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1 Reason for Change

Resolution CR for section 8_1_1 comment from NTTdocomo 

Associated comment

· A009, OMA-CONR-2011-0008-CPNS_CONR_comments_NTTdocomo
R01 collects all comment targeted to section 8.1.1 and proposes additional changes to R00. 

	C646
	2011.02.1
	E
	8
	Source: KDDI(140)

Form: OMA-CONR-2011-0007-CPNS_ConR_Comments_from_KDDI
Comment: Some messages include MsgID.

Group basically agrees that common message format is specified in CPNS. Then, the common message format should cover the “MsgID”.

Proposed Change: Remove MsgID from dedicated messages.


	Status: CLOSED

<provide response>
For the part “the common message format should cover the MsgID” can e resolved with this CR but for the part “Remove MsgID from dedicated messages.”, the CR provided by KDDI should be handled. 


	C647
	2011.02.03
	T
	8.1.1
	Source: SK Telecom

Form: OMA-CONR-2011-0009-CPNS_Review_from_SK_Telecom

Comment: The description needs more information.

Proposed Change: CR to fill in is requested.
	Status: Closed 
See the CR

	C648
	2011.02.2
	T
	8.1.1
	Source: NTTdocomo

Form: OMA-CONR-2011-0008-CPNS_CONR_comments_NTTdocomo
Comment: Editor’s note. 

Proposed Change: Hanging editor’s note shall be replaced with common parameter set description.

Proposed change can be found in OMA-CD-CPNS-2011-0063-CR_CommonParameter_8_1_1
	Status: Closed
See the CR

	C649
	2011.02.03
	T
	8.1.1.
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-CONR-2011-0002

Comment: Section is missing. Group should be given the chance to review this section whenever a CR is available.  

Proposed Change: 


Discuss the new CR and agreed within the group
	Status: Closed
Resolved based on offline agreement. 



R02 is produced taking into account of R&A comment
R&A comments

· Samsung

	Comment
	Answer

	Based on group agreement on CR116R02, wd need to remove the route parameter if necessary 
	The comment is based on specific routing scheme (for only specific function), where each CPNS entity terminate CPNS message. Defining parameter set based on specific CPNS Entity behaviour is the same as defining routing scheme in CPNS v1.0.

Please clarify SS’s stance point for the topic whether or not CPNS Enabler v1.0 to define routing scheme. During offline, we had a basic understanding that we will not define routing mechanism in CPNS v1.0. 

If that has been changed, then I have another proposal for more appropriate way forward, which is someone to bring CR. To do that, first it has to perform analysis on each message routing path and based on that investigate if there is any technical impact on current section 7 description (CPNS Entity behaviour) and finally actual text for defining routing scheme, which many be consist of general routing scheme description (e.g., there is only 1 destination ID etc), each CPNS Entity behaviour description, and if any exception description for particular message routing e.g., where CPNS Entity SHOULD terminate xxx message, but for xxx message CPNS Entity SHOULD relay (e.g., no change in routing header) the message to.
If no routing scheme specification in CPNS Enabler v1.0 then there is no rational to remove any header from the CR but just to leave as it is. The table is the container for the common parameter based on various routing solution provided by stakeholder. 
Such character (container) is shown in e.g., definition of destination ID where somehow, even though there is no such description in current TS, the table suddenly says PNID and SGID can be set as message destination. The purpose of having destination ID is either indicating you are the destination or if not send another message to another entity based on the ID.  

	2. Most of all the messages are targeted for multiple PNEs, proposed to remove the example to the appendix or delete the example, as this may mislead the reader
	To understand the intention of this comment ... the comment says that “Most of all the messages ...for multiple PNEs”.
 I am sure what this comment is really trying to say is 
· not “Most of all the messages ... ” but  rather
·  “Most of all the service scenarios or deployment model” or “Most of all the message in specific service scenarios or deployment model”. 
Otherwise, it means there is some or most of CPNS message can ONLY be sent to multiple PNEs. Actually, ALL the CPNS messages can be sent to single PNE. And CPNS TS description does not define something like .. this message can only be sent to multiple PNEs and not to single PNE, but this message can be sent to single PNE or something like that. The reason of not defining something like that is such view deeply depends on service scenario or deployment model. 
However, it seems this comment is based on specific understanding of common service scenario or deployment model. But such view is not understandable as CPNS SWG does not define what is common scenario or deployment model. 
It is in the hand of user or service provider, which is out of scope CPNS SWG. 
In conclusion, the rational provided by this comment is not likely leading to the decision of whether or not to remove the description as the comment says.
However, to be consistent with the intention of not defining or describing routing scheme in CPNS v1.0, those descriptions are removed. 


· ZTE

	Comment
	Answer

	What’s the meaning of “route entries”?
	Changed. 

Intermediate CPNS Entity and changed to CPNS Entity

	With regard to DestinationRouteEntity element, Only one?
	No Change

It is the attribute. So the syntax in XML will be as follows. 

<DestinationRoute DestinationRouteEntity = A />

<DestinationRoute DestinationRouteEntity = B />

<DestinationRoute DestinationRouteEntity = C />

	Can’t find this attribute in the table. Should be EntityID?
	Changed as proposed


· SKT
	Comment
	Answer

	1) The cardinality of Route is "1..n", isnt it "0..1"? please explain what''s the case in which there are multiple routes. 
	Route is an attribute of TraceRoute element(0..1). 

For the reason of having multiple Route, please see the example which was removed though. 

	2) How are the "Dest" and "DestID" different from each other?
	Believe the comment is referring to figure. The figure is removed. 


