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	Title:
	CONRR
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 OMA Confidential

	To:
	CD-Push

	Doc to Change:
	OMA-TS-DPE-V1_0-20090128-D

	Submission Date:
	15 April 2009

	Classification:
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 0: New Functionality
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 1: Major Change
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 2: Bug Fix
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 3: Clerical

	Source:
	Bryan Sullivan, bryan.sullivan@att.com

	Replaces:
	n/a


1 Reason for Change

Address DPE 1.0 CONRR comments:
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	D001
	2009

03.12
	T
	4
	Source: Kepeng Li, Huawei
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0015
Comment: According to the new TS template, the introduction of Version 1.0 functionality should be defined in section 4.
Proposed Change: Move 5.1 to 4.1.

See CR DCAP-009.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Change as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D002
	2009

03.12
	T
	5.3
	Source: Kepeng Li, Huawei
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0015
Comment: Who is DPE Provider?  Change it to Service Provider.
Proposed Change: As above.

See CR DCAP-009.
	Status: OPEN
Response: DPE Provider was replaced with DPE Service Provider, which was already a term used widely in the document.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D003
	2009

03.12
	T
	6.2 and 6.3
	Source: Kepeng Li, Huawei
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0015
Comment: Do we need to include Security-Token in the messages?
Proposed Change: Add Security-Token to the messages.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Change as proposed. Semantics around creation/use of Security-Token were also clarified.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D004
	2009

03.12
	T
	6.1
	Source: Kepeng Li, Huawei
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0015
Comment: It is not clear what will be included in the Security-Token?
Proposed Change: Do we need to define it in more detail?
	Status: OPEN
Response: Change as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D005
	2009

03.12
	T
	6.1.1.2
	Source: Kepeng Li, Huawei
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0015
Comment: It seems that we don’t have detailed status codes. Do we need to define detailed Status Codes?
Proposed Change: For discussion
	Status: OPEN
Response: The status values “success” and “fail” are sufficient, in general. But we can add other conditional parameters as necessary to convey any specific error conditions important.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D006
	2009

03.16
	T
	6.2.1.1
	Source: Kepeng Li, Huawei
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0015
Comment: Do we need to specify the DPE Server ID and DPE Client ID in the message?
Proposed Change: For discussion
	Status: OPEN
Response: We don’t need the DPE Server ID, as we have the security-token if important, to ensure trust. The DPE Client ID was added to the messages.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D007
	2009

03.16
	T
	6.2.1.2
	Source: Kepeng Li, Huawei
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0015
Comment: In the AD, flow 5.4.2.2, the DPE Client should be able to return Status Code to indicate about the “unsupported properties”. But there is no “Status” element in the TS. One difficult part to specify the Status would be: some of the properties are supported, but some of them are not supported.

Proposed Change: Add Status element.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Added an Unsupported parameter to the relevant messages.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D008
	2009

03.16
	E
	all
	Source: Kepeng Li, Huawei
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0015
Comment: Please see CR DCAP-009.
Proposed Change: Please see CR DCAP-009.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Most of the editorial changes were incorporated into OMA-DCAP-2009-0010.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D009
	2009

03.16
	T
	all
	Source: Kepeng Li, Huawei
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0015
Comment: Solve all the Editor’s Notes and TBDs.
Proposed Change: As above
	Status: OPEN
Response: 
Action: Action to Bryan to register the values.
Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D010
	2009

03.17
	E
	6.2.5.1 and 6.2.4.1
	Source: Kepeng Li, Huawei
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0015
Comment: There is no “duration” element in the figure
Proposed Change: See CR 0009.
	Status: OPEN
Response: The elements will be removed from the figures.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D011
	2009

03.17
	T
	6.3
	Source: Kepeng Li, Huawei
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0015
Comment: We need to differentiate the messages for DPE-2 and DPE-3 interface.
Proposed Change: Add “SP_” to the message type. See CR 0009.
	Status: OPEN
Response: DPE-2 vs DPE-3 were added to the message descriptions.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D012
	2009

03.17
	T
	6.3
	Source: Kepeng Li, Huawei
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0015
Comment: Do we need to add the DPE Server ID element to the messages?
Proposed Change: For discussion.
	Status: OPEN
Response: No, the authentication between the DPE Server and Service Provider is unspecified.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D013
	2009

03.17
	T
	6.3.1.1
	Source: Kepeng Li, Huawei
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0015
Comment: What is the usage of this element? Also there is no this element in the figure.
Proposed Change: Add it to the figure. See CR 0009.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Max-Age is the “freshness” filter for the cached property value. The elements will be removed from the figures.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D014
	2009

03.17
	T
	6.3.5
	Source: Kepeng Li, Huawei
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0015
Comment: There is no figure for this flow.
Proposed Change: Add the figure. See CR 0009.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Added
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D015
	2009

