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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
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Architecture
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Security
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	IOP
	Reviewer
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Location
	Source
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	<add others as appropriate>
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	


2.2 Review History

	Review Type
	Date
	Review Method
	Participating Groups
	Full Document Id

	Select: Full
	2007.10.16
	Select: F2F
	IOP-MEC, LOC
	OMA-ETR-SUPL-V2_0-20070928-D

	
	
	
	
	


3. Review Comments

3.1 OMA-ETR-SUPL-V2_0-20070928-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A001
	2007.10.16
	E
	2.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: IOP Process version outdated

Proposed Change: Update to the latest version.
	Status: OPEN

Action TWG:Verify current version and update as applicable.

	A002
	2007.10.16
	T
	5.1.1, 5.1.2


	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: A lot of ambiguity present in Feature Test Requirements in general, i.e. terms like:

-“verify correct operation” 

-“verify correct call flow”

are frequently used. These are very subjective statements. 

What is correct operation?

What is the correct call flow?

While references into the technical specifications missing it is hard to figure those out. 

Proposed Change: 

Feature Description column:

Add TS references for each feature, like:

“Key Management for SUPL Authentication - Deployments Supporting GBA or OMA-CIBA”

[TS-ULP] 6.1.2.1

Feature Test Requirement column:

Replace “verify correct operation” statement with key technical requirements where possible. 

Replace “verify correct call flow” statement with key technical requirements where possible.


	Status: OPEN 

Action TWG: to revisit references and include as applicable.

	A003
	2007.10.16
	T
	5.1.1, 5.1.2


	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: 

SUPL2.0 is an evolution from SUPL1.0 with major changes. However, the very core of SUPL1.0 is being re-used and partly modified and new features have been developed on top of that. While starting to develop test cases for SUPL2.0 it would be essential to understand and isolate the focus areas, which need to be covered by new test cases. This view is currently missing from the document. 

Proposed Change: 

Feature Description column:

Add indication whether the feature is 

a) Taken as such from SUPL1.0

b) Modified from SUPL1.0

c) A new feature for SUPL2.0
	Status: OPEN 

Action: – 

None for SUPL 2.0.

Under advisement going forward

	A004
	2007.10.16
	T
	5.1.1.1

Basic functionality  
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: Term “Basic functionality” may be interpreted many ways and it is not being used in the technical specification. 

Proposed Change: 

Feature Description column:

Rename this feature e.g. as “ULP Message, Common Part”.
Feature Test Requirement column:

Verify the Common Part of ULP message in terms of Version support, Session ID support,
	Status: OPEN 

Action: IOP Champion to suggest modification to TWG

	A005
	2007.10.16
	T
	5.1.1.1

Authentication Mechanisms applicable to an E-SLP - Processing Emergency SUPL INIT messages
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: It is not obvious from TS-ULP that this feature is mandatory. [TS-ULP] 6.1.5 says that: ”Support for this feature will be dictated by the appropriate emergency services regulatory bodies.”
Proposed Change:
Move it under Optional Test Requirements.
	Status: OPEN 

Action: This is to be further analyzed by the TWG and way forward defined to clarify whether optional or mandatory.



	A006
	2007.10.16
	T
	5.1.1.1

Retrieval of Historical Positions  and/or Enhanced Cell Sector Measurements
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: It is not obvious from SUPL technical specifications that this feature is mandatory.

Proposed Change:
Move it under Optional Test Requirements.
	Status: OPEN 

Action: This is to be further analyzed by the TWG and way forward defined to clarify whether optional or mandatory

	A007
	2007.10.16
	T
	5.1.1.1

Network / SET Capabilities Change for Area Event Triggered Scenarios


	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: It is not obvious from SUPL technical specifications that this feature is mandatory.

Proposed Change: 

Move it under Optional Test Requirements.
	Status: OPEN 

Action: This is to be further analyzed by the TWG and way forward defined to clarify whether optional or mandatory

	A008
	2007.10.16
	T
	5.1.1.1

Basic functionality failures


	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: “Basic functionality failures” may be interpreted many ways.

Proposed Change: 

Feature Description column:

Replace “Basic functionality failures” e.g. with “Incompatible/ Invalid Common Part of ULP Message”.
	Status: OPEN 

Action: IOP Champion to suggest modification to TWG.

	A009
	2007.10.16
	T
	5.1.1.1

V-SLP to V-SLP Handover - Proxy mode/Non proxy mode
	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: It is not obvious from SUPL technical specifications that this feature is mandatory.

Proposed Change: 

Move it under Optional Test Requirements.
	Status: OPEN

Action TWG:Verify current version and update as applicable.

	A010
	2007.10.16
	T
	5.3


	Source: Nokia

Form: INP doc

Comment: UDP transport missing from the list.

Proposed Change: 

Add “UDP as transport protocol”
	Status: OPEN 

Action TWG: to revisit references and include as applicable.
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