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1 Reason for Contribution

LOC submitted the MLS v1.2 RD to REQ for informal review. No individual company comments were received. REQ has an action as a group to provide early feedback on this document to LOC.
2 Summary of Contribution

The contribution contains very few specific comments and the author’s opinion about the general considerations that can be found in the REQ Best Practices.
3 Detailed Proposal

· General comments:

Baseline: The baseline is confusing. Either the MLS 1.1 RD is used as a baseline where new use cases and requirements are added on top or the RD is started from a clean template in which case RD v1.1 is added to the normative reference section. REQ recommendation would be to start from a clean template (i.e. remove existing 1.1 requirements and add a normative reference to 1.1 RD). This would greatly simplify the review process.

Definitions/abbreviations: ensure only terms that actually are used in the RD (after changes suggested above) are defined. Ensure defined terms are capitalized throughout the document. Where possible refer to the OMA dictionary rather than definining your own terms.

· Scope and Introduction: 

· Does the scope/introduction fit the expectations given in the WID?

There is a single WID (v1.1) which seems to result in two enabler releases v1.1 and v1.2. It would be advisable to explain in the scope and introduction the motivation and scope of version 1.2 and also the differences (eg added functionality) with the previous version (v.1.1)

· If this is a part of the WID, does the RD draft mentions phasing to cover the full intention of the WID?

See previous point. It would be advisable to explain the expected differences between 1.1 and 1.2. Another question that should be clarified is whether one should expect a 1.3 out of the same WID or whether this 1.2 will cover everything in that WID that has not been covered yet.

· Actors, Stakeholders, Market Drivers etc:

· Does the RD contain a high-level picture? If so is it limited to the actors and stakeholders and their relationships?

The RD does not contain a high level picture. If this material was available in previous versions of the RD it would be advisable to include it here for clarity.

· The Actor Benefits section of a use case should give the reader some idea about the market drivers for the requirements to expect. Have the use cases adequately and clearly addressed the actor issues and benefits?

Use cases 5.1 and 5.2 seem for the time being motivated for technical reasons only. An indicator of this is that end users or service providers are not considered as actors in the use cases. Market benefits of these use cases are not expressed in the use cases. The recommendation is to consider showing end users and service providers as actors and explain how they benefit from these new features (eg multiple step location makes user experience better because a first coarse position can be provided very quickly, service provider may increase usage thanks to better user experience)

· Not expected to be complete, but: ( Do the requirements clearly identify the actions/operations by the actors from which the interfaces/functional components can be identified in OMA work following the RD phase??

No issue identified

· Re-use of enablers, earlier versions, backward compatibility:

· If the enabler is a new version of an existing enabler, is backwards compatibility assumed? If so are those components/features requiring backwards compatibility identified in the RD?

Backwards compatibiliy is made explicit via a requirement. No issue identified.

· Are requirements that create a dependency on other enablers or underlying network resources clearly marked, e.g. through use of normative references?

3GPP/2 references are used. No issues identified.

· If certain requirements are to be enabled by other service enablers or system components are they worded correctly? E.g. “SHALL permit suitable mechanisms”.

No such requirements for the time being.

· Are any of the requirements outside the scope of the enabler, or focused on a service rather than the service enabler?

No issue identified

· From the special checklist:

· Identify any dependency on other enablers or WGs. Identify use cases which are likely to require support by other enablers.  Indicate whether the work on the other enablers is already ongoing.

· Identify any aspects which could be re-used by other enablers.

· Identify any requirements which are likely to impact other enablers.

Consider if GPM should be identified as a reused enabler for this release of MLS 1.2

· Specific comments:

Requirement G5: is there an internal (i.e. an OMA document) or an external reference where the term “civic address” is defined? It would be good to have a definition of this term, even better a reference to another document where it is defined, if it exists.

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

REQ should review and discuss the material in section 3, decide if it is appropriate as REQ feedback to LOC and identify specific issues (if any) which should be considered indivual company feedback. REQ is ultimately requested to agree these recommendations and provide them as REQ feedback to LOC.
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