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1 Reason for Contribution

Some early input to MLS Consistency review need to be presented to LOC.

2 Summary of Contribution

Pre-draft CONRR for MLS.

3 Detailed Proposal

See page 2 and forward.

4 Intellectual Property Rights

Members and their Affiliates (collectively, "Members") agree to use their reasonable endeavours to inform timely the Open Mobile Alliance of Essential IPR as they become aware that the Essential IPR is related to the prepared or published Specification.  This obligation does not imply an obligation on Members to conduct IPR searches.  This duty is contained in the Open Mobile Alliance application form to which each Member's attention is drawn.  Members shall submit to the General Manager of Operations of OMA the IPR Statement and the IPR Licensing Declaration.  These forms are available from OMA or online at the OMA website at www.openmobilealliance.org.

5 Recommendation

LOC should review comments and raise any un-clarities and propose resolutions.

MLS Consistency Review Report

	Review Report Document Id
	OMA-CONRR-MLS-V1_0-200504xx
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential

	Document Being Reviewed:
	OMA-ERELD-MLS-V1_0-20050202-D

OMA-RD-MLS-V1_0-20041118-C

OMA-AD-MLS-V1_0-20050221-D

OMA-TS-MLP-V3_2-20050309-D

MLP_320_20050309_DTD

OMA-TS-RLP-V1_0-20050309-D
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	Group Presenting Document:
	LOC

	Date of This Report:
	xx Apr 2005


7.1 OMA Groups Involved

	Name Of Group
	Role
	Invited
	Comments Provided

	Requirements
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Architecture
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Security
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	IOP
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	REL
	Consistency Review Convener
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	LOC
	Submitting Group
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	


7.2 Review History

	Review Type
	Date
	Review Method
	Participating Groups
	Full Document Id

	Select: Full / Followup / Preliminary
	2004.mm.dd
	Select: F2F / Email / Teleconference
	
	OMA-<desc>-<version>-2004mmdd-<state>

	Preliminary
	2005.04.20
	Teleconference
	LOC
	OMA-CONRR-MLS-V1_0-200504xx-D

and the teleconference results included


7.3 Recommendations

	ID
	Open Date
	Section
	Description
	Status

	
	
	
	ID 001 to xxx, source  email from Alastair Angwin.
	

	001
	2005.03.22
	ERELD


	Editorial
Copyright would be better aligned with the date of the spec, i.e. 2005.
	

	002
	2005.03.22
	ERELD

3.2
	Editorial
Definitions should contain MLS and MLP as both are used in the text and referenced etc.
	

	003
	2005.03.22
	ERELD

4
	Clarification/Bug fix
Paragraph 5 suddenly introduced SUPL providers and SUPL enabled terminals without saying what SUPL is, what a SUPL provider or terminal is etc. Should be a definition in section 3.2 and more descriptive text to put SUPL in the context of fogure 1. Say relative to figure 1 which interfaces are supported by SUPL.
	

	004
	2005.03.22
	ERELD

4
	Clarification
paragraph 2 is not technical. The fact MLS is done by the Location WG is not important., Suggest this paragraph is restructured re the context of MLS re previous OMA and LIF work and does not describe the organsiational matters
	

	005
	2005.03.22
	ERELD

4
	Clarification
paragraph 3 describes the context of MLS re 3GPP. Does it relate only to 3GPP ? It is not clear. Suggest this paragraph provides more context of MLS and its relationship as a standalone enabler that works in the 3GPP environment or if it only is applicable to a 3GPP environment be upfront and say so
	

	006
	2005.03.22
	ERELD

5
	Clarification
paragraph 5. Suggest the "a list of" is removed from "...there are a list of obligations applicable for all the parties involved." since lists are notoriously difficult to be comprehensive or up to date
	

	007
	2005.03.22
	ERELD

5
	Clarification
I am really uncomfortable with the normative way the requirements for releasing location information appear to be written. This level of prescription should be in the details specifications and not in the ERELD. The ERELD should say in this section which specs are included in the release etc and nto define techncial content. The normative content of this list should therefore be in a spec, the content here made informative and a reference to the spec made, e.g. XYZ spec.
	

	008
	2005.03.22
	ERELD

6
	Clarification
The description is very nice but is it the intent for the ERELD since it repeats text that should be in the specs. I believe the intent of this section is to simply define the minimum set of supported features and define what optionality there is. I believe the current text should be replaced by or augmented to make this clear
	

	009
	2005.03.22
	AD

1
	Scope - would prefer to see the scope as "This document described the architecture  for the Mobile Location Service V1.0 (MLS V1.0), which ..." rather than "This document is the AD for the Mobile Location Service V1.0 (MLS V1.0), which ... "
	

	010
	2005.03.22
	AD

4
	Introduction. Paragraph 1 - do not see the relevance of the Loc WG in this. The document is dealing with the architecture not OMA organisation. Suggest paragraph is stricken
	

	011
	2005.03.22
	AD
	see ERELD comment ID 004.
	

	012
	2005.03.22
	AD

5.1
	This section is misleading. There is an HTTP and set of assumed 3GPP architectures in use here. While the statement may be true that there is no OMA architectures there is a modification of the HTTP architecture described in MLP swince it is possible to have a single request multiple response protocol. These should be described.
	

