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1. Instructions

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

· If the review involves more than one document (e.g. ERP), use a separate table for each document.

· Avoid changing CommentIds once drafts have been published – source of possible confusion.

· The Type column should indicate 'E' for Editorial comment or 'T' for Technical comment

2. Review Information

2.1 OMA Groups Involved

	Name Of Group
	Role
	Invited
	Comments Provided

	Requirements
	Host 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Architecture
	Reviewer
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Security
	Reviewer
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	IOP
	Reviewer
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	REVIEWS
	Reviewer
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	
	
	
	


2.2 Review History

	Review Type
	Date
	Review Method
	Participating Groups
	Full Document Id

	Full 
	2009.06.07
	Email / ConfCall
	
	OMA-RD-CPNS-V1_0-20090607-D

	
	
	
	
	


3. Review Comments

3.1 OMA-RD-CPNS-V1_0-20090607-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A001
	2009.06.19
	E
	Multiple
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: The terms “CPNS Enabler” and “CPNS enabler” are used interchangeably throughout this document.

Proposed Change: Adopt a single notation – either “CPNS Enabler” or”CPNS enabler” throughout the document.


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A002
	2009.06.21
	E
	contents
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0100-CPNS_RD_Review_comments_Samsung

Comment: Figures in the content are inconsistent with figures in the document. 
Proposed Change: Figure 1 in the document needs to be incorporated into the table and make it order. 
	Status: OPEN 
<provide response>

	A003

	2009.06.21
	E/T
	1
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0100-CPNS_RD_Review_comments_Samsung

Comment: PAN is mentioned in the section 1. However, CPNS WG adopts the terminology PN than PAN in the requirement. Therefore, PAN in the CPNS scope needs to be changed to PN unless PAN is deliberately mentioned.
Proposed Change: change PAN to PN in section 1. 
	Status: OPEN
<provide response>

	A004
	2009.06.21
	T
	1
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0100-CPNS_RD_Review_comments_Samsung

Comment: Editor’s note needs to be solved. Other networks do not give correct understanding, which CPNS does provide. We’d better to have ‘networks provided by operator’ than ‘other networks’.
Proposed Change: The sentence in the second paragraph, the defined requirements will also support the interactivity of PAN and networks provided by operator as well as the interactivity between different PANs for the purpose of providing mobile data services. And delete Editor’s note. 
	Status: OPEN
<provide response>

	A005
	2009.06.18
	T
	1
	Source: Huawei

Form:OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0098-CPNS_RD_review_comments_Huawei

Comment: The definition of PAN does not appear in the definition section.

Proposed Change: Chang the description or add the definition of PAN, i.e. a Personal Area Network (PAN) is a local network of the PN-User.  In the context of CPNS, the PAN consists of at least one PNE. A PN consists of at least one PAN. 
	Status: OPEN 

	A006
	2009.06.19
	E
	1
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: In the second paragraph of the Scope section, the term PAN is used instead of PN; the latter term should be used for consistency with the rest of the document.

Proposed Change: Modify second paragraph to read: “In addition to enabling the connectivity between the entities within a Personal Network (PN), the defined requirements will also support the interactivity of PAN a PN and with other networks as well as the interactivity between different PANs PNs for the purpose of providing mobile data services.”


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A007
	2009-06-20
	T
	1
	Source: SKT

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0146-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_SKT

Comment: Second paragraph is  modified to clarify that RD also requires  transparent interactivity between PANs and other networks. 

Proposed Change: 

Change the second sentence to the

the following

“In addition to enabling the connectivity between the entities within a Personal Network, the defined requirements will also support the interactivity of PANs and other networks the purpose of providing mobile data services.”
	Status: OPEN

	A008
	2009.06.16
	T
	1
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment: The term “PAN” in the scope section does not appear in the defintions (section 3.3). 

Proposed Change:  Change the second sentence to the following: 

“CPNS will enable entities in a personal network (PN) to consume services in the personal network, as well as services provided by entities in other personal networks, and by service providers outside the personal network. “
	Status: OPEN 

	A009
	2009.06.09
	T
	1.0
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0129-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_NEC.doc

Comment: Second paragraph in the scope to be modified by adding ‘such as WAN and Cellular Networks’ after “other networks…”. 

Proposed Change: Add ‘WAN and Cellular Networks’ after “other networks…”. and also remove the Editor’s note.
	Status: OPEN 

	A010
	2009.06.21
	T
	2.2
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0100-CPNS_RD_Review_comments_Samsung
Comment: reference 3GPP TS 23.101 is not related to CPNS RD.
Proposed Change: remove 3GPP TS 23.101 in informative references
	Status: OPEN
<provide response>

	A01
	2009.06.21
	T
	2.2
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0100-CPNS_RD_Review_comments_Samsung
Comment: reference 3GPP TS 22.082 is not related to CPNS RD.
Proposed Change: remove 3GPP TS 22.082 in informative references
	Status: OPEN
<provide response>

	A012
	2009.06.21
	T
	2.2
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0100-CPNS_RD_Review_comments_Samsung
Comment: reference 3GPP TS 22.228 is not related to CPNS RD.
Proposed Change: remove 3GPP TS 22.228 in informative references
	Status: OPEN
<provide response>

	A013
	2009.06.21
	T
	2.2
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0100-CPNS_RD_Review_comments_Samsung
Comment: reference 3GPP TS 23.228 is not related to CPNS RD.
Proposed Change: remove 3GPP TS 23.228 in informative references
	Status: OPEN
<provide response>

	A014
	2009.06.21
	T
	2.2
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0100-CPNS_RD_Review_comments_Samsung
Comment: reference 3GPP TS 23.279 is not related to CPNS RD.
Proposed Change: remove 3GPP TS 23.279 in informative references
	Status: OPEN
<provide response>

	A015
	2009.06.16
	T
	2.2
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment:  The report from the CPNS BOF does not appear in the reference list.  

Proposed Change:  Insert a reference to the BOF report. 
	Status: OPEN 

	A016
	2009.06.18
	T
	2.2
	Source: Huawei

Form:OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0098-CPNS_RD_review_comments_Huawei

Comment: Since some mapping about the term in 3GPP 22.259 and OMA CPNS are done in the RD, reference 3GPP 22.259 should be included in section 2.2.

Proposed Change:  add 3GPP 22.259 as reference
	Status: OPEN 

	A017
	2009.06.19
	E
	2.2
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: The 3GPP references listed here are never referenced in the text.  And there are no references to 3GPP TSs 22.259, 23.259 and 24.259, which are cited in the text (e.g. section 3.1).

Proposed Change: Remove all unreferenced TSs from this section and add references to the PNM TSs listed above.


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A018
	2009.06.19
	E
	2.2
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: It’s not clear why the 3GPP-related informative references are necessary.  For example, no reference to IMS is contained in the rest of the RD.  Similarly, why include 3GPP specifications on supplementary services, service aspects, UE functionality split, UMTS architecture necessary?  Since OMA is agnostic of the underlying wireless communication system/technology, unless there is specific reference to these 3GPP technologies or principles in the RD, it is suggested that all these references be removed.

Proposed Change: Remove all the 3GPP documents from the informative references section.


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A019
	2009.06.09
	E
	2.2
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0129-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_NEC.doc

Comment: Reference table should include references to OMA Presence Enabler and OMA Privacy Enabler Release as used in section 6.2.6.

Proposed Change: Add the following references: 

[OMA – Presence]  “Presence”, Open Mobile AllianceTM, OMA-TS-Presence_SIMPLE-V2_0-20081223-C

URL: http://www.openmobilealliance.org/
[OMA – Privacy]  “Privacy”, Open Mobile AllianceTM, OMA-RRP-Privacy-V1_0-20070807-A

URL: http://www.openmobilealliance.org/
	Status: OPEN

	A020
	2009.06.19
	E
	2.2
	Source: Youn-Sung Chu, LG Electronics
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0139-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_LGE.doc

Comment: Informative Reference doesn’t follow the OMA recommended format by OMA RD Template. e.g., 3GPP TS 22.004
"General on supplementary services"
Proposed Change: 
It should be modified as below:

[3GPP xxx] 3GPP TS 22.004 V8.0.0 (2006-12) "General on supplementary services (Release 8)"
	Status: OPEN



	A021
	2009.06.21
	E
	3.1
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0100-CPNS_RD_Review_comments_Samsung
Comment: Release description is informative as well as scope and introduction. 
Proposed Change: putting ‘release description’ after ‘except’ in the second sentence. All sections and appendixes, except “Scope”, “Introduction” and “Release description”, are normative, unless they are explicitly indicated to be informative.
	Status: OPEN
<provide response>

	A022
	2009.06.21
	E
	3.1
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0100-CPNS_RD_Review_comments_Samsung
Comment: 22 is missing in 3GPP .259. 

Proposed Change: putting ‘22’
	Status: OPEN
<provide response>

	A023
	2009.06.19
	E
	3.1
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: The 3GPP TSs 22.259, 23.259 and 24.259, which are cited here, should include references to their listings in section 2.2.

Proposed Change: Add references.

	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A024
	2009.06.18
	T
	3.2

Appendix C


	Source: Huawei

Form:OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0098-CPNS_RD_review_comments_Huawei

Comment: The phrase “connects a PN to another PN” is not suitable. Because PN gateway also connects PNEs in the same PN (e.g. I connect to my DVB from my office using my mobile phone. According to the definition of PN “all device I have access to are in a PN”) in addition to connecting with another PN

It is better just to say PNE irrespective to which PN they are in.

