Feature

		N

		269

		KS15

		8.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.1

		Is the handset really expected to log security violations?

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Change wording to: “Logging Reporting of security violations and statistics.”



		Feature

		N

		270

		MB16

		8.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.1

		Application version should not be a DCD concern. Versions of DCD and apps MUST be decoupled, else there will be deployment issues.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Resolved by ADRR-#64.



		Feature

		N

		271

		MB17

		8.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.1

		This has cost implications in point to point.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: The cost implications are understood, but would be used in the context in which it is applicable.



		Feature

		N

		272

		KS18

		8.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.1

		This is subscription management functionality that should be left to GSSM.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Will investigate GSSM with the GSSM group (see ADRR-#1, action item DCD AI 0822 #2)



		Feature

		N

		273

		MB19

		8.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.1

		Centralized discovery services cannot be the only way to discover channels. Channel aggregation is not solely a provider service. This must work in a de-centralized manner as well. Some comments about alternative discovery are required.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Change text of “the DCD Service Provider” to “a DCD Service Provider”.  Specifically, change text to “This allows a DCD-Enabled Client Application to request a description of the DCD Services that are available from content providers via the a DCD Service Provider.”



		Feature

		N

		274

		MB20

		8.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.1

		All of this smacks of a highly centralized service. This is not the way the internet works.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Change “the DCD Service Provider” to “a Service Provider”  Specifically, Change text of bullet: “Notification of DCD Services change via the a DCD Service Provider” and also change text in sub-bullet: “This allows a DCD-Enabled Client Application to receive notifications that a service description update is available from the a DCD Service Provider”



		Feature

		N

		275

		KS21

		8.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.1

		Need to address the security aspects here. What is being used? PSTOR?

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: The content storage mechanism is unspecified.


Change text “Erase the DCD-Enabled Client Application’s content in the DCD Client-controlled content storage.”



		Feature

		N

		277

		MB23

		8.Aug.06

		

		

		Content personalization based on location is out of scope for DCD. The only use of presence or location information for DCD would be in the optimization of delivery.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Personalization will be addressed in the resolution to ADRR-#5



		Feature

		N

		278

		MB24

		8.Aug.06

		

		

		This is an example of requirements that DCD could put on PUSH. These need to be called out in this document.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Comment is agreed and requirements will be called out specifically.



		Feature

		N

		279

		KS25

		8.Aug.06

		

		

		Does DCD require a specific UAProf extension schema? What types of components./attributes are needed?

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Will add a normative appendix to a TS to define the UAProf Schema required by DCD.



		Feature

		N

		302

		A013

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.1

		Source: Samsung Electronics

From: OMA-CD-2006-0046


Comment:


Client Application interaction should be renamed and redefined to be able to handle other Enablers.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Interaction with other enablers will be addressed by the resolution to DCD AI 0821 #8. (See ADRR-#248.)



		Feature

		N

		309

		A020

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.3.

		Source: Samsung Electronics

From: OMA-CD-2006-0046


Comment:


OMA enablers cannot directly interface with the DCD server. Maybe a mediation entity is required within the server to handle interfacing with other enablers. 

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Comment is agreed, need to clarify that enabler interaction occurs within the framework provided by OSE.  Covered by DCD AI 0821 #8. (See ADRR-#248.)



		Flows

		Y

		123

		AJA103

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.6.4.3

		So why have this flow if it’s a duplicate ? Remove entire flow

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		Y

		124

		AJA104

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.6.4.4

		So why have this flow it is a duplicate ? Remove entire flow

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		Y

		130

		AJA110

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.6.7.1

		Flow show client intiated suspend and resume

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		Y

		131

		AJA111

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.6.7.1

		Try not to say the actual message – may differ depending on channel etc

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		Y

		132

		AJA112

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.6.7.1

		Try not to say the actual message – may differ depending on channel etc

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		Y

		133

		AJA113

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.6.7.2

		Tidy up the language

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		Y

		134

		AJA114

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.6.7.2

		tweak

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		102

		AJA82

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.6.1.2

		Notions of registration seem unclear as to whether is a user agent/application, e.g. handling all content of a type such as text/html, or is it registering a source of content, e.g. amazon.com or a type of content e.g. news

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		103

		AJA83

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.6.1.3

		0.1 and 0.2 are not described. It seems to me one of the key features is the kicking off of this registration e,g. discovery, sending a push message, whatever. Suggest 0.1 and 0.2 are removed and a general box introduced in this flow saying service discovery and the other flows re discovery etc augmented appropriately

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		104

		AJA84

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.6.1.3

		How trusted ? It’s a new application/ user agent. How can this be trusted ? Is it signed in some way and these credectials checked. Does it rely on some unspecified mechanism in which case how will interoperability be achieved.

