Doc# OMA-DM-LightweightM2M-2016-0183R12-INP_CONRR_LightweightM2M_V1_0_20161117[image: image1.jpg]"sOMaQa

Open Mobile Alliance




Review Report

Doc# OMA-DM-LightweightM2M-2016-0183R12-INP_CONRR_LightweightM2M_V1_0_20161117.doc
Review Report


Consistency Review Report

	Review Report Document Id
	OMA-CONRR-LightweightM2M-V1_0-20161117
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential

	Material Being Reviewed:
	

	Group Presenting Document:
	DM

	Date of This Report:
	22 Nov 2016


1. Instructions

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

· The Type column should indicate 'E' for Editorial comment, 'T' for Technical comment and ‘Q’ for Question for clarification
2. Review Information

2.1 OMA Groups Involved

	Name Of Group
	Role
	Invited
	Comments Provided

	
	
	
	

	DM
	Host
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	


2.2 Review History
	
	Date
	Review Method
	Participating Groups
	Full Document Id

	A000-014 
	22/29 Nov 2016
	collection
	Gemalto 
	R01 / R02

	A015-035
A036-A043
	02/2 Dec 2016
	collection
	Nokia
IOTEROP
	R03

	A044-A055
	07 Dec 2016
	Collection
	Sierra / Gemalto
	R04

	A056-A057
	08 Dec 2016
	Collection
	Sierra 
	R05

	A058-A074
	09 Dec 2016
	Collection
	IOTEROP
	R06

	A075-A082
	12 Dec 2016
	Collection
	NOKIA
	R07

	A083
	13 Dec 2016
	Collection
	GEMALTO
	R08

	
	WG CC :         13 Dec 2016
	Review
	WG 
	Status related on R08 : A001,A003, A004, A047, A048, A049,A52,A055 Got  WG Agreement

A035,A067,A080 Closed : WG Agreement 

	A084, A085
	14 Dec 2016
	Collection
	GEMALTO
	R09

	A086-A097
	20/12/2016

02-Jan.2017
	Review

Collection
	ARM
	R010

Report of WG 20/12/2016 CC comments / decisions

ARM 

	A098
	04/01/2017
	Collection
	IOTEROP
	R011

	A099
	05/01/2017
	Collection
Update
	IOTEROP
Gemalto
	R012
A02-A037-A044  & A012  CR on going


3. Review Comments
3.1 OMA-TS-LightweightM2M-V1_0-20161117-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A001
	2016.11.22
	T/Q
	5.5.1 
	Source: Gemalto N.V 
Comment: Consistency CoAP vs LwML2M. Section 5.5.1 Observe .
Is the sentence ‘ When  “Observe” operation contains only Object ID, the “Notify” operation MUST be done per Object Instance’ in line with the WG understanding related to CoAP behaviour? (filtering the CoAP request answer should apply) 
 Proposed Change:  The sentence has to be removed. In the current situation solution is not optimized; evolution (1.1) could be studied (Observe / Notify) Maybe warning as a note.  
	Status: Addressed
Proposed change is agreed (13/12/2016)
On-going CR 191

	A002
	2016.11.22
	E
	all
	Source: Gemalto N.V
Comment: “Write Attribute” wording provides confusion sometimes 
Proposed Change:  to be renamed in using “Write-Attribute”instead
	Status: OPEN
On-going 2017 CR 0002 

	A003
	2016.11.22
	Q
	5.2.7.3
	Source: GEMALTO N.V
Comment: no specification status yet regarding  DELETE ‘/’  and the mandatory Object Device ID:3 
Proposed Change: It is the Client responsibility to recreate the Device Object Instance ID:3 with consistent values for the Read-only Resources in this Object
	Status:  Addressed
Agreed on the principle (13/12/2016)
On-going 2016 CR 190

	A004
	2016.11.22
	Q
	E.4
	Source: GEMALTO N.V
Comment:  discussion on the Factory Reset behaviour has no conclusion yet (Microsoft proposal )
Proposed Change: (CR 167 is noted !!)
	Status:  Addressed
Waiting for the  upload of CR167R01