Proposed Change: Replace first sentence with “A Personal Network Gateway at the device level connects a PNE to another PNE.
	Status: OPEN 

	A025
	2009.06.18
	T
	3.2

Appendix C


	Source: Huawei

Form:OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0098-CPNS_RD_review_comments_Huawei

Comment: Regarding the definition of PN-User, does PNE covers PN GW?

Suggest differentiating PN GW and PNE to make these two concepts more clear.

Proposed Change: change the definition to “The PN-User is the person who controls and uses the PNE and PN GW”. 
	Status: OPEN 

	A026
	2009.06.21
	T
	3.2
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0100-CPNS_RD_Review_comments_Samsung
Comment: The definition of CPNS server does not explain what the representative concept of CPNS server provides. In addition, the deployment description is not necessarily mentioned in the definition of CPNS Server. 

Proposed Change: change the definition of CPNS server like ‘CPNS Server is a basic CPNS entity that ensures that CPNS services can be provided to PNEs through PN GW. CPNS Server handles requests from PN-GW on behalf of PNE, management of PNEs and PN GWs, securities and communicating with other enablers (e.g., Content Provider and Charging server).’
	Status: OPEN
<provide response>

	A027
	2009.06.21
	E
	3.2
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0100-CPNS_RD_Review_comments_Samsung
Comment: External Entity is not used in Requirement document.
Proposed Change: Delete External Entity in definition
	Status: OPEN
<provide response>

	A028
	2009.06.21
	T
	3.2
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0100-CPNS_RD_Review_comments_Samsung
Comment: in the definition of Personal Network, the sentence is unclear. ‘All devices within a PN can be linked to an individual.’ It needs to be clarified. In CPNS point of view, connection among all devices is worthless unless all devices are connected to PN GW individually.  

Proposed Change: change the ‘an individual’ to ‘a PN GW’
	Status: OPEN
<provide response>

	A029
	2009.06.21
	T
	3.2
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0100-CPNS_RD_Review_comments_Samsung
Comment: in the definition of Personal Network, service level description is unclear. It is not true that PN means all services that can be successfully accessed.   

Proposed Change: delete the service level description.
	Status: OPEN
<provide response>

	A030
	2009.06.21
	T
	3.2
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0100-CPNS_RD_Review_comments_Samsung
Comment: in the definition of Personal Network Gateway, PN GW enables PNE to connect to operator Network as well as other PNE in a same or another PN. 

Proposed Change: change the sentence ‘A Personal Network Gateway at the device level connects a PN to another PN.’ to ‘A Personal Network Gateway at the device level enables a PNE to connect to operator Network as well as other PNE in a same or another PN.
	Status: OPEN
<provide response>

	A031
	2009-06-20
	T
	3.2
	Source: SKT

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0146-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_SKT

Comment: In the “CPNS Server” definition, the example “peer to peer functionality” is removed because that example does not reflect typical of PN GW's function. Also removed the last sentence because it is not within the scope of this document. In addition, the phrase “to communicate with” should be changed to “communication with” to conform with the rest of the sentence structure.

Proposed Change: 

“CPNS Server : A functional element used for management of the PNE(s), the content services PNE(s) consume and produce, and the PN GW; and for authentication, authorization, and communication with external entities, e.g. Charging Enabler and Content Provider Server. “
	Status: OPEN

	A032
	2009-06-20
	T
	3.2
	Source: SKT

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0146-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_SKT

Comment: Define PN GW as the server that connects to the PNE's instead of connecting Pns.

Proposed Change: 

Change the first sentence to:

“A Personal Network Gateway at the device level connects PNE(s) to the CPNS server.”
	Status: OPEN

	A033
	2009-06-20
	T
	3.2
	Source: SKT

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0146-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_SKT

Comment: Need to make uniform the use of “CPNS User, PN-User, User, Consumer” in RD. Change all the related term to “CPNS user”. The first column entry is changed to reflect this.

Proposed Change: 

“CPNS User: The CPNS User is the person who controls and uses the CPNS Enabler.”
	Status: OPEN

	A034
	2009.06.19
	E
	3.2
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: In the left column of the CPNS server definition, ‘server’ should be capitalized.  In the first sentence of the definition, it’s not clear what the parenthetical text “(e.g.peer to peer functionality)” refers to, or why is it necessary.  In other words, shouldn’t the CPNS Server also be applicable in Client-Server implementations of CPNS? In the last sentence, it is not clear what “This server” refers to.

Proposed Change: Capitalize ‘server’, remove the parenthetical text, and change the last sentence to read: “This server The CPNS Server functionality can be distributed among the nodes (physical boxes), or implemented in a single node (box).”.

	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A035
	2009.06.19
	T
	3.2
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: The intended definition of “Service” - based on the OMA Dictionary (i.e. tied to offering from a “Service Provider”), along with additional description of “Service Provider” in Section 4.1, - is not adequate in the CPNS context.  Services accessible in CPNS could be offered either by a business entity (e.g. mobile operator) or a PNE acting as a “service provider”.  “Service Provider” per the OMA Dictionary, and elaborated in Sec. 4.1, pertains solely intended to the former entity.

Proposed Change: Modify the definition of “Service” to read:

“An application or content offering provided by a Service Offerer.  The Service Offerer could be either a Service Provider as defined in [OMA DICT], or a PNE.”

	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A036
	2009.06.19
	T
	3.2
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: In conjunction with the previous comment that “Service” needs to be redefined, a new definition should be added for “Service Offerer”

Proposed Change: Add the following definition of “Service Offerer”:

“An entity which provides application or content offering(s) to PNEs.  An example instance of the Service Offerer is a Content Provider as defined in [OMA DICT], or a PNE.”

	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A037
	2009.06.19
	E
	3.2
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: The Personal Network definition, at the service level, suggests that services are only provided by devices in the PN.  This is not correct since services can also be provided by application/content servers operated by the service provider, or a 3rd party business entity.  Also, instead of stating that services are provided to/from devices in the PN, it would be more accurate to refer to PNEs as those devices.

Proposed Change: Change last sentence to read:

 “These services are provided to, and may be offered from, devices PNEs in the PN.”

	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A038
	2009.06.19
	E
	3.2
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: The Personal Network Gateway definition does not take into account the fact that a PN Gateway can connect a PN to a global network as well as another PN.

Proposed Change: Change the 1st two sentences of the definition to read: “A Personal Network Gateway at the device level connects a PN to another PN. This may imply using and/or to a global network, such as a mobile network.”

	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>



	A039
	2009.06.19
	T
	3.2
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: We should consider PNE and PN GW as roles/modes of a CPNS Device.

Proposed Change: Add a definition for “CPNS Device” as follows:

 “A device which in CPNS could operate in the role of a PNE and/or a PN GW.”

	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide resbvponse>



	A040
	2009.06.19
	T
	3.2
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: Modify existing definitions for PNE and PN GW to emphasize that these represent modes or roles of a CPNS Device.  Also, the PN GW definition does not take into account the fact that the PN GW can connect a PN to a global network as well as another PN.

Proposed Change: Add the following sentence to the definition of PNE:

“The role of the CPNS Device in accessing services via the PN Gateway, and which may also include offering services for access by other PNEs.”

Change the first sentence of the definition of PN GW to read:

“The role of the CPNS Device which at the device level connects a PN to another PN, and/or to a global network, such as a mobile network.”

	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A041
	2009.06.19
	E
	3.2
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: The PN-User definition should state that the User controls the PN, not just the PNEs in it.

Proposed Change: Change definition to read: “The PN-User is the person who controls and uses the Personal Network Elements.”

	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A042
	2009.06.19
	T
	3.2
	Source: Youn-Sung Chu, LG Electronics
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0139-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_LGE.doc

Comment: Definition of PN Inventory is not clear. Where is PN Inventory stored? Who does manage PN Inventory?
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN



	A043
	2009.06.09
	E
	3.2
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0129-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_NEC.doc

Comment: Definitions are not sorted in alphabetical order.

Proposed Change: Sort them alphabetically.
	Status: OPEN 

	A044
	2009.06.09
	E
	3.2
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0129-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_NEC.doc

Comment: Definitions should be titled as are used in the RD.

Proposed Change: Change to ‘External Entities’
	Status: OPEN 

	A045
	2009.06.09
	T
	3.2
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0129-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_NEC.doc

Comment: CPNS Server definition was not agreed within the group and as such should be reviewed again. 

Given that we are at the RD phase, we should not list all the functions of the CPNS server in its definition. There will be other sections, and in particular in the AD where we say what we want and extend the list as much as we want
Proposed Change: Change to:

CPNS Server: "Is an entity that provides resources to PNEs in response to requests from PN-GWs on behalf of PNEs. In addition, it interacts with other entities, such as Content Provider Server etc., for the purpose of service provision".

	Status: OPEN 

	A046
	2009.06.09
	E
	3.2
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0129-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_NEC.doc

Comment: CR 81R03, on Service Group definition was not included in the RD.

Proposed Change: 

Include the Service Group definition in the Definitions sections of the RD.
	Status: OPEN 

	A047
	2009.06.09
	E
	3.3
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0129-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_NEC.doc

Comment: Correct abbreviations for M T and USIM and also add the following new abbreviations:

3GPP, W3C, UPnP, DLNA and PN. 