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		105

		AJA85

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.6.1.3

		Why ? Depending on whether you are registering the handling of content types or domains or service types it might not to, e.g. if handing text/html then any service providing this content type is OK if a user chooses to subscribe to that service in subsequent flows

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		106

		AJA86

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.6.1.3

		Surely this needs to happen so the user knows the sub was successful otherwise he might do it again and again …

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		107

		AJA87

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.6.2.1.3

		How is a new content provider registration done ? How is the update done ?

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		108

		AJA88

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.6.2.1.3

		Does not match picture

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		109

		AJA89

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.6.2.1.3

		Where is the involvement of the user and DCD enabled application here ? Surely the DCD-Client is not fully empowered to sub on its behalf ? Moreover why tha ACK from the DCD client not the DCD enabled App ? Surely if that which is important unless there is a belief (not written in the AD that I can see) that the DCD Client stores all the available services information for a completelyl local service guide !

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		110

		AJA90

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.6.2.2

		This is an edge case and should be rolled into an appropriately updated version of the fomer flow

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		111

		AJA91

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.6.2.2.2

		Pictire cites app registration in 5.6.2.1 which I cannot see in 5.6.2.1

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		112

		AJA92

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.6.2.2.3

		This bit here makes me question whether consistency of application and content service is being applied. In some previous sections applications seems to appear to be a content service (backend) or a renderer (device). Here some distinction is being made. The AD needs careful checking for consistency

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		113

		AJA93

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.6.2.2.3

		Why DCD Client before any ack etc from the DCD enabled application

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		114

		AJA94

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.6.3

		What? Is this flow 1 ?

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		115

		AJA95

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.6.3

		Why ? If consumable by an existing user agent why does it need to download anything ? At most a binding between UA (DCD enabled application) and DCD-Client is needed

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		116

		AJA96

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.6.3

		There is a presumption here of downloading a client app which is not valid. In all cases There may be some already on the device that are suitable. After all I do not have to have one browser on my PC for OMA, another for the company intranet, another for Amazon.com and so on. One XHTML renderer, or RSS renderer or … may be enough

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		117

		AJA97

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.6.3

		Only if necessary. A suitable UA might be on the device in which case its only a questin of binding the service to the UA and register

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		118

		AJA98

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.6.3

		Architecturally this is just the delivery of the notification that the service has been subscribed to plus associated info. It need not be prescribed at the AD that this uses PUSH. For example as the browser is being used to subscribe it could be part of the response, e.g. a document with the subs info etc rather than force a PUSH SI then cause a fetch etc or use an SL depending on the size of the payload.

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		119

		AJA99

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.6.3

		Not defined

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		120

		AJA100

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.6.4.1

		What personalisation is DCD specifying. If nothing remove as it adds no value.

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		121

		AJA101

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.6.4.1

		What specific personalisation is DCD specifying for the client. If nothing then remove

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		122

		AJA102

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.6.4.2

		What personalisation ? If onlt filtering out that which fits the subscription then surely this is part of the content delivery function  ? If so then nothing needs to be said here

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		125

		AJA105

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.6.5

		What is this ?

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		126

		AJA106

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.6.5

		What is this ?

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		127

		AJA107

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.6.5

		This bothers me. So a content author or the DCD server has to inspect the aimed at the DCD enabler application and indicate the includes, e.g. images, a/v clips and so on that are needed and put this info in meta information. Fine. Then the DCD client downloads it. Fine The DCD client does not mess around with the content itself only manage its delivery. The content when rendered by the DCD client enabled applications sees URLs etc to the extra stuff. How on earth will it know whether to get it via the DCD Client or direct via e.g. HTTP get ?

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		129

		AJA109

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.6.6

		Flows do not adequately show the advice of charge in fig 15

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		201

		poz63

		7.Aug.06

		

		

		Does client appl register it’s ability to process certain type of data, or does it register for a particular server-side application.  Do you register “for all HTML content” or for “content from Amazon.com”

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		202

		poz64

		7.Aug.06

		

		

		What does “if not registered” mean in the flow – how does the client know?  Does it always do this sync w server?

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		203

		poz65

		7.Aug.06

		

		

		How does Client know which client apps to tell about new server-side content service?  Is it based on server appl protocol or URI?

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		230

		V24

		8.Aug.06

		

		

		Section 5.6. Flows. These flows describe essentially describe the use-cases in the RD. However, the Broadcast flows should also be added to this section. Either the flows are complete or need to be removed. Also, what will be the difference between these flows and the flows in the DCD Signalling flow specification?