(Toulouse)

	A005
	2016.11.22
	T
	XML 
	Source: GEMALTO N.V
Comment:  checking the xml file regarding the last Enabler 1.0 Objects changes 

a) Object ID:5
b) Object ID:6 (float)
c) Object ID:7 (remove  Resource second ID:7)
Proposed Change: update the XML/DDF
(Sierra Wiereless for fixing  Object ID:7 is expected  )
	Status:  OPEN



	A006
	2016.11.29
	Q
	E.4
	Source: GEMALTO N.V

Comment: clarify Device Reboot functionality & behavior (Reset ? Bootstrap  sequence replay ? )
Proposed Change: adding text / wording definition )
	Status:  OPEN

Mojan will provide a first proposal 

	A007
	2016.11.29
	T
	SCR B.1 
	Source: GEMALTO N.V

Comment: Support of Bootstrap Commands : DELETE / WRITE / DISCOVER
Proposed Change:  add entries 
	Status:  OPEN



	A008
	2016.11.29
	T
	SCR B.1.1 
	Source: GEMALTO N.V

Comment: Check for Configuration Consistency
Proposed Change:  add entries
	Status:  OPEN



	A009
	2016.11.29
	T
	SCR B.1.2 
	Source: GEMALTO N.V

Comment: Support for Object versioning
Proposed Change:  add entries
	Status:  OPEN



	A010
	2016.11.29
	E
	SCR B.1.2 
	Source: GEMALTO N.V

Comment: 009 & 010 : section reference to fix
Proposed Change: fixing refernces
	Status:  OPEN



	A011
	2016.11.29
	T
	SCR B.1.5 
	Source: GEMALTO N.V

Comment: Support of Object Versioning
Proposed Change:  add entries
	Status:  OPEN



	A012

	2016.11.29
	T
	6.4.4
	Source: GEMALTO N.V

Comment: Fix  CoAP Content-Format Registry ID 11542, 11513 

Proposed Change:   remove TBD with allocated values
	Status:  OPEN

Linked to A059, A080
2017 CR 03

	A013
	2016.11.30
	T
	SCR B1.3 
	Source: GEMALTO N.V

Comment: Support of “dim” & “ver” parameters
Proposed Change:  add entries
	Status:  OPEN



	A014
	2016.11.30
	T
	SCR B.1
	Source: GEMALTO N.V

Comment: Support for Bootstrap Finish & Bootstrap Request 
Proposed Change:  add entries
	Status:  OPEN



	A015
	2016.11.23
	T/E
	Appendix E.5
	Source: Nokia

Comment: Normative reference wrong quoted for [3GPP-TS_23.003] in appendix E.5 ( 3 places)

Proposed Change:  change in E.5 to right reference
	Status: OPEN



	A016
	2016.11.23
	T
	1.Scope
	Source: Nokia

Comment: Queue Mode offers functionality for a LWM2M Client to inform the LWM2M Server that it may be disconnected for an extended period of time and also when it becomes reachable again.

Proposed Change:  to remove repetition in scope as period itself is time, and rest of the sentence is redundant for scope. Change the sentence as follows

Queue Mode offers functionality for a LWM2M Client to inform the LWM2M Server that it may be disconnected for an extended period of time and also when it becomes reachable again.

 
	Status: OPEN



	A017
	2016.11.24
	T/E
	2.1 Reference
	Source: Nokia

Comment: [CoAP] reference indicates date, is it essential?
Proposed Change:  to remove June 2014 from the reference description 

 
	Status: OPEN



	A018
	2016.11.24
	E
	2.1 Reference
	Source: Nokia

Comment: [ETSI TS 102.223] not used anywhere

Proposed Change:  to remove the reference 

 
	Status: OPEN



	A019
	2016.11.24
	E
	2.1 Reference
	Source: Nokia

Comment: [Float] reference is confusing as we already have a type float in the document.