Proposed Change: Change to:

MT-Mobile Terminal

USIM-Universal Subscriber Identity Module

3GPP - Third Generation Partners Project

W3C- World Wide Web Consortium

UPnP-Universal Plug aNd Play

DLNA-Digital Living Network Alliance

PN- Personal Network
	Status: OPEN 

	A048
	2009.06.21
	E
	3.3
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0100-CPNS_RD_Review_comments_Samsung
Comment: PAN is mentioned in the use cases and in the table of comparison between OMA CPNS and 3GPP PNM.

Proposed Change: put the abbreviation of change PAN to PN in section 1.
	Status: OPEN
<provide response>

	A049
	2009.06.21
	T
	4
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0100-CPNS_RD_Review_comments_Samsung
Comment: It makes sense to re-use the 3GPP PNM standard, as defined in 3GPP TS 23.259, only if this satisfies CPNS requirement.
Proposed Change: put the sentence after 3GPP TS 23.259, ‘only if this satisfies CPNS requirement.’
	Status: OPEN
<provide response>

	A050
	2009-06-20
	T
	4
	Source: SKT

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0146-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_SKT

Comment: 

In the second paragraph, “CPNS services” is changed to just CPNS. The S in the CPNS already stands for Services.

Proposed Change: 

“... a PN to CPNS services that are …” to “ … a PN to the CPNS that are ...”
	Status: OPEN

	A051
	2009.06.19
	E
	4
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0140- CR_CPNS_RD_Introduction

Comment: The current CPNS RD Introduction section has insufficient background about the market benefits of the enabler and requires several other editorial improvements.

Proposed Change: See the CR in OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0099.

	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A052
	2009.06.16
	T
	4
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment:  The first sentence ends (as noted in the BOF report).” There is no reference to what BOF report. 

Proposed Change:  Change to CPNS BOF report, and insert reference. 
	Status: OPEN 

	A053
	2009.06.16
	T
	4
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment: The definition of “CPNS Server” “PNE” and “PN GW” is not consistent with the reference section.  Furthermore, it is redundant when considering other parts of the document. 

Proposed Change:  Remove all text in this section after the sentence ending “CPNS Service provision”. 
	Status: OPEN 

	A054
	2009.06.18
	T
	4
	Source: Huawei

Form:OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0098-CPNS_RD_review_comments_Huawei

Comment: Regarding “In particular, it makes sense to re-use the 3GPP PNM standard, as defined in 3GPP TS 23.259.’” 3GPP TS 23.259 only covers the ‘personal UE networks’ while ‘PNE network’ is still under developing. It is better to refer to the whole PNM project with 22.259 (the requirement for the whole PNM project)

Proposed Change:  change “3GPP TS 23.259” to “3GPP TS 22.259”
	Status: OPEN 

	A055
	2009.06.18
	T
	4
	Source: Huawei

Form:OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0098-CPNS_RD_review_comments_Huawei

Comment: Regarding the ‘CPNS server, PN GW and PNE’, we already have the corresponding definitions in the 3.2 section. 

Proposed Change: Remove them (from “This enabler considers the interfaces and interactions ….”  To “… to entities in other networks”) and delete the ‘NOTE’ if we delete the ‘entities’ introduction.
	Status: OPEN 

	A056
	2009.06.18
	E
	4.1
	Source: Huawei

Form:OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0098-CPNS_RD_review_comments_Huawei

Comment: Figure 4, this figure is not so formal.

Proposed Change:  we may reuse the figure (in the BoF presentation to TP) on slide 2 of CR (OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0035R04-INP_CPNS_DM_presentation) with some possible changes if required.
	Status: OPEN 

	A057
	2009.06.18
	T
	4.1
	Source: Huawei

Form:OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0098-CPNS_RD_review_comments_Huawei

Comment: Regarding the ‘User’ introduction, users also can consume the services provided by PNEs of the same or different PNs.

Proposed Change:  add this information.
	Status: OPEN 

	A058
	2009.06.16
	T
	4.1
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment: Figure 1 is confusing, and not necessarily accurate (for instance, arrows do not point to entities, etc). User and Service Provider are shown at the same level as devices, the Content Provider actor is shown with the service icon. 

Proposed Change: Redraw to a stylized picture which clarifies the relationships, or let someone skilled in graphic design make a picture which looks really nice. .  
	Status: OPEN 

	A059
	2009.06.16
	T
	4.1
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment: CPNS Enabler User Profile data is not defined in the document. 

Proposed Change:  Make the section general by changing tt to the following: 

“The Service Provider provides the CPNS service to the CPNS Users. This actor manages the user related, device related, and service related information required to provide the service. It configures and maintains the CPNS Enabler, and may have other roles such as providing charging, authorization, etc.”
	Status: OPEN 

	A060
	2009.06.16
	T
	4.1
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment: The paragraph about the User is not consistent with the definition of the PN User in section 3.3.

Proposed Change:  Remove the definition and replace with a reference to the definition of PN User in section 3.3. 
	Status: OPEN 

	A061
	2009.06.19
	E
	4.1
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: Figure 1 is difficult to read.

Proposed Change: Enlarge the figure so that the text and graphics are easier to read.

	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A062
	2009.06.19
	T
	4.1
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: The description of Applications is not correct.  Applications make use of the CPNS Enabler, they do not provide functions to support it.

Proposed Change: Change wording of third paragraph to read:

“The Applications which may reside on the device and on the network provide functions to support the CPNS make use of CPNS enabler functionality to provide services to the User.”


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A063
	2009.06.19
	E
	4.1
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: It would be more consistent with the AD architecture diagram to rename “Content Provider” and “Applications” as “Content Services” and “Application Services”, respectively.  Also, the suggested change would better emphasize the application/content services accessible to PNEs instead of the business entities providing these applications/contents.

Proposed Change: Change labels of diagram from “Content Provider” to “Content Services” and “Applications” to “Application Services”.


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A064
	2009.06.19
	T
	4.1
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: Besides the content (services), the user also consumes application services.  Also, the provider of these contents and application services could be other PNEs.  Also, the last sentence is not well worded.

Proposed Change: Change the description about the User to read:

“The User consumes the contentservices provided by the Content ProviderService Offerers.  The User is able to exposes, modifies and modify his/her CPNS user information, device information, context and preferences.”


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A065
	2009.06.18
	T
	5.1
	Source: Huawei

Form:OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0098-CPNS_RD_review_comments_Huawei

Comment: the second paragraph is duplicate, i.e. same as the first sentence of the second paragraph in section 4

Proposed Change:  delete it
	Status: OPEN 

	A066
	2009.06.16
	T
	5.1
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment: The first sentence is redundant, just saying what the document contains. 

Proposed Change: Remove the first sentence.  
	Status: OPEN 

	A067
	2009.06.16
	T
	5.1
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment: The second sentence is redundant, specifying the functions of the CPNS Enabler. 

Proposed Change: Remove the second sentence.  
	Status: OPEN 

	A068
	2009.06.16
	T
	5.1
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment: The third sentence is redundant, just repeating parts of the list of contents. 

Proposed Change:  Delete the third sentence.
	Status: OPEN 

	A069
	2009.06.16
	T
	5.1
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment: The text in this section does not describe the functionality contained in this version of the enabler. 

Proposed Change: Add the following text:  "The first version of the CPNS Enabler contains basic functions to enable the connectivity between the entities within a Personal Network and the interactivity of a Personal Network and other networks and between different Personal Networks for the purpose of providing mobile data services."
	

	A070
	2009.06.19
	E
	5.1
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: The 2nd sentence could be improved.

Proposed Change:  Modify the sentence to read:

“The CPNS enabler facilitates access by PNEs devices to services/contents that are available either locally or residing in other networks, including those offered by other devices or network elements accessibleaccessed via a cellular network or a other WAN technology.”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A071
	2009.06.16
	T
	6
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment: The modules in section 6 appear to be technical in nature, but do not reflect the architecture discussed. Nor are they used consistently throughout the document. 

Proposed Change:  Change the module definition to the modules used in the architecture. 
	Status: OPEN 

	A072
	2009.06.21
	T
	6.1
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0100-CPNS_RD_Review_comments_Samsung
Comment: in provisioning modularity, PN Device is not defined in the definition section. PN Device may interpret PNE and PN GW. Therefore, CPNS service provisioning may include PNE provisioning and PN GW provisioning. In addition, how is server provisioning performed? DM does not have server provisioning.

Proposed Change: change the sentence ‘CPNS service provisioning may include PN-Device provisioning, server provisioning etc.’ to ‘CPNS service provisioning may include PNE provisioning, PN GW provisioning etc.’
	Status: OPEN
<provide response>

	A073
	2009.06.21
	T
	6.1
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0100-CPNS_RD_Review_comments_Samsung
Comment: CPNS Requirement does not specify Exception handling. This modularity does not need to exist.