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		282

		MB28

		8.Aug.06

		

		

		Personalization is out of scope. Remove it.

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		283

		MB29

		8.Aug.06

		

		

		Personalization DOES NOT occur at step 5. This is a violation of content opacity. Personalization is an application function!!!

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		284

		MB30

		8.Aug.06

		

		

		Same comment. Step #4 is a violation of content opacity.

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		285

		MB31

		8.Aug.06

		

		

		Same comment again (step #3)

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		286

		MB32

		8.Aug.06

		

		

		The term personalization here is the wrong term. This is simply selection.

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		287

		MB33

		8.Aug.06

		

		

		Remove the personalization box.

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		288

		MB34

		8.Aug.06

		

		

		Same comment

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		316

		A002

		2006.8.9

		

		5.6.6

		Source: Jin Peng, Huawei


fr.Peng@huawei.com

Form: OMA-CD-2006-0052-INP_INP_Huawei_Review_Comments_to_DCD_AD.doc

<Describe issue>

The description in the second bullet is not consistent of the second diagram and the notes followed.


The descripion in the bullet says, “In this example, the Advice of Charge is included in the DCD Server response that also contains the application content.” But actually the AoC should be delivered to the DCD Client before the conent.

		Status: OPEN



		Flows

		N

		

		

		

		

		5.6

		AJA Comment: In general I have problem with this entire section and with example flows". Are they the flows or not ? If they are they are not examples, they are the defined flows to do this or that. If they are examples then what is the real ones that need to be defined for interoperability between clients and servers of difference manufacturers "

		



		Flows

		N

		

		

		

		

		5.6.1

		AJA Comment - given previous comments it is not clear to me what is being registered, either the application/content source, e.g. NewsAreUs.com regular news bulletin or the user agent/application, e.g. the browser or RSS renderer or SVG render etc. If the former then a binding from user agent to application or content is needed. If the latter it is possible to have a implicit binding of the UA and content/application but none the less logically there is a need to show the registration of the data hander function (user agent) to something, e.g. DCD or platform (e.g.  XHTML always goes to browser )_and the service. There are many other unanswered questions too, like how much change is needed to a browser or other UAs to use it as a UA for DCD content and the answer should be none as nothing is in the WI etc nor any liaison activioty engaged re this. Given this I am not sure how registration etc would be done if not througth either specific URIs (perhaps local ports/addresses) or new URI schemes etc. Until this 

		



		Flows

		N

		

		

		

		

		5.6.1

		Even taking a simplistic case of a simple content source, e.g. NewsAreUs.com news bulletin application/content feed subscription this flow is questionable. Aforegoing text suggests meta info is delivered as part of this registration. Surely this comes from the server when registering (not shown) or via every content type. How is the user agent characteristics conveyed ? With every transaction or at registration ? If latter then it is not shown etc..

		



		Flows

		N

		

		

		

		

		5.6.2.2

		 AJA Comment - This flow causes concern. See the comments. Once the text is agreed the flow itself can be updated.

		



		Flows

		N

		

		

		

		

		5.6.3

		AJA  Comment: This section is bothersome. There are two flows. The second is not well introduced, perhaps both need to be introduced better. The opening paragraphs might describe the two flows intent at a high level but are not convincing. I would like to see the two flows clearly delineated with their respective texts, perhaps in subsections but certainly with appropriate inline text in between the flows, referencing flows from text etc to really understand this.  It is clear there are two cases that need to be dealt with  a) where there is no suitable UA to handle the DCD client enabled application b) where there is a suitable UA to handle the DCD client enabled application. A single flow could do for both cases or have two separate ones. I'd be Ok with either provided they are clear - and they are not quite here

		



		General

		N

		1

		G001

		2006.08.05

		

		General

		Source: Sun, IBM, Nokia, Oracle


Form: DCD-AD-General-Concerns-20060805.doc


1.
Subscription


Given the GSSM WI and activity it seems appropriate for DCD to use it rather than replicate much of the concepts already being discussed in GSSM, e.g. the ability to subscribe a user to a service, provide a respository for such information of available services and subscriptions for users to be stored, the authentication and authorisation of content providers and users during subscription and making available new services etc

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution:  Will consider the applicability of a dialog with GSSM.    No change to AD.



		General

		N

		4

		G004

		2006.08.05

		

		General

		Source: Sun, IBM, Nokia, Oracle


Form: DCD-AD-General-Concerns-20060805.doc 


4.
The simple client 


Relates in some ways to 1.3


The AD describes the complex case - specific DCD Client Enabled Applications for services. 


