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1 Reason for Change

The present CR aims to fix Server Delegation TS document and to solve the CONRR comments R003, R005, R006, R007, R009, R010, R012, R013, R015, R016, R019, R021, R022.
Comment R009 can be considered closed for the following reason: the Server Delegation TS provides a description of interfaces, not a binding to specific implementation. The serialization of DMAcc can be found in OMA-SUP-XSD_DM_DelegationProtocol-V1_3-20120116-D. 
Comment R010 can be considered closed for the following reason: the interfaces contain already devId or sessionId as parameter.

Comment R015 can be considered closed for the following reason: the introduction of HTTP message example (comment R022) should solve this issue.

	R003
	2011.12.16
	T
	4

5


	Source: Samsung Electronics
Form: 123

Comment: we need a high level description of Revocation.  We also need to introduce the difference between asked/requested/forced revocation at a high level before we do a deep dive into these concepts

Proposed Change: provide a high level description of Revocation
	Status: OPEN



	R005
	2011.12.21
	E
	5.2.4

5.2.5


	Source: Fujitsu
Form: 138

Comment: 5.2.4 and 5.2.5 does not explained the difference from 5.2.3 case
Proposed Change: Adding some text as same as 5.2.3 in the begging of the section
	Status: OPEN



	R006
	2011.12.21
	E
	5.3


	Source: Fujitsu
Form: 138

Comment: flows introduced in 5.2.x always require to use TLS. Since then the URL should be https
Proposed Change: the URL should be started with "https:".. 
	Status: OPEN



	R007
	2011.12.21
	Q
	5.3


	Source: Fujitsu

Form: 138

Comment: when one of the DMS performed HTTP-POST operation what kind of data will be returned?

Proposed Change: if some data will be returned, the explanation is need in 5.3. For example, DMS-2 may return DELEGATION_RESP  when DELEGATION_NOTIF was accepted in Fig 8 case 
	Status: OPEN



	R009
	2011.12.21
	T
	5.3.1.3
	Source: Fujitsu

Form: 138

Comment: the DMAcc element of BOOTSTRAP_CONFIRMED messsage should be specified the type of serialization

Proposed Change: consider to reuse the format of Bootstrap message for the DMAcc element. Then the receiving server may forward it to Client via Push or reflect AppSettings on the Clients DM Account through DM Command
	Status: OPEN



	R010
	2011.12.21
	T
	5.3
	Source: Fujitsu

Form: 138

Comment: current specification shares interface URL between multiple Clients. That is not desired since during one device is delegating another device cannot accept the new request

Proposed Change: consider to extend the Server URL for identifying device like:  <interface-name>"?devId="<target-deviceId>
	Status: OPEN



	R012
	2011.12.22
	E
	5.2.1
	Source: ALU
Form: 145

Comment: Message naming is not always consistent throughout the document. 

· Example: Delegation initiation request in fig1 is called Delegation Notification in 5.2.1.2.

· Bootstrap notification, is called DMAcc information in the figure 3

Proposed Change: normalise the titles
	Status: OPEN



	R013
	2011.12.22
	E
	5.2.1
	Source: ALU

Form: 145

Comment: step 1 and 2 are unclear because they appear in 3 different figures under different names. 

In addition delegation initiation request seems to have different meaning : according to 5.3.1.1  it may be a delegation granted or a delegation requested. In fig 1 and 2 both are requests.

Step 1 is not always named the same. It should be clarified and harmonized

Proposed Change: use one figure only and align step description with this one figure
	Status: OPEN



	R015
	2011.12.22
	T
	5.3
	Source: ALU
Form: 145

Comment: the DMS to DMS service interface seems to be using the http protocol. Thus is should be based on RFC2616. 

Most of the following comments are based on the assumption that this interface complies to RFC2616.

Here are some general comments: 

•
http is a request/response protocol. Each message should be mapped to a POST or the response to a POST (200 OK…). Some messages have no specified response. Responses should be added in figures and in text.

•
Having asynchronous request message do not make sense, they should all be asynch. However responses may be synchronous or asynchronous.

•
Status code and reason phrase are included in http response header according to RFC2616. The messages defined in this TS include the same type of information. How will the developer know which ones to use? Can we rely on the http response header and remove the status from the message.

Proposed Change: this RFC should appear in the Normative reference sections.

Depending on the acceptance of this comment, a CR will  be needed to align the protocol definition and flows with RFC2616 recommendations. 

At minimum a 200 OK response needs to appear in the flows.

One possibility would be to create a new chapter 7 that shows the binding to http/POST and consider chapter 6 as an abstract definition. First paragraph of chapter  5.3 needs to be moved to this new chapter 6.
	Status: OPEN



	R016
	2011.12.22
	T
	5.3

B.1
	Source: ALU
Form: 145

Comment: "http(s)://<host>[:<port>][…/]<interface_name>” seems incorrect
Proposed Change: "https://<host>[:<port>]/<interface_name>”
	Status: OPEN



	R019
	2011.12.22
	E
	Table 1
	Source: ALU
Form: 145

Comment: Manifacturer
Proposed Change: Manufacturer
	Status: OPEN



	R021
	2011.12.22
	E
	5.3.2

other sub chapters
	Source: ALU
Form: 145

Comment: reference to figure is broken
Proposed Change: n/a
	Status: OPEN



	R022
	2011.12.22
	T
	5.3
	Source: ALU
Form: 145

Comment: it would help to see an example of an http message exchange as a chapter 6 or appendix (informative)
Proposed Change: use Delegation Notif as an example
	Status: OPEN




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

DM WG should review this CR and agree on its proposal and to close the indicated CONRR comments.
6 Detailed Change Proposal

See attached document.
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