Proposed Change: delete the Exception handling.
	Status: OPEN
<provide response>

	A074
	2009.06.18
	T
	6.1
	Source: Huawei

Form:OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0098-CPNS_RD_review_comments_Huawei

Comment: Some modules are not needed

Proposed Change:  restructure these modules. And we do not need to have special module for privacy/charging/authentication/authorization……requirements , we may look them as ‘General module’
	Status: OPEN 

	A075
	2009.06.19
	T
	6.1
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: The functional modules listed in this section are outdated and should be replaced by those identified in the CPNS AD

Proposed Change:  List the functional entities listed in the AD, along with basic descriptions for each.  Description text needs to be defined/agreed.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A076
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.1, 6.2
	Source: SKT

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0146-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_SKT

Comment: The entries in section 6.1 needs re-demarcation. They are inconsistent within themselves.

Most entries in the “functional module” column are inconsistent with entries in the other columns and there are too many TBDs.

Proposed Change: 

Clarify 6.1.modularization and make the entries in the table internally consistent.
	Status: OPEN

	A077
	2009.06.18
	T
	6.2

HLF-1, 2 and 3
	Source: Huawei

Form:OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0098-CPNS_RD_review_comments_Huawei

Comment: Clarify what are delivery channels and what are expecting to be specified on these requirements in the AD and TS stages.

Proposed Change:  Make the requirements more detailed which is helpful to the AD/TS specification.
	Status: OPEN 

	A078
	2009.06.18
	T
	6.2

HLF-4
	Source: Huawei

Form:OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0098-CPNS_RD_review_comments_Huawei

Comment: It is about the network layer, out of scope. All OMA spec are network agnostic so it is implicit for CPNS enabler
Proposed Change:  delete it
	Status: OPEN 

	A079
	2009.06.18
	T
	6.2

HLF-8
	Source: Huawei

Form:OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0098-CPNS_RD_review_comments_Huawei

Comment: It is an OMA DM related requirement. We may add more detailed requirements in CPNS context on this topic. This is useful for OMA DM to understand what exactly is needed by CPNS group.

Proposed Change:  Add more specific requirements. An example of such requirements can be 

“CPNS Enabler SHALL support transferring DM notification messages to PNE through PN-GW”
	Status: OPEN 

	A080
	2009.06.18
	T
	6.2

HLF-11
	Source: Huawei

Form:OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0098-CPNS_RD_review_comments_Huawei

Comment: What kind of service history? 

Proposed Change:  Clarify it and make it detailed
	Status: OPEN 

	A081
	2009.06.18
	E
	6.2

HLF-14
	Source: Huawei

Form:OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0098-CPNS_RD_review_comments_Huawei

Comment:  the second ‘to’ is not correct

Proposed Change:   Change “to” to ’from’
	Status: OPEN 

	A082
	2009.06.18
	T
	6.2

HLF-29
	Source: Huawei

Form:OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0098-CPNS_RD_review_comments_Huawei

Comment: What is PN registration?

Proposed Change:  Please clarify it and make it clear
	Status: OPEN 

	A083
	2009.06.18
	T
	6.2


	Source: Huawei

Form:OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0098-CPNS_RD_review_comments_Huawei

Comment:  restructure all the HLF requirements to make relevant requirements together.

Proposed Change:  Please see the comment
	Status: OPEN 

	A084
	2009.06.18
	T
	6.2
	Source: Huawei

Form:OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0098-CPNS_RD_review_comments_Huawei

Comment:  Make all the content/data delivery requirements a separate section for more readable

Proposed Change: Please see the comment
	Status: OPEN 

	A085
	2009.06.16
	T
	6.2 HLF-001
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment: In HLF-001, “delivery channels” are not defined. 

Proposed Change:  Insert a definition of “delivery channels” in section 3.2. 
	Status: OPEN 

	A086
	2009.06.16
	T
	6.2 HLF-001
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment: The terms “PN Gateway Device” and “PN Device” are not defined. 

Proposed Change:  Replace with “PN Gateway” and “PNE” respectively. 
	Status: OPEN 

	A087
	2009.06.16
	T
	6.2 HLF-002
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment: See comment 013

Proposed Change:  Same as for comment 013
	Status: OPEN 

	A088
	2009.06.16
	T
	6.2 HLF-001 and 002
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment:  Requirement HLF-001 and HLF-002 appear to overlap. 

Proposed Change:  Clarify what “delivery channels” mean, and if “different delivery channels” can be mapped to “multiple delivery channels”. 
	Status: OPEN 

	A089
	2009.06.16
	T
	6.2 HLF-001, 002, and 003
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment: HLF-001 is SHALL, HLF-002 is SHOULD, and HLF-003 is SHALL. 

Proposed Change:  Change all to SHALL. 
	Status: OPEN 

	A090
	2009.06.16
	T
	6.2 HLF-003
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment:  See comment 013

Proposed Change:  Same as for comment 013
	Status: OPEN 

	A091
	2009.06.16
	T
	6.2 HLF-003
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment: “CPNS user” is not defined. 

Proposed Change:  Replace by “PN User”. 
	Status: OPEN 

	A092
	2009.06.16
	T
	6.2 HLF-006
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment: This requirement is redundant, since the same functions are required by CPNS-HLF-007

Proposed Change:  Remove the requirement. 
	Status: OPEN 

	A093
	2009.06.16
	T
	6.2 HLF-008
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment: This requirement now implies that only PNE:s can be managed. However, it wil be desirable to manage PN GW:s as well. 

Proposed Change:  Add “and PN GW:s” at the end of the requirement. 
	Status: OPEN 

	A094
	2009.06.16
	T
	6.2 HLF-009
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment:  The term “CPNS device” is not defined. 

Proposed Change:  Change to “PNE”. 
	Status: OPEN 

	A095
	2009.06.16
	T
	6.2 HLF-009
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment: This requirement overlaps HLF-026 and HLF_027

Proposed Change:  Remove requirements HLF-026 and HLF-027. 
	Status: OPEN 

	A096
	2009.06.16
	T
	6.2 HLF_009
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment:  “modes” are not defined in the document. 

Proposed Change:  Introduce a definition in section 3.2. 
	Status: OPEN 

	A097
	2009.06.16
	T
	6.2 HLF-012
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment:  The term “capabilities/specifications” is ambiguous. 

Proposed Change:  Replace “capabilities/specifications” by “device capabilities” and add a reference to the DPE requirements document in section 2.2. 
	Status: OPEN 

	A098
	2009.06.16
	T
	6.2 HLF-013
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment: “provision for” is not correct English. 

Proposed Change: Change “provision for” to “provision”, and insert a definition based on the DM requirements document in section 3.2, and a reference to the DM requirements document in section 2.2..  
	Status: OPEN 

	A099
	2009.06.16
	T
	6.2 HLR-014
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment: “request (…) to” is not correct English. 

Proposed Change: “request (…) from”
	Status: OPEN 

	A100
	2009.06.16
	T
	6.2 HLR-014
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment: “content/services” is not aligned with the defintions. 

Proposed Change: change “content/services” to “services”
	Status: OPEN 

	A101
	2009.06.16
	T
	6.2 HLF-015
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment: Thjis requirement overlaps requirement HLF-002 and HLF-003. 

Proposed Change: Remove the requirement
	Status: OPEN 

	A102
	2009.06.16
	T
	6.2 HLF-016
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment: The overstricken word “data” is confusing. 

Proposed Change: Remove the overstricken word “data”. 
	Status: OPEN 

	A103
	2009.06.16
	T
	6.2 HLF-016
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment: This requirement is not clear. What does it mean to specify the destination? The user agent, the PNE, or the group?

Proposed Change: Remove requirement, it is redundant (if no destination is supplied, how can services be delivered?)
	Status: OPEN 

	A104
	2009.06.16
	T
	6.2 HLF-019
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment: To be consistent, this should be changed to “services”. 

Proposed Change: Change the requirement to “The CPNS Enabler SHALL enable PNE:s to provide services”. 
	Status: OPEN 

	A105
	2009.06.16
	T
	6.2 HLF-020
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment: Since “service group” is already defined as a group of PNE:s who share services among themselves, this requirement is redundant. 

Proposed Change: Remove the requirement
	Status: OPEN 

	A106
	2009.06.16
	T
	6.2 HLF-022
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment: The PN is not a user.  And it provides status information. 

Proposed Change: Change the text as follows: 

“The CPNS Enabler SHALL support the PN to make its status information available.”. 
	Status: OPEN 

	A107
	2009.06.16
	T
	6.2 HLF-022
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment: Status information is not defined in the document.  

Proposed Change: Insert definitions of “PN Status Information”, “PNE Status Information”, and possibly “PN GW Status Information” in section 3.3.
	Status: OPEN 

	A108
	2009.06.16
	T
	6.2 HLF-025
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment: Delivery of what is not defined. If it is content, this requirement overlaps HLF-001 and 2, 

Proposed Change: Remove the requirement. 
	Status: OPEN 

	A109
	2009.06.16
	T
	6.2 HLF-031
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment: PN Inventory is not defined. 

Proposed Change: Insert a definition of PN Inventory in section 3.2. 
	Status: OPEN 

	A110
	2009.06.16
	T
	6.2 HLF-033
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment: Since the definition of a service group is “a set of PNE:s and PN GW:s which share services, data, and applications”, this requirement is redundant. 

Proposed Change: Remove this requirement. 
	Status: OPEN 

	A111
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 HLF-001


	Source: SKT

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0146-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_SKT

Comment: CPNS-HLF-001

is a duplicate of CPNS HLF-002.

Since CPNS-HLF-002 is clearer, we should remove HLF-001.