But there are cases where good out of the box experience or support of low resource devices is needed where a simple UA might be all that is available or required. Such devices place limitations on the service capabilities yet are very valid ones for the business. This seems not to be covered in substantive way in the AD.

		Status: CLOSED 


Resolution: Will be addressed by change in client application section 4.1.2.


Only the adherence to CAR and CADE interfaces is required to be implemented for an enabled application.  The application can be as simple or complex as desired.



		General

		N

		5

		G005

		2006.08.05

		

		General

		Source: Sun, IBM, Nokia, Oracle


Form: DCD-AD-General-Concerns-20060805.doc 


5.
Personalisation / Customisation  / Filtering 


These terms are not used precisely or consistently throughout the AD. 


The concept of filtering (i.e. only allowing the appropriate content from a delivery channel, e.g. BCAST), to a DCD Client and then to the DCD Client Enabled Application is not unreasonable. Beyond this the concepts of filtering, personalisation and customisation are not clear.  How are they different.  Which components perform these actions using which data? 


Given the AD needs to concentrate on what DCD really does have the capability for and not what services may avail themselves of when providing targetted content for DCD users, the use of these terms and any decscriptions needs to be reviewed and limited to only the real DCD functionality.


The AD mentions interaction of the DCD with content filtering. This seems solely a server activity or a client application behavior… The AD should clarify what interactions are taking place between DCD client and content screening.

		Status:  CLOSED


Resolution:  Comment is accepted and clarification of terms “Personalization” and “Customization” will be added to AD.



		General

		N

		6

		6

		

		

		General

		Source: Sun, IBM, Nokia, Oracle


Form: DCD-AD-General-Concerns-20060805.doc 


6.
Opacity of data. 


It has been discussed previously in OMA (MAE when the WI was in that group) and agreed that _all_ the data, whether rendered or metadata, is opaque to DCD  (client and server). The DCD Client treats all the information for the DCD Client Enabled Application as a data blob. Likewise the server treats the DCD Client Enabled Application data blob and the DCD Client meta information as a blob and does not touch it. 


Given this there are a number of things that need resolving including some flows, prefetch strategy (unless the author provides in DCD Client metadata control information details re related content and if this is the case there needs to be description re how this is done and managed) and so on.

		Status: CLOSED 


Resolution: Comment is accepted and clarification text is proposed to be included in the AD.



		General

		N

		7

		7

		

		

		General

		Source: Sun, IBM, Nokia, Oracle


Form: DCD-AD-General-Concerns-20060805.doc


7.
Service 


The AD has the notion of "service" throughout the AD. This is inappropriate. The AD describes the overall function of DCD, not DCD services, to be achieved and the roles of the individual elements within the architecture to achieve this whole.

		Status: CLOSED 


Resolution: Comment is accepted and wording changes to be proposed.



		General

		N

		9

		9

		

		

		General

		Source: Sun, IBM, Nokia, Oracle


Form: DCD-AD-General-Concerns-20060805.doc


9.
Discovery


The DCD AD describes a very narrow view of service discovery prior to subscription. Content providers must subscribe and inform the DCD server of their content services. Of these the user gets to see only those the DCD server deems appropriate (through filtering, customisation, personalisation, other rules). 


How does the user manage to discover other DCD services which may be available through other DCD servers, whether these be through other operators, third party SPs or even run by content providers themselves ? Must all DCD servers be in a network provider domain  or can they be anywhere ? What is necessary for them to be in each of these domains and how does the AD address this need? These questions are unanswered in the AD

		Status: CLOSED 


Resolution: Text will be added to the introduction of the AD similar to the following:


There is no standard discovery method available; therefore, DCD cannot leverage existing methods of server discovery.  Discovery of DCD servers is outside of the scope of the Enabler.  Discovery can be implementation-dependent.  


DCD Servers may exist anywhere (within or outside of the network provider domain).  The DCD Enabler does not prohibit or limit connection by a DCD Client to an arbitrary DCD server.  The use case shown in Section 5.6.3 clearly shows that a DCD-Enabled Client Application has the ability to request connection to an arbitrary DCD Server.


The multiplicity of DCD Client to DCD Servers is one-to-many.



		General

		N

		10

		10

		

		

		General

		Source: Sun, IBM, Nokia, Oracle


Form: DCD-AD-General-Concerns-20060805.doc


10.
Links to outside content 


The architecture does not define what happens when a content rendered by the DCD Client Enabled Application contains links to other content and these are exercised. Are they fetched through the DCD Client or via a native fetch for that client, e.g. a HTTP get via port 80 if a browser is used. If the former how is the DCD Client Enabled Application supposed to know this?