· KDDI

	Comment
	Answer

	1) General comment. Fully agree to define this type of CPNS message header. However, we also need to specify procedure of CPNS Entity to handle each header field. For example, how does CPNS entity use "TraceRoute" for what purpose? 
	OK. But highly unlikely that NTTdocoom will take the 1st author role for the action. 

And bit of recommendation for the action. 

1. First come up with basic routing scheme

2. Perform impact analysis to each message routing, given that all function dependent messages are already defined and each author may have specific view on the routing of the specific message. 
3. And seek the variation of routing scheme, if any
4. Compile those to produce comprehensive routing scheme

Otherwise, it may take long time to conclude the issue. 

Besides, if the proposal of this comment is not saying to define CPNS Entity behaviour but rather provide guideline showing how those parameters are “used”, then it may be more understandable. In that case, 
1. First list up the parameter, which need more description of how they are used. 

2. Provide additional description for those
3. Perhaps provide example message syntax for those CPNS messages

4. Put those descriptions which are not necessary for common parameter set definition in Appendix.  . 

	2)Why is cardianality of DestinationRoute 0..n, instead of 0..1? Does this imply source entity can designate multiple paths to destination entity? If so, how does intermediate node forward message with multiple paths? 
	Not multiple paths. But multiple CPNS Entities. 

There may be multiple intermediate CPNS Entities in e.g., for InvokeRequest.  

	3)Sub-element of DestinationRoute is Dest, which can not be found in the table.
	Mistake. Deleted. 


R03 incorporates the comment received during Sorrento F2F meeting. 
2 Impact on Backward Compatibility

None
3 Impact on Other Specifications

None
4 Intellectual Property Rights

Members and their Affiliates (collectively, "Members") agree to use their reasonable endeavours to inform timely the Open Mobile Alliance of Essential IPR as they become aware that the Essential IPR is related to the prepared or published Specification.  This obligation does not imply an obligation on Members to conduct IPR searches.  This duty is contained in the Open Mobile Alliance application form to which each Member's attention is drawn.  Members shall submit to the General Manager of Operations of OMA the IPR Statement and the IPR Licensing Declaration.  These forms are available from OMA or online at the OMA website at www.openmobilealliance.org.

5 Recommendation

Review and approve the proposed change in this CR for incorporation into the CPNS TS.

6 Detailed Change Proposal

Change 1:  Common CPNS message parameter set
8. CPNS message
8.5 Overview Consideration
[…]
8.5.1 Common parameter set
This section describes the parameter set which is common to all CPNS messages. 

Followings are the principle of common parameter set for CPNS message.

· For the purpose of specifying the adjacent CPNS Entity through which the CPNS message will go, CPNS common parameter set SHALL contain TargetID. 

· For the purpose of specifying the end to end routing path, CPNS common parameter set SHALL contain SourceID and DestID which indicate the source and final destination of the CPNS message. 

· CPNS common parameter set MAY contain Route parameter(s) under DestinationRoute if the intermediate route entities are known to the CPNS message originator (Source parameter). 
· CPNS common parameter set MAY contain TraceRoute when designated by the CPNS message originator (Source parameter). Each CPNS Entity SHALL append its own ID (as value of Route parameter). 
· CPNS common parameter set SHALL contain MsgID parameter to distinguish a CPNS message dialog with others. 

· CPNS common parameter MAY contain MsgType parameter to designate specific transport protocol related behavior (e.g., HTTP Client and Server. See Appendix G).




· 
· 
· 
· 

· 
· 
· 


Following table shows the parameter set common to all CPNS messages. 

	Parameter name
	Cardinality
	T
	Data type
	Description

	TargetID
	0..1
	E
	String
	ID of adjacent CPNS Entity, through which the CPNS message will go traverse to the destination, PNID, or SGID
Only if TargetID and DestID are the same, this element will be omitted. 

	SourceID
	1
	E
	String
	ID of CPNS Entity which is the originator of the CPNS message

	Destination
	1
	E
	String
	Destination element for end to end CPNS message routing path

Its sub-element is

· DestinationRoute
· DestID

	DestinationRoute
	0..3
	E
	-
	In case the intermediate CPNS Entities to the destination CPNS Entity (Dest) are known to the originating CPNS Entity (Source) and to specify the routing path to the destination, the CPNS Entity assembles the CPNS message with not only Dest element but also DestinationRoute element(s).

Its attribute is

· DestinationRouteEntity


· 

	DestinationRouteEntity
	1
	A
	String
	ID of intermediate CPNS Entity for end to end routing path to destination CPNS Entity (Dest)

	DestID
	1..n
	E
	String
	ID of CPNS Entity, PNID or SGID which is the final destination of the CPNS message 

In case the Route element(s) is not known to the originating CPNS Entity (Source), the CPNS Entity assembles the Destination element with Dest element only. 

	TraceRoute
	0..1
	E
	String
	To trace the routing path to the destination CPNS Entity (Dest), PNID or SGID, the originating CPNS Entity (Source) SHOULD include the TraceRoute element. 
Its sub-element is

· Route

	Route
	1..4
	E
	-
	With TraceRoute element, each CPNS Entity SHALL append its Entity ID into the Route element. 
In case of no TraceRoute element is designated by the originating CPNS Entity (Source), the Route element SHALL not be included. 

Its attribute is
· EntityID

	EntityID
	1
	A
	String
	ID of intermediate CPNS Entity for the purpose of tracing intermediate CNPS Entity on the end to end routing path to destination(Dest)

	MsgID
	1
	E
	String
	Unique ID to distinguish the message from other messages. 

ID schema is based on service provider and out of scope of CPNS V1.0. 

	MsgType
	0..1
	E
	String


	Indicating the type of message;

“Advertise” or “Request” or “Response


Table x: Common CPNS message parameters
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