	013
	2005.03.22
	AD

5.2
	given the use of HTTP/1.1 and its assumed requestor-response architecture with assumed transparancy of intermediate elements this should surely be cited. After all the WAP Arch does in its use of HTTP/1.1 Moreover this is borne out in section 5.3 where HTTP/1.1 is stated as being used.
	

	014
	2005.03.22
	AD

A2
	Editorial
the header for  A2 is not complete - should say V1_0
	

	015
	2005.03.22
	MLP
	Editorial/Clairifcation
References: inconsistent referencing applied - some do not state the owning organisation, e.g. IEFT for RFC2616, no URL for others. Suggest reviewing and making self consistent and consistent with other OMA specs
	

	016
	2005.03.22
	MLP

4
	Editorial
Uses the terminology "stage 2" which does not exist in the OMA vocabulary. Suggest this is changed to "details technical specifications" and if an association to this term in 3GPP or 3GPP2 is necessary it is added for clarification in parenthesis
	

	017
	
	
	Void
	

	018
	2005.03.22
	MLP

5.2.1
	bug fix
text is informative (no RFC2119 keywords). Refers to section 3.2 for statements re transport mechanisms yet section 3.2 is "Definitions". Moreover no SCRs can be seen for the mapping to HTTP from this section nor from 3.2. Suggest the normatively of the language, and resulting SCRs and cross-references are fixed in this section. If the intent is to reference section 5.6 and not 3.2 then fix it and fix section 5.6, and its subsections, as it is informative as written (no RFC2119 keywords, yet has SCRs for things related to the service indication over HTTP/1.1
	

	019
	2005.03.22
	MLP

5.2.3
	Clarification/bug-fix
Text says the message MAY have two parts - header and body parts.  This implies it may have more or less. It is not clear what the service would do with a body and no header or vice-versa or more parts, e.g. multiple body parts. Suggest this is calrified and made consistent with the SCRs for subsequent sections.
	

	020
	2005.03.22
	MLP

5.2.3.1
	Clarification/bug-fix
I find the description "..that the client element identifies the provider of the service that the Location Server has the initial relationship with, .." confusing. It is the initial or main relationship re the transaction ? Could we reword to make this very clear
	

	021
	2005.03.22
	MLP

5.2.3.2
	Clarification/bug-fix
Is the flow show supposed to be normative ? Since there is only one described it appears the request + one or more multiple responses is the expected flow and so I would suggest this is reworded to make it normative. If it is made normative then an SCR is needed.
	

	022
	2005.03.22
	MLP

5.2.3.3
	Clarification/bug-fix
 Repeat comment for ID021
	

	023
	2005.03.22
	MLP

5.2.3.4
	Clarification/bug-fix
Repeat of comment for  ID021
	

	024
	2005.03.22
	MLP

5.2.3.5
	Clarification/bug-fix
 Repeat of comment for ID021
	

	025
	2005.03.22
	MLP

5.2.3.6
	Clarification/bug-fix
Repeat of comment for ID021
	

	026
	2005.03.22
	MLP
	Note: for comments ) ID021 - ID025 one solution might be to add a new section that simply described the request-response dialogue and say it may have multiple responses depending on the request.
	

	027
	2005.03.22
	MLP

5.3.41.2
	Clarification
enc. The statement "the LCS client will be never able to break the privacy of the MS. " is very strong. "Never" is a dangerous word to have here especially if relied upon and it was broken e.g. with a priori knowledge of the encruption at the LCS client. Suggest a more suitable wording is used.
	

	028
	2005.03.22
	MLP

5.3.86
	Editorial
Is there a reason for the note being in red ?
	

	029
	2005.03.22
	RLP

1
	OMA does not have the term "stage 3" in its vocabulary. Suggest the text is reworded to clearly show this is the detailed technical spec
	

	030
	2005.03.22
	RLP

2.1
	References: some references seem less than complete and inconsistent in style compared to other OMA specs in including URLs missing for OMA specs
	

	031
	2005.03.22
	RLP

4
	same comment as ID 029
	

	032
	2005.03.22
	RLP

4
	SUPL provide is not clearly defined
	

	033
	2005.03.22
	RLP

6.1
	The sentence "Location Servers MUST be able to parse all well formed and valid location XML instance documents. " does not describe the behaviour of the parser in sufficient detail. Does it mean am XML document that is nto well formed is ignored, rejected, processed best can do etc ? What does valid mean ? Does it mean that it can be validated ? Suggest this is restructured to be more consistent with standard XML processing and refer to the XML spec
	

	034
	2005.03.22
	RLP

6.6
	Are the limitations for 3GPP to MSISDN and 3GPP2 to MDN appropriate given other the sip URI addressing etc ?
	

	035
	2005.03.22
	RLP

7.3.3
	Is this supposed to be a normative definition of the  protocol flows ? If so then there is no normative language or SCRs
	

	036
	2005.03.22
	RLP

7.3.4
	Same as ID035
	

	037
	2005.03.22
	RLP

7.3.5
	Same as ID035
	

	038
	2005.03.22
	RLP

7.3.6
	Same as ID035
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


7.4 Editorial Comments

	Document Rev
	Section
	Description
	Status

	<docDate>
	x.y
	Describe issue
	Indicate changes, if any

	
	x.y
	
	

	
	x.y
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