		Status: CLOSED 


Resolution: How a DCD-Enabled Client Application renders content or interacts with other applications on a device is out-of-scope of the DCD Enabler.


Since DCD content is opaque to the DCD Enabler, the method for the DCD-Enabled Client Applications to distinguish remote content references to be handled by DCD or other applications is out-of-scope for the Enabler and therefore is implementation-specific. 



		General

		N

		11

		11

		

		

		General

		Source: Sun, IBM, Nokia, Oracle


Form: DCD-AD-General-Concerns-20060805.doc


11.
Syntax and Sematics


The discussion in section 6 about a protocol stack is confusing.  First, "syntax" and "semantics" which are discussed in the middle layer are not layers of a protocol stack.  They are terms that refer to the form and the meaning of things.  All messages have the notion of syntax and semantics, at all layers (so the terms apply to all 3 layers of the protocol stack).  Layers are usually defined because there are interfaces defined between them.  What is the purpose of this normative section?

		Status: CLOSED 


Resolution: The discussion of syntax and semantics in section 6 is a method of organizing the discussion of the DCD content delivery layer.  The group agrees with the comment; syntax and semantics applies to each layer, but the AD focuses on the content delivery layer.


The protocol stack diagram will be updated.



		General

		N

		12

		12

		

		

		General

		Source: Sun, IBM, Nokia, Oracle


Form: DCD-AD-General-Concerns-20060805.doc


URI proxy


It is unclear if the DCD server is supposed to perform the functions of URI proxy that:


•
Hides through content URI


•
Intercepts any URI request and maps it to the real content


•
Enforces policies related to such mapping (i.e. allows content access or not)

		Status: CLOSED 


Resolution: DCD can be used as a URI proxy, subject to limitations scoped by the DCD requirements.



		General

		N

		13

		13

		

		

		General

		Source: Sun, IBM, Nokia, Oracle


Form: DCD-AD-General-Concerns-20060805.doc


Streamed Content


The AD is silent on streamed data. Is this supported by the enabler? If yes, how it it supported by the architecture. Is the streaming passing through the DCD server? Is it controlled by the DCD server?

		Status: CLOSED 


Resolution: While the primary focus has been on file-oriented; DCD is opaque to content.  DCD does not in itself provide facility for streaming, but does not inherently prohibit streamed data to be transported.


Yes, but the streaming content is opaque to the DCD enabler.  There is no stream support logic in the enabler.  However, DCD can be used as a transport mechanism for streamed data.  It is up to the content provider and application provider to provide the method for interpreting data at an application layer sent across the DCD transport.






		General

		N

		14

		14

		

		

		General

		Source: Sun, IBM, Nokia, Oracle


Form: DCD-AD-General-Concerns-20060805.doc


OMA Download enabler


How does DCD fit with the Download enabler? Download is not mentioned among the dependencies nor discussed anywhere. Is the DCD server duplicating functionalities or able to rely on a download server? Is it controlled by the DCD server?

		Status: CLOSED 


Resolution: DCD provides functionality that DM does not (e.g., download efficiency).  While there is no dependency at this time, but the group will investigate DM further.



		General

		N

		15

		15

		

		

		General

		Source: Sun, IBM, Nokia, Oracle


Form: DCD-AD-General-Concerns-20060805.doc


Handling of failures


Failure conditions are usually significant issues with content delivery s:


•
Failed delivery


•
Failed installation / usage


The DCD server client confirms transport delivery per the AD. No mention is made of correct installation / lack of corruption at usage.


This may also have charging implications that may have to be discussed.

		Status: OPEN 


Resolution: Descriptive text will be added to address how to handle failures.  Confirmation via ACK or NAK should be addressed in Section 6.


The precondition of diagram is initial state of download, or restart after failed attempt.



		General

		N

		85

		AJA65

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.2.10

		Hmm

		Status: OPEN


(Need more input from commenter)



		Interface

		Y

		56

		AJA36

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.3

		Would prefer to see the description of the DCD content envelope say simply that the content may have associated metadata. As far as DCD is concerned it’s a content blob and rightly out of scope

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: The comment is agreed, and this is exactly what the text states (see last paragraph in section 5.3).



		Interface

		Y

		57

		AJA37

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.3

		As out of scope don’t say anything. Might be part of the language etc. It’s a content blob. If DCD has to say anthing perhaps something like “The DCD Content envelope contains the DCD Content payload. This content payload may have associated Content Metadata which the DCD-Enabled Client Application may use when processing the content. The content and any associated metadata is out of scope for the DCD.“

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Comment is agreed. Will change the text as proposed.