Proposed Change:  to avoid confusion propose to change this reference to [IEEEFLOAT] 

 
	Status: OPEN



	A020
	2016.11.24
	T
	2.1 Reference
	Source: Nokia

Comment: [CoAP_Blockwise] has a RFC now to add it.
Proposed Change:  update the description as follows 

C. Bormann, Z. Shelby, "Block-wise transfers in CoAP", RFC 7959

 
	Status: OPEN



	A021
	2016.11.24
	E
	4. Introduction 
	Source: Nokia

Comment: This enabler defines the application layer communication protocol between a LWM2M Server and a LWM2M Client, which is located in a LWM2M Device.

Location and In mean the same hence to remove repetition

Proposed Change:  Sentence formation can be changed to 

This enabler defines the application layer communication protocol between a LWM2M Server and a LWM2M Client, which is in a LWM2M Device 

 
	Status: OPEN



	A022
	2016.12.30
	T
	4. Introduction 
	Source: Nokia

Comment: This architecture is shown in Figure 1. The LWM2M Enabler uses the Constrained Application Protocol (CoAP) with UDP and SMS bindings
And in the sentence means both together, and/or could represent right meaning what the TS intending to perform

Proposed Change:  Sentence formation can be changed to 

This architecture is shown in Figure 1. The LWM2M Enabler uses the Constrained Application Protocol (CoAP) with UDP and/or SMS bindings. 

 
	Status: OPEN



	A023
	2016.12.30
	E
	5. Interfaces
	Source: Nokia

Comment: Sentence beginning is not fitting the flow
According to the architecture diagram [LWM2M-AD], there are four interfaces: 1) Bootstrap, 2) Client Registration, 3) Device Management and Service Enablement, and 4) Information Reporting.

Proposed Change:  proposed to change this sentence

The architecture diagram [LWM2M-AD] introduces four interfaces: 1) Bootstrap, 2) Client Registration, 3) Device Management and Service Enablement, and 4) Information Reporting.

 
	Status: OPEN



	A024
	2016.12.30
	T/E/Q
	5.1.1 Attribute Definitions and Rules
	Source: Nokia

Comment: Grammar flow and sentence quatitativeness
Several rules governs usage of LWM2M Attributes

Proposed Change:  proposed to change this sentence
The following rules govern usage of LWM2M Attributes

 
	Status: OPEN



	A025
	2016.12.30
	E
	5.1.1 Attribute Definitions and Rules
	Source: Nokia

Comment: Grammar flow
· The value of an OI-Attribute MAY be set at the Object Instance level, and also at the Object level.

Proposed Change:  proposed to change this sentence

· The value of an OI-Attribute MAY be set at the Object Instance level, and at the Object level.

 
	Status: OPEN



	A026
	2016.12.01
	E
	5.1.1 Attribute Definitions and Rules
	Source: Nokia

Comment: Grammar flow
· Rule 2: When the Attribute value is set at the Object level, the scope of the OI-Attribute value extends to all the Instances of that Object, as long as the Rule 1 is respected.

Proposed Change:  proposed to change this sentence

· Rule 2: When the Attribute value is set at the Object level, the scope of the OI-Attribute value extends to all the Instances of that Object, if the Rule 1 is respected.

 
	Status: OPEN



	A027
	2016.12.01
	E
	5.1.1 Attribute Definitions and Rules
	Source: Nokia

Comment: Grammar flow
· An R-Attribute MAY be set at 3 different levels: the Resource level, the Object Instance level and the Object level.

Proposed Change:  proposed to change this sentence

· An R-Attribute MAY be set at 3 different levels: The Resource level, the Object Instance level and the Object level.

 
	Status: OPEN



	A028
	2016.12.01
	E
	5.1.1 Attribute Definitions and Rules
	Source: Nokia

Comment: Grammar flow
· Rule 4: When set at the Object Instance level, the scope of an R-Attribute value extends to all the Resources of that Object Instance as long as the Rule 3 is respected.

Proposed Change:  proposed to change this sentence

· Rule 4: When set at the Object Instance level, the scope of an R-Attribute value extends to all the Resources of that Object Instance if the Rule 3 is respected.

 
	Status: OPEN



	A029
	2016.12.01
	E
	5.1.1 Attribute Definitions and Rules
	Source: Nokia

Comment: Grammar flow
· Rule 5: When set at the Object level, the scope of an R-Attribute value extends to all the resources of any Instance of that Object, as long as the Rule 4 is respected.