03.17
	T
	9.2
	Source: Kepeng Li, Huawei
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0015
Comment: Check the incorporation of agreed CR 0053R03.
Proposed Change: As above
	Status: OPEN
Response: Changed as proposed in CR 0009.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D016
	2009

03.17
	T
	9.2
	Source: Kepeng Li, Huawei
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0015
Comment: Add one property: ring-tone. This requirement is from DCMO. In the cinema or meeting, the ring-tone should be able to be disabled.
Proposed Change: As above
	Status: OPEN
Response: Changed as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D017
	2009

03.18
	E
	All
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: Various grammatical and spelling errors need to be corrected.
Proposed Change: As commented.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Changed as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D018
	2009

03.18
	T
	6.2.1.1

6.3.1.1
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: RD requirement “DPE-HL-5 The DPE enabler MUST provide the ability for an Authorized Principal to query the full list of supported Dynamic Device Properties supported by a DPE Client” is not implemented in the DPE TS.
Proposed Change: Add a wildcard option to the “Property-Names” element of the Dpe2PropertyQuery and Dpe3PropertyQuery messages, which should returning the values for all supported properties.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Changed as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D019
	2009

03.18
	T
	5.3
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: RD requirement “DPE-HL-9
The DPE enabler MAY provide access to a DPE Client’s Dynamic Device Property values via a scripting environment such as EcmaScript Mobile Profile [ESMP]” is not implemented in the DPE TS.
Proposed Change: Add an optional normative statement in “5.3 DPE Property Collection”: “DPE Clients MAY enable device-based application access to a DPE Client’s Dynamic Device Property values via a scripting environment such as EcmaScript Mobile Profile”.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Changed as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D020
	2009

03.18
	T
	6.2.4.1

6.2.4.3
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: RD requirement “DPE-HL-14 The DPE enabler MUST support a mechanism for a DPE Client to notify an Authorized Principal of any changes to its supported properties without any prior requests or queries from that Authorized Principal.” is not implemented in the DPE TS.
Proposed Change: Add a new policy type in “6.2.4.1 Property-Policy-Set”, “Table 6-14: Policy Types and Parameters” with Policy-Type “Property-Support”, Policy-Parameters “n/a”, Description “Report on any change to the set of supported properties, i.e. properties for which support begins or ends”. In “6.2.4.3 Property-Report” “Table 6 16: DPE-2 Property-Report message elements”, change the description of “Value” to “Indicates the value of the property in the form of {name, value } for the property being reported upon. If the value is null, the property is no longer supported”.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Changed as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D021
	2009

03.18
	T
	(new)
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: RD requirement “DPE-CON-1 The DPE enabler SHALL support the ability for an Authorised Principal to restrict the advertisement of certain device properties.” is not implemented in the DPE TS.
Proposed Change: Add a new section “9 Quality of Experience Considerations” (move other sections down) and “9.1 Privacy” with text: “DPE Clients and DPE Servers SHALL honor privacy requirements of the user and DPE Service Provider, i.e. restrict access to specific device properties when not allowed per policy. Note: determination and management of policies is implementation-specific. If a query/policy-based report includes a property that is not allowed to be disclosed, the DPE Client or DPE Server SHALL respond with a null value for that property, i.e. represent it as unsupported.”
	Status: OPEN
Response: Changed as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D022
	2009

03.18
	T
	(new)
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: RD requirement “DPE-USE-1 The DPE Client MUST exchange Dynamic Device Properties in a manner that is unobtrusive to the user and does not impact the usability of any service being consumed.” is not implemented in the DPE TS.
Proposed Change: Add a new section “9 Quality of Experience Considerations” (move other sections down) and “9.2 Usability” with text: “The DPE Client MUST exchange Dynamic Device Properties in a manner that is unobtrusive to the user and does not impact the usability of any service being consumed.”.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Changed as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D023
	2009

03.18
	T
	7.1
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: RD requirement “DPE-USE-3 DPE enabler MUST support Dynamic Device Properties notifications over different application protocols (e.g. HTTP, SIP, SMS etc.)” is not fully implemented in the DPE TS. In particular, now that SIP Push is candidate, the option for use of a SIP-Push enabled PPG should be noted.
Proposed Change: Change the title of 7.1 to “DPE-1 and DPE-2 over OMA Push”. Add a new normative statement “When using PAP, the DPE Server MAY support various target client address schemes, e.g. PLMN, USER, SIP URI, IP address, etc.”.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Changed as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D024
	2009

03.18
	T
	7.1
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: Push Application Id should be defined using OMA URN, not WAP.

