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Abstract of the contribution: The following is a status e-mail which was sent on the SA2 reflector yesterday, and comments on the status of the documents submitted for readability.
Introduction:

The VCC Readability work has progressed, mostly offline from the actual VCC meeting.  There was a request to track proposed changes from the baseline documents provided prior to the meeting which were received outside the meeting.  The following e-mail was sent yesterday (Oct 25, 2006) on the SA2 reflector providing this status information.

E-mail text:

Hi!

The seven readability contributions are now available in the Draft box (VCC Readability folder) as contributions S2-064002 to S2-064008.  The names inside the zip file reflect the companies whose comments are included in the file.

I made one late change to Set 4 (marked "2b") which reflects me making a change to paragraph 4.2.3 to reflect the same sort of change made in paragraph 4.2.2.1 around "illustrates" and "shows".

After the meeting on Tuesday, Huawei was the only company that made several comments on the documents.  I agree with some of the changes, and do not agree with the others; however, the number of changes are fairly reasonable (roughly 50), and I think you will be able to review them offline fairly quickly.  The changes I have made are in red (on my machine), and sighed "MMontz" and the others are signed by Patrice.  My summary and recommendation on Hawaii's changes are as follows.

Set 2: There is a change in Clause 4.3 from "permits" to "requires", that I do not like, but other than that these changes appear agreeable.

Set 3: The change in 5.3.1.2.3 does not seem to be better.  Change to

5.3.2 seems to be removing a requirement. I think these changes could be declined.

Set 4:  

    a. Change of the word "Comprise" to "Consists" is good, and should

be done.

    b. Change in 6.2.2.2 doesn't seem correct since the routing may not

ALWAYS be to a "local number". I would decline.   

    c. Don't know if adding "6.3.0" is allowed as a header... or if it

is necessary.

    d. 6.3.2 changes seem to allocate directly to DTF, which is

probably acceptable in this paragraph.

    e. 6.3.4 changes seem acceptable as it seems the DSF is the element

which will communicate to the HSS.  The comment is correct: The "Section" should be changed to "Clause" according to the MCC. 

Set 5: 

    a. 6.4.1.2: Change removes DTF from text, but is probably okay in

the context. 

    b.  Comment Ph1: Don't know where the picture was added, but wasn't

changed for readability.  Do we want to remove the color?

    c.  Other changes are probably okay.  One change to an RFC reference

would probably require a change in the references section.

Set 6: Change to the charging area to have the "VCC Application" changed to "DTF".  I would need others to agree before I would accept this change. 

Set 7: Change of "VCC Application" to DTF.  I would also need to have other agree this is correct.  The Comment Ph1 asks about the diagram:

the intent was to correct the typos in the in diagram text.

Overall, I would recommend accepting Huawei's changes.  However, if we need to "go back" to the contributions available on Tuesday, we can easily remove Huawei's comments... Or any subset which are not agreed.

These ARE NOT in CR format since the text in these contributions will need to be merged (if accepted) with all the other approved CR's.  We will also need to check the Version 1.2.1 text matches the approved 7.0.0 text, and merge where needed. The intent is to do this on Thursday after the VCC session and prior to the Friday Plenary.  This MAY break up these CR's additionally to have "Readability" and "Readability and Technical" CR's.  

IF you wish to object to specific changes, please bring this as a list to the Thursday session.  Also, if the desire of several companies is to back off to the Tuesday changes only, we can do that.  However, please remember that we do NOT plan to do ANY text editing during the Thursday meeting in order to save scarce meeting time.  
Questions and comments gladly accepted via e-mail or at the meeting!

Best Regards,

Mark A. Montz

HP

Summary and Conclusion:

I have received one late set of changes after this point, but the submitting company was willing to progress the work without these comments.  I have not received any other requests related to this effort. 

Again, thanks to all the contributing companies. 
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