Proposed Change: 

Remove CPNS-HLF-001
	Status: OPEN

	A112
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 HLF-005
	Source: SKT

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0146-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_SKT

Comment: CPNS-HLF-005

Make a change to reflect the fact that

the Service offerer can be either a CPNS Server or a PNE 

Proposed Change: 

“that a PNE offers to other PNEs”

to

“that are offered by a CPNS Server or a PNE”
	Status: OPEN

	A113
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 HLF-006
	Source: SKT

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0146-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_SKT

Comment: CPNS-HLF-006

PNE is not the only service advertiser nor it is the only service receiver.

Define “CPNS devices” in section 3.2 to  mean “PNE, PN GW and PN server” and use this term throughout the document. This way, the definitions become much cleaner. 

Proposed Change: 

Change “enable a PNE” to “enable  CPNS devices”.
	Status: OPEN

	A114
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 HLF-007
	Source: SKT

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0146-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_SKT

Comment: CPNS-HLF-007

PNE is not the only service advertiser nor it is the only service receiver.

Define “CPNS devices” in section 3.2 to  mean “PNE, PN GW and PN server” and use this term throughout the document. This way, the definitions become much cleaner. 

Proposed Change: 

Change “enable a PNE” to “enable  CPNS devices”.
	Status: OPEN

	A115
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 HLF-009
	Source: SKT

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0146-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_SKT

Comment: CPNS-HLF-009

The term “mode” is ambiguous. The phrase after “adaptively” does not apply to all cases.

Proposed Change: 

The first sentence to be: 

“The CPNS Enabler SHOULD allow CPNS devices to adapt its behavior either as a PNE or a PN GW according to its needs.”
	Status: OPEN

	A116
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 HLF-010
	Source: SKT

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0146-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_SKT

Comment: CPNS-HLF-010

Does the sentence after “current function performed by ~ “means “operational mode”? 

Proposed Change: 

 “It SHOULD be possible for the CPNS enabler be informed about the current operational mode of the CPNS devices (i.e. behavior as PNE or PN Gateway)”
	Status: OPEN

	A117
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 HLF-011
	Source: SKT

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0146-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_SKT

Comment: CPNS-HLF-011

Add examples of “functionality to manage the service history of the PNE(s)” to build a concrete concept.

Proposed Change: 

“The CPNS enabler SHALL support the functionality for managing the service history of the PNE(s). (e.g. used for charging, resuming, and gathering statistics of services)”
	Status: OPEN

	A118
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 HLF-012
	Source: SKT

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0146-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_SKT

Comment: CPNS-HLF-012

Unify the terms “capabilities/specifications” 

Proposed Change: 

“The CPNS enabler SHALL find out the capabilities of the PN GW and PNE(s).”
	Status: OPEN

	A119
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 HLF-015
	Source: SKT

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0146-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_SKT

Comment: CPNS-HLF-015

HLF-015 looks too similar to HLF-001.

Either clarify the difference or remove

Proposed Change: 

Clarify the difference or remove
	Status: OPEN

	A120
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 HLF-016


	Source: SKT

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0146-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_SKT

Comment: CPNS-HLF-016

“Content/Service delivered” is better rather than “data transmitted”

Proposed Change: 

“The CPNS enabler SHALL be able to specify the destination of

Contents/services delivered to PNE(s)“
	Status: OPEN

	A121
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 HLF-020
	Source: SKT

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0146-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_SKT

Comment: CPNS-HLF-020

The CPNS enabler should transmit to each PNE in the same service group both the shared data and the destination specific data.

Data means “integrated data”, otherwise it is not different from other  requirements 

Proposed Change: 

“The CPNS enabler SHALL support forwarding of the common data together with the destination specific data when distributing data to multiple PNEs in the same service group.”

 
	Status: OPEN

	A122
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 HLF-021
	Source: SKT

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0146-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_SKT

Comment: CPNS-HLF-021

The scope of this requirement is unclear. Needs to specify the scope.

Proposed Change: 

Explain exactly what “a way that impedes the usage of existing system” means
	Status: OPEN

	A123
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 HLF-024
	Source: SKT

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0146-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_SKT

Comment: CPNS-HLF-024

The phrase “subscribe to the status”

Is unclear. Need to be more explicit.

Proposed Change: 

Clarify the meaning of “subscribe to the status”. Maybe change “subscribe to” to “monitor”?
	Status: OPEN

	A124
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 HLF-029
	Source: SKT

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0146-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_SKT

Comment: CPNS-HLF-029

CPNS device registration as well as PN registration should be included.

Define “CPNS devices” in section 3.2 to  mean “PNE, PN GW and PN server” and use this term throughout the document. This way, the definitions become much cleaner. 

Proposed Change: 

“The CPNS enabler SHALL support the registration of CPNS devices.”
	Status: OPEN

	A125
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 HLF-031
	Source: SKT

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0146-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_SKT

Comment: CPNS-HLF-031

To make this consistent with CPNS-HLF-030.

Proposed Change: 

“The CPNS Enabler SHALL support delivery of the information of services, CPNS devices and PNs, when requested.”
	Status: OPEN

	A126
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 AUC-001
	Source: SKT

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0146-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_SKT

Comment: CPNS-AUC-001

Include user authentication to combine AUC-003. CPNS must be able to authenticate all necessary entities although it may not need to authenticate external entities in a given situation. Change “and/or” to just and.

Proposed Change: 

“The CPNS Enabler MUST be able to support the authentication of users, CPNS entities, and External Entities which request access to CPNS related information and services.”
	Status: OPEN

	A127
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 AUC-002
	Source: SKT

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0146-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_SKT

Comment: CPNS-AUC-002

This is too specific for this RD.

We do not make a decision on which mechanism and certificates to use. 

Proposed Change: 

Clarify or remove
	Status: OPEN

	A128
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 AUC-003
	Source: SKT

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0146-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_SKT

Comment: CPNS-AUC-003

User authentication can be combined with entity authentication specified in AUC-001.

Proposed Change: 

Revise CPNS-AUC-001 and remove
	Status: OPEN

	A129
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 DIT-003
	Source: SKT

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0146-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_SKT

Comment: CPNS-DIT-003

CPNS-DIT-003 is too similar to CPNS-DIT-001. Clarify or remove DIT-003.

Proposed Change: 

Clarify or remove
	Status: OPEN

	A130
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 CON-004
	Source: SKT

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0146-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_SKT

Comment: CPNS-CON-004

CPNS-CON-003 already has the general data confidentiality concept including Service Group. 

Proposed Change: 

Clarify and remove
	Status: OPEN

	A131
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 CHG-004


	Source: SKT

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0146-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_SKT

Comment: CPNS-CHG-004

The first sentence is a redundant statement of  the concept of CPNS. 

It should be removed.

In the second sentence, it is unclear what it is meant by “standardized mechanism”. Also in many cases, service operators want their own contract with third party providers.

This should be removed.

Proposed Change: 

“Charging can be done on different types of services and in different scopes of services, for instance: 

a. …“
	Status: OPEN

	A132
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 CHG-005
	Source: SKT

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0146-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_SKT

Comment: CPNS-CHG-005

Operator policies differ and business issues may occur. Hence the phrase “SHOULD enable” is too restrictive. Recommend changing it to “SHOULD support” charging for delivery

Proposed Change: 

“The CPNS Enabler SHOULD support...”
	Status: OPEN

	A133
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 ADM-002
	Source: SKT

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0146-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_SKT

Comment: CPNS-ADM-002

Since business requirements and policies may differ, mandatory expression is too strong.

Proposed Change: 

"The CPNS enabler SHALL support the mechanism to respond to queries for information …” 
	Status: OPEN

	A134
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 ADM-006
	Source: SKT

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0146-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_SKT

Comment: CPNS-ADM-006

CPNS-ADM-005 already includes the contents of CPNS-ADM-006. Clarify or remove.

Proposed Change: 

Clarify or remote 
	Status: OPEN

	A135
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 INT-001
	Source: SKT

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0146-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_SKT

Comment: CPNS-INT-001

“Consumer” is not defined in this RD.

Recommend using the “CPNS user” as proposed in A004 or any resultant term that will be agreed upon by this working group.

Proposed Change: 

“The CPNS Enabler SHALL allow users to access any service~” 
	Status: OPEN

	A136
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 PRIV-003
	Source: SKT

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0146-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_SKT

Comment: CPNS-PRIV-003

The original phrase “her personal network” is awkward and too gender specific. Change it to a gender-neutral term.

Proposed Change: 

“… user’s personal network.”
	Status: OPEN

	A137
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 PRIV-006
	Source: SKT

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0146-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_SKT

Comment: CPNS-PRIV-006

Clarify what is being tested for what purpose. It is unclear what is meant by “conditions of the data”. 

Proposed Change: 

Clarify or remove.
	Status: OPEN

	A138
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 SYS-003
	Source: SKT

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0146-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_SKT

Comment: CPNS-SYS-003

This requirement is too similar to

CPNS-ADM-002. Clarify or remove.

Proposed Change: 

Clarify or remove
	Status: OPEN

	A139
	2009.06.09
	E
	6.2 HLF-001
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0129-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_NEC.doc

Comment: HLF-001, 

PN Gateway Device and PN Device to change to PN GW and PNE respectively. 