Proposed Change: Change “X-Wap-Application-Id: x-wap-application:dpe.ua” to “X-Wap-Application-Id: x-oma-application:dpe.ua”.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Changed as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D025
	2009

03.18
	T
	2
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: Update to not reference specific document versions unless necessary.

Proposed Change: As commented.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Changed as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D026
	2009

03.18
	T
	3.2 and others
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: The term “Device Capability” is inconsistently used and conflicts with the usage of “Device Property”.

Proposed Change: Device Capability should be defined as “The overall set of characteristics and related parameters supported by a Device” to clarify that individual characteristics are called “properties”. The usage of “Device Capability” and “Device Property” should be made consistent throughout the text.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Changed as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D027
	2009

03.18
	T
	3.2
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: Add a definition for “DPE Service Provider”

Proposed Change: “DPE Service Provider”: “An entity that operates a DPE Server an provides DPE enabler service to the end user and Service Provider.”
	Status: OPEN
Response: Changed as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D028
	2009

03.18
	T
	3.3
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: Add abbreviations for SIP, PPG, PAP, and other terms as needed.

Proposed Change: As commented.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Changed as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D029
	2009

03.18
	E
	4 and others
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: Do not capitalize “Device” unless used with the defined term “Device Property”, and similarly for other words not associated with defined terms.

Proposed Change: As commented.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Changed as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D030
	2009

03.18
	E
	4
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: Service is provided to the user (not just the device).

Proposed Change: “…allowing an enhancement of the quality of the services provided to the device user”
	Status: OPEN
Response: Changed as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D031
	2009

03.18
	T
	5.3.1
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: The HTTP header “x-dpe-client-id” should be “x-oma-dpe-client-id”, and registered with IANA.

Proposed Change: As commented.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Changed as proposed.
Action: Bryan, to register the header.
Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D032
	2009

03.18
	T
	5.3.1
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: Further description on the use of “x-oma-dpe-client-id” is needed.

Proposed Change: Update the “by direct delivery…” bullet: “by direct delivery from user-agents, using an HTTP header “x-oma-dpe-client-id”. DPE Clients SHOULD enable device-based user-agents to obtain the DPE Client Id, e.g. through a scripting environment such as EcmaScript Mobile Profile or other implementation-specific means.”
	Status: OPEN
Response: Changed as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D033
	2009

03.18
	T
	6.x
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: Message names should be aligned with the schema, e.g. DPE1…, DPE2…, DPE3…
Proposed Change: As commented.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Changed as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D034
	2009

03.18
	T
	6.1
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: Avoid referencing specific value types in text, where options exist in messages.
Proposed Change: Change “DPE Server IP Address” to “DPE Server address”.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Changed as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D035
	2009

03.18
	T
	6.1.1 and others
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: The flow diagrams are created in a difficult-to-maintain form, and out of alignment with the text, e.g. names, and should not list specific parameters unless particularly relevant to the sequence (as compared to other parameters of the same message).
Proposed Change: Update the diagrams to use a more maintainable tool, align the message names with the text, and remove the message parameters unless really important to the flow.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Changed as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D036
	2009

03.18
	T
	6.1.1 and others
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: Proxies used by OMA enablers are not referred to as “WAP proxies” anymore.
Proposed Change: Change “insertion by a WAP proxy” to “insertion by a network proxy”.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Changed as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D037
	2009

03.18
	T
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: it is not clear when the Device-Id and other optional parameters may be included.
Proposed Change: Add clarifying statements, e.g. “inclusion of this parameter depends upon DPE Service Provider policy or as determined by the related attribute in the DPE MO”. 
	Status: OPEN
Response: Changed as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D038
	2009

03.18
	E
	6.1.1.1 and others
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: Description fields in the message tables get too wordy sometimes, e.g. for “Device-Identity”, “User-Identity”, “DPE-Client-ID”.
Proposed Change: Where extended discussion of the message parameter is needed, move this text outside the table, and tighten up the descriptions.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Changed as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D039
	2009

03.18
	T
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: The DPE version should be “1.0” in this release, and text needs to be added to describe what should happen if a version mismatch occurs.
Proposed Change: As commented.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Changed as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D040
	2009

03.18
	T
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: Clarify the cases in which the “Message-Id” is sent in response, e.g. for all messages in the specific transaction, whether synchronously or asynchronously delivered.
Proposed Change: As commented.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Changed as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D041
	2009

03.18
	T
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: Define a term for “ASP” or use the term “Service Provider”.
Proposed Change: As commented.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Service Provider is used instead.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D042
	2009

03.18
	T
	6.1.2 and others
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: Re “To initiate re-registration, a DPE Server may also respond to a DPE Client request (e.g. a property update notification) with an error status, indicating that re-registration is required”: this is not fully specified. Similar issues for other error situations.
Proposed Change: Add error handling section including error situations, an explicit Error Notification message/response, and status values such as “reregistration required”, and align error handling in other sections with this new error section.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Will address these situations through usage of the Status field only.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D043
	2009