		Interface

		Y

		155

		poz17

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.3

		Since it is out of scope, you don’t know that there are 2 parts to this envelope – there may be 1 or 3 or ….  Don’t try to say anything about it

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Addressed by resolution to ADRR-#57.



		Interface

		N

		3

		G003

		2006.08.05

		

		General

		Source: Sun, IBM, Nokia, Oracle


Form: DCD-AD-General-Concerns-20060805.doc


3.
Binding for the DCD Client Enabled Application 


The definition of DCD Client Enabled Application is imprecise and this imprecision is reflected in the AD. 


At times the registration from the DCD Client Enabled Application to DCD Server  (via the DCD Client) seems to be at the application/content level, e.g. NewsAreUs.com's hourly bulletin service. 


At other times the registration from the DCD Client Enabled Application to DCD (via the DCD Client) seems to be potentially media type driven, e.g. all XHTML based content goes to the browser UA which is registered as a handler for these content types. 


This needs to be architecturally reconciled and made more precise. 


The ability to bind user agents acting as DCD Client Enabled Applications for certain media types, e.g. the browser for XHTML based content, seems to be a given. But what about the service level ? Is there a need to define a service level description language with the ability to bind  per service (e.g. NewAreUs.com's hourly bulletin service) to a UA ?




		Status:  CLOSED


Resolution:  Will add text to section 5.4 to more explicitly define registration and binding in the enabler to specific services.



		Interface

		N

		8

		8

		

		

		General

		Source: Sun, IBM, Nokia, Oracle


Form: DCD-AD-General-Concerns-20060805.doc


8.
Notification and Retrieval of data 


The notification and retrieval of data has been collapsed into limited interfaces between client and server. This is OK per se. However it is important for the architecture to define how notification and retrieval along with associated acknowledgments and status codes is achieved when using different delivery mechanisms, e.g. BCAST for download and HTTP for return path.

		Status: CLOSED 


Resolution: 


Between sections 5.4 and 5.5, add a section to explain the general approach for content delivery.  I.e., Notification and retrieval of data as high-level functions.  This description should include some details per bearer.


In the detailed sections (5.5.2.8 PUSH, 5.5.2.9 BCAST), when delivery mechanisms are described, add detail on use of these enablers in the overall dataflow.  In the case of no specific delivery mechanisms (e.g., HTTP), will be described in the general section.



		Interface

		N

		55

		AJA35

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.3

		Clarification of intent for opacity of DCD content delivered to the DCD Enabled Client Application

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Add a paragraph in section 5.3:


“Opacity is intended to ensure limit dependency of applications upon the DCD enabler (and vice versa), i.e., by preventing the DCD enabler from having a need to understand or process application data.”



		Interface

		N

		58

		AJA38

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.4

		What is a “application” The DCD-RD has a definition (prefer it to be in the AD as well). But its vague. So a company does a news service in XHTMLMP which would be rendered by the browser what is registered via DCD-CAR ? Is if the Browser registering it can accept content in the form of XHTMLMP (rather like the PC assignes user agent >< content type bindings) or does the browser register it will handle the new service ? If the latter would this be simply URI ? Likewise if the feed was an RSS feed with a client happy to render RSS feeds is the registration the name of he feed ? It seems in these cases the registration is two part - user agent and its associated media type support, and potentially the name of the service. Of course its possible for every service to have their own user agent, e.g. the bespoke NewsAreUs.com service with its own e.g. Java renderer and data format where in essense only one registration is needed e,g. java UA for content from NewsAreUs.com as the other is implicit.  Clarity is important at the AD time whereas some vagueness might be permissible in the RD. The text needs to define it

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: This comment should be addressed by the resolution to the general action to DCD AI 0821 #7.


Additionally, a description for “DCD application” will be added.



		Interface

		N

		59

		AJA39

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.4

		Application ? This needs better definition. Is this the NewsAreUs.com service described in the previous comment. If only the UA is binding there might be no notion of a service at this point, e.g. its intial registration of a new renderer capable of handling DCD but no services are yet subscribed to so no binding and AP is possible

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Description of Application is provided by resolution to DCD AI 0821 #7, and ADRR-#58.



		Interface

		N

		60

		AJA40

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.4

		So what are the implications for the AP ? Is this presumed to be pre-installed? How is it updated

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: a Covered by DCD AI 0823 #5.



		Interface

		N

		66

		AJA46

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.1

		Not meta data of content.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Modify bullet the comment addresses by deleting the word metadata, and add another bullet for DCD data handling.


· Content data handling (e.g., storage, metadata, expiration time)


· DCD data handling including DCD metadata



		Interface

		N

		93

		AJA73

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.3.3

		There is a lack of clarity here as to who does the un/registering, service admin actions etc. It could always be client initiated – server request on the other hand it could be server initiated, in which case is the client also a server ?