Proposed Change: Replace PN Gateway Device to PN GW and 

PN Device to PNE
	Status: OPEN 

	A140
	2009.06.09
	T
	6.2 HLF-001
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0129-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_NEC.doc

Comment: HLF-001, 

This requirement looks a bit similar to HLF-002, but one is a SHALL and HLF-002 is a SHOULD
Proposed Change: Suggest to align them and reword or remove one of them.


	Status: OPEN 

	A141
	2009.06.09
	T
	6.2 HLF-008
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0129-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_NEC.doc

Comment: HLF-008

This is not very clear. I hope this does not imply implementation of OMA DM onto PNEs. 

Proposed Change: Clarify or remove
	Status: OPEN 

	A142
	2009.06.09
	E
	6.2 HLF-009
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0129-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_NEC.doc

Comment: HLF-009,

Note: Split the text into two sentences starting the second sentence after ’changing modes’.
Proposed Change: 

Note: In the context of this requirement, a CPNS device is considered capable of changing modes. They can perform the specific functions that are associated with respect to that mode

	Status: OPEN 

	A143
	2009.06.19
	E
	6.2
	Source: Youn-Sung Chu, LG Electronics
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0139-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_LGE.doc

Comment: ‘PN-Device Profile Management in Functional module’ shall be modified to ‘PN Profile Management’ as defined in section 6.1.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN



	A144
	2009.06.19
	E
	6.2
	Source: Youn-Sung Chu, LG Electronics
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0139-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_LGE.doc

Comment: The term ‘CPNS Enabler’ is used with the term ‘CPNS enabler’ in several requirements.

Proposed Change: 
The term ‘CPNS enabler’ should be used for describing the requirements.
	Status: OPEN



	A145
	2009.06.19
	E
	6.2
	Source: Youn-Sung Chu, LG Electronics
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0139-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_LGE.doc

Comment: ‘PN Gateway Device’ should be modified to ‘PN GW’ in several requirements.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN



	A146
	2009.06.19
	E
	6.2 HLF-001 HLF-002
	Source: Youn-Sung Chu, LG Electronics
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0139-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_LGE.doc

Comment: PN Device should be modified to PNE in HLF-001 and HLF-002.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN



	A147
	2009.06.19
	T
	6.2 HLF-001
	Source: Youn-Sung Chu, LG Electronics
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0139-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_LGE.doc

Comment: HLF-001 seems to consider one way delivery channel. The multiple delivery channels should be supported both ways.

Proposed Change: 
HLF-001 should be changed as below:

The CPNS Enabler SHALL be able to support multiple delivery channels in parallel between a PN GW and a PNE.
	Status: OPEN



	A148
	2009-06-20
	E
	6.2 HLF-003
	Source: Youn-Sung Chu, LG Electronics
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0139-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_LGE.doc

Comment: For HLF-003, the CPNS user doesn’t need to be mentioned in requirement.

Proposed Change: 

HLF-003 shall be modified as below:

The CPNS Enabler SHALL enable the CPNS userbe able to manage these different channels, i.e. to stop, start and switch between the channels
	Status: OPEN



	A149
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 HLF-005 HLF-006
	Source: Youn-Sung Chu, LG Electronics
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0139-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_LGE.doc

Comment: HLF-006 seems to be merged with HLF-005.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN



	A150
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 HLF-005 HLF-006
	Source: Youn-Sung Chu, LG Electronics
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0139-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_LGE.doc

Comment: Functional Module of HLF-005 and HLF-006 should be indicated to ‘Service Discovery’.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN



	A151
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 HLF-008
	Source: Youn-Sung Chu, LG Electronics
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0139-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_LGE.doc

Comment: For HLF-008, Does device management mean OMA DM?

If yes, it shall mention that CPNS enabler support OMA DM and OMA DM’s which version.

Also It is not a scope of Content/Data Delivery.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN



	A152
	2009-06-20
	E
	6.2 HLF-009
	Source: Youn-Sung Chu, LG Electronics
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0139-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_LGE.doc

Comment: For HLF-009, Using a plural noun for entity (e.g. CPNS devices, PNEs and PN GWs) doesn’t need in this requirement.

Proposed Change:
The CPNS Enabler SHOULD allow CPNS devices for changing modes (e.g. in case that they areit is behaving as PNEs or PN GWateways) adaptively in terms of performing functions for the efficient use of device resources.
	Status: OPEN



	A153
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 HLF-010
	Source: Youn-Sung Chu, LG Electronics
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0139-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_LGE.doc

Comment: For HLF-010, Example is not clear for correctly understanding the HLF-010.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN



	A154
	2009-06-20
	E
	6.2 HLF-014
	Source: Youn-Sung Chu, LG Electronics
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0139-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_LGE.doc

Comment: For HLF-014, The using the ‘capability’ is better than the ‘capacity’ for this requirement.
Proposed Change:
The CPNS enabler SHALL be able to request contents/service to the contents provider considering capabilitiescapacities of the PNE(s).
	Status: OPEN



	A155
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 HLF-028
	Source: Youn-Sung Chu, LG Electronics
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0139-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_LGE.doc

Comment: For HLF-028, The expression “applications relevant to CPNS” is not clear.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN



	A156
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 HLF-029
	Source: Youn-Sung Chu, LG Electronics
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0139-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_LGE.doc

Comment: For HLF-029, This requirement is too broad. What is the PN registration? Who will be registered? Where does an entity register?
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN



	A157
	2009-06-20
	E
	6.2 HLF-005
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0100-CPNS_RD_Review_comments_Samsung
Comment: In CPNS-HLF-005, other PNEs are unclear. It needs to be clarified. 

Proposed Change: change the requirement like ‘The CPNS Enabler SHALL provide a means for describing the services that a PNE offers to PNEs in a same PN or other PNs. ’ 
	Status: OPEN
<provide response>

	A158
	2009-06-20
	E
	6.2 HLF-006
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0100-CPNS_RD_Review_comments_Samsung
Comment: In CPNS-HLF-006, other PNEs are unclear. It needs to be clarified. 

Proposed Change: change the requirement like ‘The CPNS Enabler SHALL enable a PNE to advertise the services that it offers to PNEs in a same PN or other PNs.’ 
	Status: OPEN
<provide response>

	A159
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 HLF-008
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0100-CPNS_RD_Review_comments_Samsung
Comment: In CPNS-HLF-008, device management is unclear what to be achieved. It would be better to have some examples like FUMO, SCOMO, DiagMon. 

Proposed Change: adding examples after the requirement, ‘for example, FUMO, SCOMO, DiagMon’
	Status: OPEN
<provide response>

	A160
	2009.06.21
	T
	6.2 HLF-016
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0100-CPNS_RD_Review_comments_Samsung
Comment: In CPNS-HLF-016, if the CPNS Enabler can specify the destination of services data transmitted to PNE(s), each PNE needs identity. This is missing in CPNS requirement. 

Proposed Change: make a new requirement. ‘CPNS-HLF-00x The CPNS enabler SHALL distinguish PNEs with identity. 
	Status: OPEN
<provide response>

	A161
	2009.06.21
	T
	6.2 HLF-019
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0100-CPNS_RD_Review_comments_Samsung
Comment: In CPNS-HLF-019, data transmission from PNEs is unclear. It needs to be clarified. It seems that data transmission results from services which PNEs provide. Therefore, it can be interpreted as the PNE provide services. 

Proposed Change: change the requirement like ‘The CPNS Enabler SHALL enable PNEs to provide services.’
	Status: OPEN
<provide response>

	A162
	2009.06.21
	T
	6.2 HLF-024
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0100-CPNS_RD_Review_comments_Samsung
Comment: In CPNS-HLF-024, if CPNS Enabler utilizes the presence server, it means CPNS Enabler can use all presence functions such as subscribe, publish status, watch status and so on. HLF-024 requirement is subset of HLF-023. Therefore, HLF-024 can be achieved with HLF-023. 
Proposed Change: delete CPNS-HLF-024.
	Status: OPEN
<provide response>

	A163
	2009.06.21
	T
	6.2 HLF-032
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0100-CPNS_RD_Review_comments_Samsung
Comment: In CPNS-HLF-032, the requirement is very ambiguous. Does PNE not search or discover PN GW in a specific geographic area? Is automatic search and discovery is realistic?  
Proposed Change: It needs to be clarified.
	Status: OPEN
<provide response>

	A164
	2009-06-20
	E
	6.2 SEC-002
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0100-CPNS_RD_Review_comments_Samsung
Comment: In CPNS-SEC-002, supporting different security mechanisms for each PNEs and for each service is strange. If 100 PNE exists, then 100 different security mechanisms are needed? It needs to be clarified.  
Proposed Change: change ‘different’ to ‘various’. 
	Status: OPEN
<provide response>

	A165
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2.1
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0100-CPNS_RD_Review_comments_Samsung
Comment: In CPNS-SEC-003, Even though this is the security section, it needs to describe why generating and updating key is needed, because key is very general term which can be used for other purposes except security.   
Proposed Change: adding ‘for security reason’ after this requirement. Better expression is welcomed. 
	Status: OPEN
<provide response>

	A166
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 AUC-001


	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment: Requirement AUC-001 requires the authentication of requestors for CPNS entity related information. However, there is no requirement which requires authorization of these entities. 

Proposed Change: Insert a new requirement saying: 

The CPNS Enabler MUST be able to support the authorization of CPNS entities and/or External Entities which request access to CPNS related information and/or services.
	Status: OPEN 

	A167
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2

SEC-3
	Source: Huawei

Form:OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0098-CPNS_RD_review_comments_Huawei

Comment: What is Key? And for what?

