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Introduction
The term “hop” is used incorrectly throughout the spec.

We have a definition that reads as follows:

8.2
Procedures for Accessing Resources

This clause describes the procedures for accessing the resources. The term "hop" in the descriptions here refers to the number of transit CSEs that forward a request from the Originator CSE to the Hosting CSE.

Every other usage of hop in the spec cannot linguistically be used the way it is used given the above definition.

Some examples to illustrate this incosistency:

Ex. 1 showing clearly that this is the next node and does not match the above definition of being a number

6.5.2.2
Actions of the Receiving CSE in the Originating Domain

The receiving CSE in the originating domain shall check if the addressed resource is locally available. If the addressed resource is not locally available, then the request shall be forwarded to the next hop.

Ex. 2.

CSEs can use policies to govern routing of M2M requests to the next hop towards its target.

Ex. 3

CSEs can use policies to govern routing of M2M requests to the next hop towards its target. Routing, through these

Ex. 4 
As defined in clause 10.2.4, <delivery> resource can only be created by a CSE. A request for the creation of a <delivery> resource can only be issued to a registrar or registree CSE from a registree or registrar CSE with a direct registration relationship among each other (i.e. no transit CSE). <delivery> resource is deleted on successful delivery of the data in the aggregatedRequest attribute to the next hop CSE.
Conclusion:
The usage in the spec is OK, according to the common usage of hop is other SDOs and 3GPP specs and the definition in 8.2 is the wrong definition.
So we have 2 options.

Option 1 : Remove that sentence from clause 8.2.

Option 2: Replace the above sentence with the following:

In this specification, a hop references the action of an M2M request and/or M2M response traversing from one M2M node to the next M2M node on its way to its target M2M node. This is termed a single hop. The number of nodes traversed by an M2M request/response on its way to its intended target  is termed the number of hops.
-----------------------Start of change 1-------------------------------------------
8.2
Procedures for Accessing Resources

This clause describes the procedures for accessing the resources. In this specification a “hop” references the action of an M2M request and/or M2M response traversing from one M2M node to the next M2M node on its way to its target M2M node. This is termed a single hop. The number of nodes traversed by an M2M request/response on its way to its intended target  is termed the number of hops.

All the descriptions and message flows in this clause are illustrative for the direction from a Registree acting as an Originator to a Registrar acting as a Receiver only. The flows from a Registrar CSE to a Registree CSE are symmetric with respect to the one described in this clause. Both the IN-CSE and MN-CSE have the ability to route a received request or response messages to one of their Registrees. If the Hosting CSE is not known by an MN-CSE that receives a request or response message, that MN-CSE shall forward the message to its own Registrar CSE by default.
-----------------------End of change 1---------------------------------------------
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