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Add clarifying text to section 5.5.3.3 describing the cases in which the client initiates administration actions and vice versa.



		Interface

		N

		100

		AJA80

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.3.7

		This section deals with getting content from DCD-Client. That’s OK. If that client has subsequent requests, e.g. http://www.foobar.com/moreinfor.htm is the request expected to go through DCD-CADE (I hope not) or through whatever the DCD application uses to normally communicate (I hope so)> if the former then what URI directive would be used sice it is not reasonable to bind permanently e.g. HTTP:// to go through DCD-Client

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Resolved by resolution to action item for ADRR-#10.



		Interface

		N

		135

		AJA115

		7.Aug.06

		

		6.1

		?

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: The diagram will be updated as a result of resolution to ADRR-#11 (see DCD AI 0823 #1).



		Interface

		N

		136

		AJA116

		7.Aug.06

		

		6.1

		W-HTTP is OK for TCP/IP stacks. For SMS, CB etc should use WAP 1.x stack (WSP etc ) as can use same methods, encodings etc

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Will be addressed by update to this section via resolution to ADRR-#135 (see DCD AI 0823 #1).



		Interface

		N

		137

		AJA117

		7.Aug.06

		

		6.1

		Hmm. Use HTTP and its WSP equiv and use the existing methods to do tokenisation etc not something DCD uniuque which seems implied here

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Will be addressed by update to this section via resolution to ADRR-#135 (see DCD AI 0823 #1).



		Interface

		N

		138

		AJA118

		7.Aug.06

		

		6.2

		Does this add anything above and beyond what is in 6.1 ? I really doubt the linterface DCD-CPDE is really as shown, and may involve a full protocol stack etc . Why is this not shown here ? Why is it not described re its Architecural characteristcs

		Status: CLOSED


Section 6.2 will be removed and will expand section 6.1 as per the resolution to other comments against section 6.1



		Interface

		N

		152

		poz14

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.2

		Would prefer to see 2 1-way interfaces – separate into admin and config interfaces (then they are uni-directional)

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Will remove configuration from DCD-3.  The configuration for channels is part of the content delivery.  Will review the AD to clarify usage of “configuration.”



		Interface

		N

		154

		poz16

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.2

		Define as 2 one-way interfaces.  Will DCD really define the way to send notifications?  If not, then this is uni-directional as it should be

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: DCD will define the way to send notifications.  The action item DCD AI 0821 #2 will further clarify this.


As an explanation, content is delivered:


· In direct response to a DCD-Enabled Client Application request


· As a delayed/asynchronous response to a DCD Client content pull related to an earlier DCD-Enabled Client Application request.


· As a DCD Server-push channel update related to an earlier DCD-Enabled Client Application request.






		Interface

		N

		156

		poz18

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.4

		What does this mean – is there a different interface to do the registration?  Is the interface used at a different time – if so, does not matter.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Will delete the sentence regarding pre-registered and pre-configured applications.  This is application behavior that is outside the scope of the enabler.



		Interface

		N

		157

		poz19

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.4

		Established actually? Or is info prepared for later establishment.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Yes, established actually.



		Interface

		N

		188

		poz50

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.2.10

		The UAPROF repository is inside the UAPROF enabler and not directly visible to DCD

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Comment is rejected.  The UAProf Repository is visible to the DCD Server.



		Interface

		N

		204

		poz66

		7.Aug.06

		

		6

		Why introduce these layers (the middle one is not a layer as described using syntax and semantics)?  Are there going to be defined interfaces between them – which is the normal reason for layers.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Covered by resolution to DCD AI 0823 #1, (see ADRR-#11)



		Interface

		N

		205

		poz67

		7.Aug.06

		

		6.1

		You are still merging the notions of a protocol stack (function that interprets messages and acts on them) from the notion of syntax/semantics of messages.  There is a syntax and semantics that relate to the transport layer – but you don’t mention that.  The middle “layer” can be viewed as the set of functions that process the content delivery commands in the message (ike “set up a connection” or is it perhaps “registration” etc operations). 

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Related to resolution of ADRR-#204.



		Interface

		N

		213

		V7

		8.Aug.06

		

		5.3

		Figure 3: Is the Content Metadata different for the Application, Server and Client the DCD Server? Are the identified DCD Envelopes: DCD Content Envelope, DCD Client Envelope, DCD Server Envelope the same or are they different? Further clarification is required.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Will provide more detail in Section 5.3.