Proposed Change:  Clarify this and make it clear
	Status: OPEN 

	A168
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2

AUZ-2
	Source: Huawei

Form:OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0098-CPNS_RD_review_comments_Huawei

Comment: this requirement overlaps with partially with HLF-3 and HLF-26

Proposed Change:  delete it
	Status: OPEN 

	A169
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 AUZ-002
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0100-CPNS_RD_Review_comments_Samsung
Comment: In CPNS-AUZ-002, the requirement is unclear. What does this requirement achieve?   
Proposed Change: It needs to be clarified.
	Status: OPEN
<provide response>

	A170
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 CON-001 CON-002
	Source: Youn-Sung Chu, LG Electronics
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0139-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_LGE.doc

Comment: The CON-001 and the CON-002 shall be merged as proposed change.
Proposed Change:
The CPNS Enabler SHALL support confidentialityencryption of messages.
	Status: OPEN



	A171
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 ADM-002
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0100-CPNS_RD_Review_comments_Samsung
Comment: In CPNS-ADM-002, the usage of PN:s and PNE:s from a content provider is unclear. 
Proposed Change: It needs to be clarified.
	Status: OPEN
<provide response>

	A172
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 ADM-002
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0100-CPNS_RD_Review_comments_Samsung
Comment: CPNS-ADM-002 includes two requirements. It needs to be separated. 
Proposed Change: separate two requirement with independent numbers.
	Status: OPEN
<provide response>

	A173
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2
ADM-1
	Source: Huawei

Form:OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0098-CPNS_RD_review_comments_Huawei

Comment: This requirement has nothing to do with CPNS. It doesn’t say anything about CPNS enabler, PNEs, PN-GW its just a generic requirement for multiple subscription.
Proposed Change:  delete it
	Status: OPEN 

	A174
	2009-06-20
	E
	6.2.4
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0100-CPNS_RD_Review_comments_Samsung
Comment: The section title is not equivalent with the requirement. The QoS would be more accurate term.
Proposed Change: changing title to Quality of Service.
	Status: OPEN
<provide response>

	A175
	2009-06-20
	E
	6.2.4
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0100-CPNS_RD_Review_comments_Samsung
Comment: In CPNS-USE-001, USE needs to be changed to QoS, because the content of the requirement describes the QoS. In addition to this, Functional Module is not appropriate with same reason above.
Proposed Change: change USE to QoS, and delete Exception Handling. 
	Status: OPEN
<provide response>

	A176
	2009.06.18
	T
	6.2
PRIV-6
	Source: Huawei

Form:OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0098-CPNS_RD_review_comments_Huawei

Comment: What are the conditions of data?

Proposed Change:  Please clarify and make it clear
	Status: OPEN 

	A177
	2009.06.18
	T
	6.2

PRIV-7
	Source: Huawei

Form:OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0098-CPNS_RD_review_comments_Huawei

Comment: This requirement is covered by PRIV-1

Proposed Change:  delete it or merge them
	Status: OPEN 

	A178
	2009.06.19
	E
	6.2 PRIV-002
	Source: Youn-Sung Chu, LG Electronics
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0139-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_LGE.doc

Comment: For PRIV-002, OMA-RD-Privacy-V1_0_1-20070807-A shall be defining the normative reference and PRIV-002 shall be modified as proposed change.

Proposed Change:
PRIV-002 shall be modified as below:

The privacy requirements in [OMA-Privacy]OMA-RD-Privacy-V1_0_1-20070807-A SHALL be applied. to the CPNS Eenabler.
Normative reference of [OMA-Privacy] shall be defined in section 2.1
[OMA-Privacy] “Privacy Requirements for Mobile Services”, Version 1.0.1, Open Mobile Alliance™, OMA-RD-Privacy-V1_0_1 URL:http://www.openmobilealliance.org
	Status: OPEN



	A179
	2009.06.19
	E
	6.3 SYS-001
	Source: Youn-Sung Chu, LG Electronics
Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0139-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_LGE.doc

Comment: For SYS-001, the term ‘CPNS’ shall be changed to ‘CPNS enabler’.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN



	A180
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 HLF-010
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0129-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_NEC.doc

Comment: HLF-010

The text after e.g. does not add any value to the requirement. Instead it sounds more like a different requirement on its own.

The requirement talks about a capability of notifying the CPNS server, while the text after e.g. talks about  switching capabilities between network interfaces

Proposed Change: 

Remove the e.g. part completely and have a new requirement to support automatic switching capability between the network interfaces.

New requirement:

‘CPNS Enabler SHALL/SHOULD support automatic switching between network interfaces when a PNE moves from one access network to another one’. 

	Status: OPEN 

	A181
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 HLF-012
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0129-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_NEC.doc

Comment: HLF-012

‘SHALL find out’ sounds very strong.

Proposed Change: 

Suggest to change from ‘SHALL find out’ to ‘SHALL be able to find out or ‘SHOULD find out’.

“The CPNS enabler SHALL be able to/SHOULD  find out the capabilities/specifications of the PNE”
	Status: OPEN 

	A182
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 HLF-014
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0129-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_NEC.doc

Comment: HLF-014

The CPNS enabler SHALL be able to request contents/service to the contents provider considering capacities of the PNE.

Change the wording to better capture the intent. 

Proposed Change: 

Change from to: 

‘The CPNS enabler SHALL be able to request content/service from the content/service provider based on PNE capabilities’
“
	Status: OPEN 

	A183
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 HLF-016
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0129-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_NEC.doc

Comment: HLF-016

Requirement, ‘The CPNS enabler SHALL be able to specify the destination of services transmitted to PNEs’, is not clear. 

Proposed Change: 

Clarify 


	Status: OPEN 

	A184
	2009-06-20
	E
	6.2 HLF-017 HLF-018
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0129-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_NEC.doc

Comment: HLF-017 and HLF-018

HLF-018 should be before HLF-017. 

Proposed Change: 

Swap the places to make HLF-018 first and HLF-017 second.


	Status: OPEN 

	A185
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 HLF-020
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0129-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_NEC.doc

Comment: HLF-020

‘The CPNS enabler SHALL support forwarding the data to the specified PNEs in a same Service Group.

Do we want to limit the forwarding feature to PNEs within the same Service group only  or extend it to other PNEs outside the group?

Proposed Change: 

Suggest to change to:

‘The CPNS enabler SHALL support forwarding the data to other PNEs’
	Status: OPEN 

	A186
	2009-06-20
	E
	6.2 HLF-022
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0129-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_NEC.doc

Comment: HLF-022

Add etc., after provided services.

Proposed Change: 

Change to:

‘The CPNS Enabler SHALL support the PN to make its status available to other users. The PN status include (but not limited to) the status of each PNEs, provided services etc’.

	Status: OPEN 

	A187
	2009-06-20
	E
	6.2
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: Many closely related HLF requirements are not listed consecutively in this section, making it hard for the reader to see all the requirements in a related area.

Proposed Change: Reorder the requirements so that those in the same category appear next to each other, grouped together.  Some suggested groupings:

· Content delivery requiremments (HLF-001, 002, 003, 015, 016, 019, 025, 026, 027)

· Device status requirements (HLF-009, 010, 022, 023, 024)

· Service Group requirements (HLF-007, 018, 020, 033, 034, 035)


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A188
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: Service discovery related requirements are missing an entry regarding capability of a network-based entity to describe and publish Application/Content Service(s) that it offers to PNEs.

Proposed Change: Add a new high-level functional requirement:

“The CPNS Enabler SHOULD provide a means to describe and publish the services offered by network-based entities to PNEs.”

	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A189
	2009-06-20
	E
	6.2 HLF-005 HLF-006 HLF-007
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: The Functional module column for requirements HLF-005, -006 and -007 is TBD.

Proposed Change: Replace ‘TBD’ with ‘Service Discovery’ for these three requirements.

	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A190
	2009-06-20
	E
	6.2 HLF-006
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: HLF-006 should be about publication as opposed to advertisement of service metadata

Proposed Change: Modify the requirement to read:

“The CPNS Enabler SHALL enable a PNE to advertisepublish metadata about the services that it offers to other PNEs.”

	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A191
	2009-06-20
	E
	6.2 HLF-009
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: HLF-009 should be better worded.

Proposed Change: Modify the first sentence in the requirement to read:

“The CPNS Enabler SHOULD allow CPNS dDevices for changing to change modes (e.g. in case that they are behaving i.e., functioning as PNEs or PN Gateways) adaptively in terms of performing functions for the which facilitate efficient use of device resources. “
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A192
	2009.06.19
	E
	6.2 HLF-013
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: The wording of HLF-013 could be improved.

Proposed Change: Remove the word “for” in HLF-013
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A193
	2009.06.19
	T
	6.2 HLF-014
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: HLF-014 does not consider access to application services.  Furthermore, services (application or content) could also be offered by PNEs.  The word “capacities” should be replaced by “capabilties”.  Overall, the requirement description could be better worded.

Proposed Change: Modify the requirement to read:

“The CPNS enabler SHALL be able to request application/contents/ service(s) to the contents provider that are compatible with the considering capabilities capacities of the PNE(s).”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A194
	2009.06.19
	E
	6.2 HLF-015
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: The wording of HLF015 could be improved.