Proposed Change:  proposed to change this sentence

· Rule 5: When set at the Object level, the scope of an R-Attribute value extends to all the resources of any Instance of that Object, if the Rule 4 is respected.

 
	Status: OPEN



	A030
	2016.12.01
	T/Q
	5.1.1 Attribute Definitions and Rules
	Source: Nokia

Comment: In the table 2, only the following is shown for access mode not execute

R, W, RW: operation allowed by the LWM2M Server.

Proposed Change:  To add E in the access mode row

 
	Status: CLOSE
[Gemalto]  :  what does ‘E’ means for attributes ?

	A031
	2016.12.01
	T/Q
	5.1.1 Attribute Definitions and Rules
	Source: Nokia

Comment: In the table 2, Default value is written as

<value> | -

where as many spaces we have used space, and single pipe means or in certain language , not in English ( 

Proposed Change:  To change the Default Value to the following 

<value> or “-“ or “ “

 
	Status: OPEN



	A032
	2016.12.01
	E
	5.1.1 Attribute Definitions and Rules
	Source: Nokia

Comment: Grammar flow with extra space

The Value carried by this Attribute : its data type must be of “Value Type”

Proposed Change:  proposed to change this sentence

The Value carried by this Attribute: its data type must be of “Value Type”

 
	Status: OPEN



	A033
	2016.12.01
	E
	5.1.1 Attribute Definitions and Rules
	Source: Nokia

Comment: Grammar flow 
Note: A LWM2M message payload is a list of application/link-format CoRE Links [RFC6690] which will includes the LWM2M Attributes

Proposed Change:  proposed to change this sentence

Note: A LWM2M message payload is a list of application/link-format CoRE Links [RFC6690] which will include the LWM2M Attributes

 
	Status: OPEN



	A034
	2016.12.01
	T/Q
	5.1.1 

& D.1
	Source: Nokia

Comment: “LWM2M data type” is not consistent naming. There is only one data type which is common to all entities in LwM2M. Also resource data type may be 

Proposed Change:  change it to just data type and point to Appendix C. Data Types

 
	Status: OPEN



	
A035
	2016.12.01
	T/Q
	5.1.1 


	Source: Nokia

Comment: [PROPERTIES] and [NOTIFICATION] missing from reference 

Proposed Change:  To add [PROPERTIES] and [NOTIFICATION] in reference section too

 [GTO] No :  A078 is the appropriate change
	Status: CLOSED
Replace by A078 

	A036

	2016.12.02
	E
	4.1
	Source: IOTEROP

Comment: Section is empty

Proposed Change: Add a sentence explaining this is version 1.0 of the enabler and its associated Objects
	Status: OPEN



	A037
	2016.12.02
	E
	All
	Source: IOTEROP

Form:

Comment: Acronym LWM2M (with an upper-case W) is used in the document. OMA decided to use LwM2M ((with an lower-case W)
Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

2017 CR 002 on-going (Global A002/037/044)

	A038
	2016.12.02
	E
	5.
	Source: IOTEROP

Comment: First paragraph, reference to section 7 instead of section 8.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN



	A039
	2016.12.02
	E
	5.
	Source: IOTEROP

Comment: Bootstrap Finish command is not listed. 

Proposed Change: CR to come
	Status: OPEN



	A040
	2016.12.02
	E
	5.1.2
	Source: IOTEROP

Comment: Useless normative MAY in first sentence.

Proposed Change: CR to come
	Status: OPEN



	A041
	2016.12.02
	E
	5.2.7.2
	Source: IOTEROP

Comment: Last example is missing a /
Proposed Change: CR to come
	Status: OPEN



	A042
	2016.12.02
	E
	5.3.1

5.3.2
	Source: IOTEROP

Comment: “not” needs to be upper-case in a normative sentence.