03.18
	T
	6.2.3.1
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: Clarify that establishment of a group containing currently unsupported properties should not result in an error, since the properties may become supported.
Proposed Change: Add to the description of “Property-Names” “Note: group establishment should always be successful, even if some group properties are not currently supported by the device, e.g. due to addition of a component.”
	Status: OPEN
Response: Added “Note: group establishment should always be successful, unless all requested properties are unsupported,”
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D044
	2009

03.18
	T
	6.2.3.2
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: Remove the Status parameter in “Table 6 11: DPE-2 Group-Ack message elements”, since group establishment should always be successful.
Proposed Change: As commented.
	Status: OPEN
Response: No change – it could fail if all properties were unsupported.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D045
	2009

03.18
	T
	6.2.6

6.3.6
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: Add Policy-Ack to table in “6.2.6 Releasing Policies” and “6.3.6 Releasing Policies”.
Proposed Change: As commented.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Changed as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D046
	2009

03.18
	T
	6.3
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: Further clarify the purpose and use of the SP-ID.
Proposed Change: As commented.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Should remove the SP-ID, as SP-DPE Server identification/authentication should be a lower-layer or unspecified function.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D047
	2009

03.18
	T
	6.1.x

6.2.x
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: As indicated here, the Client-Id is required in all client-initiated messages.
Proposed Change: As commented.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Change as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D048
	2009

03.18
	T
	8.2
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: Ensure all normative statements use upper case designators per (RFC2119).
Proposed Change: As commented.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Change as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D049
	2009

03.18
	T
	8.2.1.5
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: The description of flow control mechanisms needs to be improved, and the normative statements made RFC2119-compliant.
Proposed Change: As commented.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Change as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D050
	2009

03.18
	T
	10
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: Add description of optional extensibility support for the W3C DCO-defined device properties.
Proposed Change: As commented.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Change as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D051
	2009

03.18
	T
	B
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: Align the SCR table with any CONR changes to section numbers.
Proposed Change: As commented.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Change as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D052
	2009

03.18
	T
	C.1.1.1
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: Remove “CBS” as there is no binding to CBS in DPE 1.0.
Proposed Change: As commented.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Change as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D053
	2009

03.18
	T
	C.2
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: Link discussion of compact encoding MIME type to section 7.2 where the HTTP Accept header requirements are specified.
Proposed Change: As commented.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Change as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D054
	2009

03.18
	T
	C.2.1
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: Include the WSP assigned token values, and remove the editor’s note.
Proposed Change: As commented.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Change as proposed.
Action: Bryan to include the assigned values.
Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D055
	2009

03.18
	T
	C.2.3
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: Include the assigned single byte value, and remove the editor’s note.
Proposed Change: As commented.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Change as proposed.
Action: Bryan to include the assigned values.
Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D056
	2009

03.18
	E
	C.2.6.2C.2.6.3
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: Remove the editor’s note.
Proposed Change: As commented.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Change as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D057
	2009

03.18
	T
	C.2.6.2
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: Align the schemaLocation and xlmns values per the related ERELD comments.
Proposed Change: As commented.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Change as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D058
	2009

03.18
	T
	C.2.6.2
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: Align the tables with any CONR changes to the messages.
Proposed Change: As commented.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Change as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D059
	2009

03.18
	T
	C.2.6.3
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: Align the table with any CONR changes to the core vocabulary.
Proposed Change: As commented.
	Status: OPEN
Response: Change as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 

	D060
	2009

03.18
	T
	(new)
	Source: Bryan Sullivan, AT&T
Form: OMA-CONR-2009-0018
Comment: Further development and description of the security considerations are needed, e.g. per the AD recommendations.
Proposed Change: Add a new section “9.3 Security” under “9 Quality of Experience Considerations” and address security issues such as:

· minimize risk of spoofing the Client-Id by using hashed tokens and limited lifetime, including efficient methods for Client-Id reallocation.

· Use of the “security token” as a authentication token in messages either in place of, or in addition to, the Client-Id.

· The “security token” should be made available to user agents for delivery with and validation of the Client-Id as received by the Service Provider (also in the DPE3 interfaces)

· Address the risk factors outlined in the AD security risk assessment
	Status: OPEN
Response: Change as proposed.
Action: 

Resolved by: 

Recorded in: 


2 Impact on Backward Compatibility

N/A
3 Impact on Other Specifications

N/A
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

The WG is recommended to agree on the proposed changes.
6 Detailed Change Proposal

Change 1:  Various edits
See the attached OMA-TS-DPE-V1_0-20090128-D - edited.doc
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