Proposed Change: Modify the requirement to read:

“The CPNS enabler SHALL be able to support the multiple concurrent channels/sessions, management at the same time for the one or more PNE(s).”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A195
	2009.06.19
	E
	6.2 HLF-020
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: The wording of HLF020 could be improved.

Proposed Change: Modify the requirement to read:

“The CPNS enabler SHALL support forwarding the of data to the specified PNE(s) in a the same Service Group.”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A196
	2009-06-20
	E
	6.2 HLF-021
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: The wording of HLF021 could be improved.

Proposed Change: Modify the requirement to read:

“The CPNS Enabler MUST NOT be specified in a way that impedes the usage of existing Ppersonal Nnetwork Mmanagement systemsmechanisms which support related CPNS requirements, e.g. as specified infor 3GPP PNMPersonal Network Management [3GPP PNM].
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A197
	2009-06-20
	E
	6.2 HLF-022
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: The wording of HLF022 could be improved.

Proposed Change: Modify the requirement to read:

“The CPNS Enabler SHALL support the PN to make its status available to other users. The PN status may include (but is not limited to) the status of each PNEs, and provided services.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A198
	2009-06-20
	E
	6.2 HLF-024
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: The wording of HLF024 could be improved.

Proposed Change: Modify the requirement to read:

“It SHOULD be possible for the user of one or more PNEs in a PN to subscribe to the status of other another user’s PN.”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A199
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 SEC-002
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment: The meaning of "different" is not clear; shall there be one mechanism for PNE(s) and another for services, or is the intention something else? Or is it enough to support at least two different security mechanisms whichever those are? 

Proposed Change: Clarify the intention of this requirement or delete it.
	

	A200
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 SEC-001
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: SEC-001 as worded implies secure delivery of data pertaining to content services, but not application services.

Proposed Change: Modify the requirement to read:

“The CPNS enabler SHALL support secure delivery of contentapplication and/or content service data to the PNE(s).”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A201
	2009-06-20
	E
	6.2 SEC-002
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: The grammar in SEC-002 should be corrected.

Proposed Change: Modify the requirement to read:

“The CPNS enabler SHALL support different security mechanisms for each PNE(s) and for each service.”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A202
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 SEC-003
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0129-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_NEC.doc

Comment: SEC-003

Requirement, ‘The CPNS Enabler SHALL support generation or update of keys’, is not very clear. 

What keys are we talking about here?
Proposed Change: 

Remove

	Status: OPEN 

	A203
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 AUC-003
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0129-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_NEC.doc

Comment: AUC-003

‘The CPNS Enabler SHALL support authentication of the user (e.g., by means like prompting him to type in a PIN or by biometric means’.

Isn’t this covered by AUC-001? The user is usually authenticated through his device or SIM/USIM.
Proposed Change: 

Clarify or remove
	Status: OPEN 

	A204
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 AUZ-001
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: As currently worded, AUZ-001 mandates authorization to be always performed, which seems unnecessarily restrictive, since decision whether or not to perform authorization should depend on applicable local policy. The requirement should be modified to indicate authorization is a mandatory capabilty.  As such, it would be consistent with AUC-001.

Proposed Change: Modify the requirement to read:

“The CPNS enabler SHALL be able to  authorize the PN users, the PN gateways and the PNE(s).”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A205
	2009-06-20
	E
	6.2 AUZ-001
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0129-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_NEC.doc

Comment: AUZ-001
‘The CPNS enabler SHALL authorize the users, the PN gateways and the PNEs’

Wording to be changed slightly.

Proposed Change: 

“The CPNS enabler SHALL be able to authorize the CPNS Entities, e.g. PN gateways, PNEs etc, when requesting access to CPNS services”. 
	Status: OPEN 

	A206
	2009-06-20
	E
	6.2 AUZ-002
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0129-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_NEC.doc

Comment: AUZ-002

This requirement does not belong here. In addition it is already covered by HLF-003
Proposed Change: 

Remove
	Status: OPEN 

	A207
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 DIT-003
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0129-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_NEC.doc

Comment: DIT-003

How is this different from DIT-001

Proposed Change: 

Clarify or remove
	Status: OPEN 

	A208
	2009.06.19
	T
	6.2 DIT-001
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: Requirements DIT-001 and DIT-002 seem to be redundant, with DIT-002 providing greater clarity of the purpose of, and means to support the data integrity requirement.

Proposed Change: Remove DIT-001.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A209
	2009.06.09
	T
	6.2 CON-004 
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0129-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_NEC.doc

Comment: CON-004

Could be covered by CON-003 
Proposed Change: 

Remove

	Status: OPEN 

	A210
	2009.06.19
	T
	6.2 CHG-001
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: CHG-001 is not clear. 

Proposed Change: Modify the requirement to read:

“The CPNS enabler SHALL support means to charge charging methods differently for service usage based on, for example, the users identity, devicestype or capability, provided service quality, and the type of the consumed services.”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A211
	2009.06.19
	E
	6.2 CNG-003
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: Replace “a” by “the” in CNG-003.

Proposed Change: Replace “a” by “the” in CNG-003.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A212
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 CHG-001
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment: Requirement CHG-001 and CHG-003 overlap CHG-004. It should be sufficient to keep one. 

Proposed Change: Remove CHG-001 and CHG-003. 
	Status: OPEN 

	A213
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 CHG-004
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment: It is not defined what is meant by charging on different types of services and in different scopes of services. It should be clarified exactly which events that shall be possible to charge..A proposal for how to structure this is made below, but it needs to be verified if this is what was meant by the originators of this requirement. What event is meant to be charged for to cover "charging on a global level"? 

Proposed Change: It shall be possible to charge for the following events: 

a. Subscription to any service supported by the PNE capabilities. 

b. Service usage for any service supported by the PNE capabilites. 
	

	A214
	2009-06-20
	E
	6.2 ADM-002
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: The use of the colon (:) symbol in ADM-002 is confusing.  Also, the requirement does not consider similar needs of application service providers.

Proposed Change: Modify the requirement to read:

“The CPNS enabler SHALL be able to respond to queries for information about capabilities and usage of PNs and PNEs from the provider of an application or content servicea Content Provider. The matching of PNE and PN capabilities and required capabilities MAY be automated, to facilitate the delivery of services.”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A215
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 ADM-005 ADM-006
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0129-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_NEC.doc

Comment: ADM-005 and ADM-006.   
These are security requirements and do not belong here

Proposed Change: 

Relocate to the Security section, 6.2.1 
	Status: OPEN 

	A216
	2009-06-20
	E
	6.2 PRIV-001
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: PRIV-001 does not clearly describe the nature or metric of the intended user privacy.  It may not be needed since following ones seems to cover specific areas in user privacy.

Proposed Change: Clarify the intent of this requirement, assuming it does not overlap with subsequent ones in this section.  Otherwise, delete it.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A217
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 PRIV-001
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0096-Ericsson_comments_on_CPNS_RD

Comment: Several requirements in this section say the same thing. In particular, requirement CPNS-PRIV-001 overlaps CPNS-PRIV-007. 

Proposed Change: Remove CPNS-PRIV-001. 
	Status: OPEN 

	A218
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 PRIV-007
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0129-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_NEC.doc

Comment: PRIV-007  
How is this different from PRIV-001

Proposed Change: 

Remove and reword PRIV-001 to say:

“The CPNS Enabler SHALL ensure user information privacy”
	Status: OPEN 

	A219
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 
6.3
	Source: JF Deprun, LG Electronics

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0139-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_LGE.doc
Comment: Some requirements are not resolved the functional module. The functional module of the requirements should be decided.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN



	A220
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.2 and 6.3
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0140- CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_Qualcomm

Comment: It is proposed that the entries under “Functional module” for the requirements be modified to align with those in the CPNS AD (and suggested for similar change in Section 6.1)

Proposed Change: List the functional module names to those shown in Section 5.3.1 of the CPNS AD.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A221
	2009-06-20
	E
	6.3
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0100-CPNS_RD_Review_comments_Samsung
Comment: In CPNS-SYS-002, the requirement is unclear. Regarding ‘reporting of individual users' usage data into anonymized usage statistics’, what does this sentence mean?
Proposed Change: It needs to be clarified. 
	Status: OPEN
<provide response>

	A222
	2009-06-20
	T
	6.3
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-2009-0129-CPNS_RD_Review_Comments_NEC.doc

Comment: SYS-002

Reword the last part of the text from ad-hoc occasions to “/or asynchronously”.
Proposed Change: 

Change to:

‘The CPNS Enabler SHOULD support aggregation and reporting of individual users' usage data into anonymized usage statistics at predefined intervals and/or asynchronously’
	Status: OPEN 

	A223
	2009-06-20
	E
	B11,

B11.1

B11.2
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REQ-CPNS-2009-0100-CPNS_RD_Review_comments_Samsung
Comment: those sections are vacant. There will be no more CPNS Use case at CPNS 1.0 RD.
Proposed Change: delete the sections. 
	Status: OPEN
<provide response>
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	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	B001
	2009.01.11
	E/T
	x.y
	Source: <Name or email>

Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: <Describe issue> 

Proposed Change: <Recommended action>
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	B002
	2009.02.22
	E/T
	x.y
	Source: <Name or email>

Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: <Describe issue> 

Proposed Change: <Recommended action>
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>
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