Proposed Change: CR to come
	Status: OPEN



	A043
	2016.12.02
	T
	E.8
	Source: IOTEROP

Comment: Resource ID 7 is used twice 

Proposed Change: 
Gemalto : Last ID:7 is an obsolete resource and must be removed
	Status: OPEN

A05

	A044
	2016.12.07
	E
	all
	Source:  GEMALTO
Comment: Along the text : “Request Bootstrap” & “Bootstrap Request” are both used.

Proposed Change : just keeping”Bootstrap Request”
	Status: OPEN

Agreed
2017 CR 002 on-going (Global A002/037/044)

	A045
	2016.12.07
	T
	6.4.4
	Source:  GEMALTO
Comment: JSON Name & Base Name usage must be rationalized to be compatible with [SENML] definition
Proposed Change :  removing the notion of default Base Name, and rearranging the definitions around

on-going CR185
	Status: CLOSED
CR185 Agreed 

	A046
	2016.12.07
	T
	8.2.3
	Source:  SIERRA
Comment: in the table 4.06 must reflect CoAP response code” Not Acceptable”
Proposed Change :  Replacing 4.06 Inconsistent Configuration by 4.06 Not Acceptable
	Status: OPEN

On-going CR 191


	A047
	2016.12.07
	T
	5.3.1
	Source:  SIERRA
Comment: Binding Mode parameter same issue than Lifetime parameter
Proposed Change :  see Lifetime parameter  (keep optional ?)
	Status: Addressed
Agreed on Principle (13/12/2016)

Mandatory as well (A048)

	A048
	2016.12.07
	T
	5.3.1
	Source:  SIERRA
Comment: Register,  because Lifetime is optional,   communication traffic is increased and implementation is more complex for nothing
Proposed Change :  Lifetime parameter in Registration can be changed to mandatory 
	Status:  Addressed
Agreed on Principle (13/12/2016)



	A049
	2016.12.07
	T
	5.3.1
5.2.7
	Source:  SIERRA
Comment: Enabler versioning in Registration and Bootstrap Discover : how to differentiate candidate 1.0  from true 1.0 
Proposed Change :  make enabler version parameter mandatory 
	Status: Addressed
Enabler Version is mandatory as registration parameter. 

Agreed 13/12/2016

	A50
	2016.12.07
	E
	Annex E
And external Object
	Source:  SIERRA & GEMALTO
Comment: Object Resource IDs  (Device Id:3) are not in numerical order : difficult to read
Proposed Change :  re-ordering the Resource IDs
	Status: OPEN



	A051
	2016.12.07
	T
	Section 5.2.7.4
	Source:  SIERRA
Comment: Uniformization : Bootstrap Request with the same parameters as the response of the Discover will avoid of using the Discover command for nothing 
Proposed Change :  align the Bootstrap Request on the Discover command (same infos) 
	Status: OPEN

linked to A052, A053, A055, A056
13/12/2016

open off-line discussion to progress

	A052
	2016.12.07
	T
	
	Source:  SIERRA  & GEMALTO
Comment: Bootstrap Discover ; parameter “ep”   is not appropriate
Proposed Change : to change “ep” in that command  by “sid”  (same for new Bootstrap Request : A51)
	Status: Addressed
A051
Agreed on the change

Agreed 13/12/2016  
On-going CR 191

	A053
	2016.12.07
	T
	5.2.7.4
8.2.2
	Source:  SIERRA
Comment: Alternate path is not known by the Bootstrap Server (inconsistency) 
Proposed Change :  Uniformization Alternate path must be communicated in the Discover and Bootstrap Request
	Status: OPEN

A051
13/12/2016

off-line discussion to progress
A056, A098

	A054
	2016.12.07
	E
	Text
	Source:  SIERRA
Comment:[PROPERTY] is a typo (2)  

Proposed Change :  [PROPERTIES]
	Status: OPEN

Linked to A078

	A055
	2016.12.07
	T
	5.2.7.1
	Source:  GEMALTO & SIERRA
Comment:  New Bootstrap Request (A51) & Discover make the Object Version in Bootstrap WRITE useless
Proposed Change : to remove object version parameter of the Bootstrap Write command. Provide a text in Server-Initiated Bootstrap recommending to start the BS process by using DISCOVER command. 
	Status: Addressed
A051
13/12/2016

