ATIS Letter Ballot Comment Submittal Form and Consideration Report

	All commenters should use this form when submitting comments on an ATIS Letter Ballot (view the instructions). This form should accompany the letter ballot (via ATIS Workspace) and will subsequently be used during comment consideration by the appropriate committee/subcommittee. 
The commenter should use the “track changes” feature when recommending changes to existing text. Proposed changes to a table, figure, or any other item that is not purely text, should include a summary in the table below and provide the modified table, figure, etc., in the “Other Information” section. The source file for any new figures (Visio, PowerPoint, etc.) must also be included (by either zipping together with this document, or embedding as a file/object).



Letter Ballot:  PTSC-LB-252 (PTSC-2020-00081R000) 

	Company Name:  Neustar

	TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMENTER
	TO BE COMPLETED BY SUB/COMMITTEE

	Auto#
	Page/
Section/Line #
	Comment
	Rationale/Suggested Solution
	Type[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Type of change:  Insert S or NS:  Substantive (S) (see ATIS OP Section A.6) or Non-Substantive (NS)] 

	Res.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Resolution (how was comment considered):  Insert A, AM, N, I, or W:  Accepted (A), Accepted as Modified (AM), Not Accepted (N), For Information/No Action/Noted (I), or Withdrawn (W).  ] 

	Discussion/Explanation/Note (if comment is modified, accepted/modified via a separate ballot comment, or not accepted)

	1 
	Line 123
	Does not need to say “ACME” in this definition
	Delete “ACME”
	NS
	
	

	2 
	Line 124 (and multiple)
	“STI certificate”
	Suggest “STI Certificate” for consistency throughout
	NS
	
	

	3 
	Line 124
	No definition of “STI Certificate”
	Add below Line 128
	
	
	

	4 
	Line 217 (and multiple)
	“SPC token”
	Suggest “SPC Token” for consistency throughout
	NS
	
	

	5 
	Line 218
	“ACME”
	“recommended ACME”
	NS
	
	

	6 
	Lines 220-221
	Reference error
	Correct reference
	NS
	
	

	7 
	Line 238
	“identity header”
	Suggest “Identity header”
	NS
	
	

	8 
	Line 250 (and multiple)
	“Service Provide Code token”
	Suggest “Service Provider Code Token” for consistency throughout – aligns with definitions
	NS
	
	

	9 
	Lines 302-303
	“It is based on an automated approach using the ACME protocol.”
	“It is described with an automated approach using the ACME protocol.”
	NS
	
	

	10 
	Line 551-552
	What are the use cases here? If there can be multiple SPC tokens for reasons other than overlap, is there a need to define a delete function?
	“e.g., to manage SPC Token renewal.”
	
	
	

	11 
	Table 572
	“shallshall”
	“shall”
	NS
	
	

	12 
	Line 603
	“URI”
	“URL”
	NS
	
	

	13 
	Line 627 (and multiple)
	“service provider code”
	“Service Provider Code” for consistency throughout – aligns with definitions
	NS
	
	

	14 
	Line 768
	Reference error
	Correct reference
	NS
	
	

	15 
	Line 888
	“STI-certificate”
	“STI Certificate” for consistency
	NS
	
	

	16 
	Figure 6.3 (and 6.5)
	“Request CA token”
	Is this correct? If using “token” in different ways, we should better clarify when not an SPC Token.
	
	
	

	17 
	Line 974
	“standard”
	“recommended” or delete “standard”
	NS
	
	

	18 
	Line 1022
	STI Certificates and SHAKEN Certificates – why do we introduce a distinction here?  Are there other STI Certificate profiles expected?
	Use STI Certificates to avoid unnecessary confusion
	
	
	

	19 
	Line 1090 (and multiple)
	This Update
	“This Update”
	NS
	
	

	20 
	Line 1091 (and multiple)
	Next Update
	“Next Update”
	NS
	
	

	21 
	Line 1151
	Add introductory sentence
	“This Clause illustrates creating an end-entity certificate from a root CA.”
	NS
	
	

	22 
	Line 1190
	Add introductory sentence
	“This Clause illustrates creating an end-entity certificate from an intermediate CA of a root CA.”
	NS
	
	



Other Information (e.g., Tables, Figures):

1