		Interface

		N

		218

		V12

		8.Aug.06

		Y

		5.4

		How does the Client know when the registration at the server is complete? How does the Server know when the registration at the Client is complete?

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Registration is acknowledged at the client and server.  Will add a reference to call flow 5.6.1.



		Interface

		N

		219

		V13

		8.Aug.06

		

		5.4

		Section 5.4. Fourth paragraph: Instead of saying "...registered with the DCD enabler" the text should be more specific, e.g. the Application registers with the Client, and the DCD Provider registers with the Server. (Align process with the registration process as described in figure 5).

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Will add more explanation. (See action item DCD AI 0821 #7)



		Interface

		N

		227

		V21

		8.Aug.06

		

		5.5.1.1

		Section 5.5. Notification of changes in Dynamic Client capabilities: A new bullet needs to be added describing what happens if the delivery options are changed at the server and how the client is notified of these changes

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Comment accepted.  Will add additional text to clarify.



		Interface

		N

		233

		V27

		9.Aug.06

		

		5.4

		Late Comment: Need to defone not only the registration of the application at the client but also at the Server. E.g. When an application is downloaded to the device it resigisters itself with the Client through the DCD CAR interfaces and then registers itself with the DCD Server.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Will be addressed by action item DCD AI 0821 #7.



		Interface

		N

		239

		LGE6

		2006.08.08

		

		4.1 

		Source: LG Electronics.


From: OMA-CD-2006-0048


Comment:                                                 What’s the purpose of this section? 




		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Section is required as per the AD template.



		Interface

		N

		281

		MB27

		8.Aug.06

		

		5.5.3.2

		The nature of notification information built for a single subscriber vs. notification built to be consumed by a large broadcast community will be substantially different. I do not believe these flows can be lumped together.

		Status: CLOSED


Resolution: Explain notification semantics around DCD-2 in relation to the difference between point-to-point and broadcast.



		Interface

		N

		292

		A003

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.

		Source: Samsung Electronics

From: OMA-CD-2006-0046

Comment


Figure 1


Not all Enablers have external interfaces allowing use by the DCD enabler.


How are DCD functions to be realized through enablers without external interfaces? Does the DCD enabler require all related enablers to be realized in a server or terminal?

		Status: CLOSED 


Resolution: Will be addressed by resolution to action item DCD AI 0821 #8, (also relevant to ADRR-#10).  Specifically, the following points will be addressed:


(1) Define mandatory enablers required for DCD


(2) Define how to run DCD if an enabler is not available.



		Interface

		N

		295

		A006

		7.Aug.06

		

		5. 


5.5.3.4


5.5.3.6

		Source: Samsung Electronics

From: OMA-CD-2006-0046

Comment: 


Figure 1


Interfaces DCD-CPDE and DCD-CPR could be merged into one interface to simplify operations. A uni-directional link between servers seems improbable.

		Status: OPEN



		Interface

		N

		296

		A007

		7.Aug.06

		

		5. 


5.5.3.5


5.5.3.7

		Source: Samsung Electronics

From: OMA-CD-2006-0046

Comment: 


Figure 1


Interfaces DCD-CADE and DCD-CAR could be merged into one interface to simplify operations. A uni-directional link between servers seems improbable.

		Status: OPEN



		Interface

		N

		299

		A010

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.3 

		Source: Samsung Electronics

From: OMA-CD-2006-0046


Comment


Figure 3


What is the use of a DCD server envelope? In a one box system based on primitives this seems unnecessary.

		Status: OPEN



		Interface

		N

		314

		A025

		7.Aug.06

		

		5.5.3.8

		Source: Samsung Electronics

From: OMA-CD-2006-0046


Comment:


Most of DCD functionality is realized through use of external enabler functionality. However most of the referenced enablers do not provide an external interface themselves. Therefore methods to interface the external enablers should be specified. 

		Status: OPEN



		Interface

		N

		315

		A001

		2006.8.9

		

		5.4

		Source: Jin Peng, Huawei


fr.Peng@huawei.com

Form: OMA-CD-2006-0052-INP_INP_Huawei_Review_Comments_to_DCD_AD.doc

As the description says, “The DCD Channel is established when both the DCD-Enabled Client Application and the appropriate DCD Content Provider are registered with the DCD Enabler.”

Why need the Application to be registered to establish a DCD Channel? In my opinion, a DCD Chnnel can be established when a CP registered.

		Status: OPEN



		Interface

		N

		

		

		

		

		5.4

		AJA - comment. If preinstalled what is the implication on the AP ? Is it to pre-installed ? If so how is it updated ? The AP might be different as the service is improved etc.

		





�Description and resolution need to be updated.  This item was closed by Telefonica inppt.