Agreed on principle if A051 accepted
On-going CR 191

	A056
	2016.12.07
	T
	5.3.1 
	Source:  SIERRA
Comment: Alternate path  capability is missing in that section 
Proposed Change :  An Alternate path parameter has to be added in Table 7  
	Status: OPEN

A051, A053,A056, A098

	A057
	2016.12.07
	T
	8.2.4
	Source:  SIERRA
Comment:  see issue#161   
Proposed Change :  remove the sentence related to DTLS / Sec Mode
Add a Section in 7.1 describing relation between DTLS session lifetime & LWM2M registration lifetime 

Add text in  no Sec Mode section 
	Status: OPEN

linked A071
linked A069
linked A094

	A058
	2016.12.08
	Q
	5.1.1
	Source: IOTEROP

Comment: Should’nt we use a MUST in “The value of an O-Attribute MAY only be set at the Object level.” ?

Proposed Change: no change
	Status:CLOSED


	A059
	2016.12.08
	T
	5.3.1
	Source: IOTEROP

Comment: Use IANA registered values for JSON content-type

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN
A012



	A060
	2016.12.08
	E
	5.5.1

7.1.3
	Source: IOTEROP

Form:

Comment: Use of “client” and “server” instead of “LWM2M Client” and “LWM2M Server”

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN



	A061
	2016.12.08
	E
	5.5.3
	Source: IOTEROP

Form:

Comment: Text should be part of Binding section.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN



	A062
	2016.12.08
	E
	6.2.1
	Source: IOTEROP

Form:

Comment: MUST should not be capitalzed in “A LWM2M Server MUST be able to determine without ambiguity the specification of the Objects intended to be registered by the LWM2M Client with which it communicates”

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN



	A063
	2016.12.08
	E
	6.2.3
	Source: IOTEROP

Form:

Comment: Use of capitalized LWM2M operation names is unique to this section.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN



	A064
	2016.12.08
	E
	6.3.2
	Source: IOTEROP

Form:

Comment: Capitalize MAY in “Other Objects may then make use of this Reusable Resource ID in another Object definition.”

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN



	A065
	2016.12.08
	T
	6.4
8.1
	Source: IOTEROP

Comment: Requirement to use content-type in write request suggests other requests may ignore it whereas section 8.1 states that “The Content-Type Option MUST be used to indicate the media type of the payload.”.
Proposed Change: Make Content-type optionnal to specify for the Client.
At least consistency must be checked (6.4 / 8.1) 
	Status: OPEN



	A066
	2016.12.08
	E
	6.4
	Source: IOTEROP

Form:

Comment: use of “Content-Format” instead of “data format” 

Proposed Change: make this section transport agnostic.
	Status: OPEN



	A067

	2016.12.08
	E
	6.4
	Source: IOTEROP

Form:

Comment: update table with IANA registered numbers.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED
Duplicated  ID:A012

	A068
	2016.12.08
	T
	6.4.4
	Source: IOTEROP

Form:

Comment: No indication on when to use historical values. There is a requirement (“The time fields MUST only be used when sending notifications.”) and an example.

Proposed Change: remove this requirement and specify when to use time (resource instances only ?)
Current spec is consistent. LwM2M1.1 could improve that feature (p56)
	Status: CLOSED 


	A069
	2016.12.08
	T
	7
	Source: IOTEROP

Form:

Comment: Security requirements may prevent the use of NoSec mode.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

A057
A094

	A070
	2016.12.08
	E
	7
	Source: IOTEROP

Form:

Comment: No need for capitalized MAY in “Security credential dynamically provisioned to the LWM2M client and the LWM2M server MAY change at any time, even during the lifetime of an ongoing DTLS session”

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN



	A071
	2016.12.08
	E
	7
	Source: IOTEROP

Form:

Comment: paragraphs on DTLS sessions should be moved to 7.1
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

A057

	A072
	2016.12.08
	T
	7.1

7.1.2
	Source: IOTEROP

Form:

Comment: Requirement “the LWM2M Client MUST be provisioned with a credential that is unique to a device.” prevents usage of group security.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN



	A073
	2016.12.08
	T
	7.2

8.4
	Source: IOTEROP

Form:

Comment: Not enough details to implement SMS trigger. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN



	A074
	2016.12.08
	T
	7.2.2
	Source: IOTEROP

Form:

Comment: Requirement “The SMS Secured mode specified in this section MUST be supported when the SMS binding is used.”contradicts section 7.2.1.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN



	A075
	2016.12.9
	T
	3.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: 

Comment: Definitions contain only 2 definitions and looks not correlated

Proposed Change:  to remove them
	Status: OPEN



	A076
	2016.12.09
	T
	5.2.2 


	Source: Nokia

Comment: *the LWM2M Client MUST have at least one LWM2M Server Account after Bootstrap Sequence specified in Error! Reference source not found.
To be changed for giving complete meaning for the sentence

Proposed Change:  *the LWM2M Client MUST have at least one LWM2M Server Account after completion of Bootstrap Sequence specified in Error! Reference source not found.
 
	Status: OPEN



	A077
	2016.12.09
	T
	5.2.2


	Source: Nokia

Comment: the following sentence needs update

Please note that the LWM2M Client MUST accept Bootstrap Information sent via Bootstrap Interface without processing authorization process specified in Section Error! Reference source not found. Authorization.
Proposed Change: Please note that the LWM2M Client MUST accept Bootstrap Information sent via Bootstrap Interface as the authorization processing is not applicable at this stage as specified in Section Error! Reference source not found. Authorization.

	Status: OPEN



	A078
	2016.12.09
	T/Q
	5.2.7.1 & 6.2.3  


	Source: Nokia

Form: 

Comment: [PROPERTY] is appearing in 2 places, how this is related to [PROPERTIES]

Proposed Change: it should be defined in a way the brackets are different from reference square bracket
	Status: OPEN

A035

A054

	A079
	2016.12.09
	T/Q
	5.3


	Source: Nokia

Form: 

Comment: Figure 9, should it be adapted for inserting 0 for the instance?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN



	A080
	2016.12.09
	T
	5.3.1


	Source: Nokia

Form: 

Comment: ct 1543 to be adapted in this section, 2 places it is appearing.

Proposed Change: 1543 to 11543

	Status: CLOSED
Duplicated A059
A012

	A081
	2016.12.09
	Q
	
	Source: Nokia

Form: 

Comment: Did ever IETF discuss on lifetime and less than having the same short acronym in the URI (lt) 
Proposed Change: 

 
	Status: OPEN



	A082
	2016.12.09
	T
	5.4.4


	Source: Nokia

Comment: [Notification] usage to be changed

Proposed Change: 

 
	Status: OPEN



	A083
	2016.12.13
	T
	8.2.2
	Source: Gemalto 
Comment: Alternate path : possible ambiguity  if can be confused with Object ID 

Proposed Change:  alternate path must not be an integer (as IDs)

 
	Status: OPEN

Agreed on principle

	A084
	2016.12.13
	T
	All 
	Source: Gemalto 
Comment:  A list of the valid registration, discover parameters should be available somewhere.
(lwm2m,lt, b,sms, but also ssid) ct? rt? 

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN



	A085
	2016.12.13
	T
	6.2
	Source: Gemalto 
Comment:  Proposal to  clean-up/ Clarify  Object Versioning Section
Proposed Change:   CR 189 on-going
	Status: CLOSED
CR 189 Agreed (20161214)


	A086
	2017.01.02
	T
	7.1.3
	Source: ARM
Comment: Section 7.1.3 talks about time in context of certificate verification. The described solution does not explain where the reliable (and secure) time source should come from and offers a different approach depending on the type of “trust model”. 
	Status: OPEN

	A087
	2017.01.02
	T
	7.1.3
	Source: ARM

Comment: Section 7.1.3 introduces the notion of direct and indirect trust on context of the public key infrastructure. In practice, there are, however, four types of ways to do the PKIX validation. 
	Status: OPEN

	A088
	2017.01.02
	T
	Appendix E.1
	Source: ARM

Comment: Appendix E.1 defines the LWM2M security object, which includes the LWM2M Server URI. This resource uniquely identifies the LWM2M server or the bootstrap server via a "coaps: //host:port" URI whereby the host is an IP address or FQDN, and port is the UDP port of the Server. 

The procedure for using an IP address in the URI is not further defined in the text. 
	Status: OPEN

	A089
	2017.01.02
	Q
	5.3.1
	Source: ARM

Comment: The text defines the registration operation by saying that the LWM2M client must execute the register operation with each LWM2M Server that the LWM2M Client has a Server Object Instance. 

This prevents the use of redundant LWM2M servers, which are used either as fallback or only in application specific context. 

Is this intentional? 
	Status: OPEN

	A090
	2017.01.02
	T
	7.1.2 and 7.1.3
	Source: ARM

Comment: The indicate key length for asymmetric crypto-systems is incorrect and does not indicate what elliptic curve should be used. 
	Status: OPEN

	A091
	2017.01.02
	T
	5.2
	Source: ARM

Comment: The privacy implications for using the same certificate across multiple LWM2M servers is not explained in Section 5.2. 

More info at https://github.com/OpenMobileAlliance/OMA_LwM2M_for_Developers/issues/180
	Status: OPEN
note  Github issue > #164

	A092
	2017.01.02
	T
	5.2
	Source: ARM

Comment: Server-initiated bootstrapping should not be mandatory to implement for the server since it is not ready for prime-time. 

More info at https://github.com/OpenMobileAlliance/OMA_LwM2M_for_Developers/issues/179
	Status: OPEN
note  Github issue > #164

	A093
	2017.01.02
	T
	5.2
	Source: ARM

Comment: When a LWM2M server and a bootstrap server authenticate a LWM2M client they need to make sure that the identifier used during the DTLS handshake (such as the identifier in the client certificate) matches the endpoint name. This is not properly explained in Section 5.2 and 

More info at https://github.com/OpenMobileAlliance/OMA_LwM2M_for_Developers/issues/175
	Status: OPEN
note  Github issue > #164

	A094
	2017.01.02
	T
	7.1.4
	Source: ARM

Comment: In relationship to A093 the text in Section 7.1.4 does not explain the importance of checking the endpoint name against the authenticated identity of the LWM2M client. 

The description in the NoSec mode should actually refer to the use of a lower layer security mechanism rather than “no security”. 
	Status: OPEN
linked A069
linked A057



	A095
	2017.01.02
	E
	Appendix F
	Source: ARM

Comment: The example on page 132 uses the same PSK Identity string with two different keys. While this is possible it is more likely that both the PSK identity and the PSK key are different when used with different servers. 
	Status: OPEN

	A096
	2017.01.02
	E
	Appendix F
	Source: ARM

Comment: In the access control example it would feel more natural if the bootstrap server is the owner of the access control since otherwise the respective server can change its own access rights.
	Status: OPEN

	A097
	2017.01.02
	T
	7.3
	Source: ARM

Comment: From the first two paragraphs in Section 7.3 it is not clear what a LWM2M client has to implement when it only uses a single LWM2M server. Normally, such a client would not need to implement the described ACL concept since the need does not arise. The second paragraph does, however, contradict the first paragraph. 
	Status: OPEN

	A098
	2017.01.04
	T
	8.2.2 
	Source: IOTEROP
Comment: Registration payload with an alternate path is not compliant with RFC6690.

Proposed Change:  
A correct link-format payload would be:

</lwm2m>;rt="oma.lwm2m", </lwm2m/1/0>,</lwm2m/1/1>,</lwm2m/2/0>,</lwm2m/2/1>,</lwm2m/2/2>,</lwm2m/2/3>,</lwm2m/2/4>,</lwm2m/3/0>,</lwm2m/4/0>,</lwm2m/5>
	Status: OPEN
linked A053, A056


	A099
	2017.01.04
	E
	6.4.3

6.4.4
	Source: IOTEROP

Comment: Introduction text for the TLV and JSON examples uses GET as the request instead of READ.
	Status: OPEN
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