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Recommendations
	ID
	Open Date
	Section
	Description
	Status

	001
	2004.June.23
	3.2 Definitions
	The definition of SUPL provider contains requirements.  Normally, the definitions section contain definitions, and requirements are enumerated elsewhere.
	CLOSED 

The definition of “SUPL provider” is rephrased.

	002
	2004.June.23
	3.2 Definitions
	It's useless to reference a document in the definitions section.  Either a brief definition should be provided or the term should be cut.
	CLOSED 

Both a short definition provided as well as a reference if available.

	003
	2004.June.23
	4 Introduction
	SUPL is not supposed to include an application interface.  It should spell this out specifically in the introduction.  Suggested wording: SUPL is not an application interface protocol.  It does not expose an API to LBS applications.  Other OMA specifications such as MLP are designed for that function.
	CLOSED
Suggested wording added to introduction.

	004
	2004.June.23
	5.3.5, step 5 in normal flow
	SUPL is not supposed to be about an application interface.  However, step 5 says "the resulting position is known to the MLS application".  It should call out that the way it is made known, is not through SUPL.  Suggested wording: SUPL is not an application interface protocol.  It does not expose an API to LBS applications.  Other OMA specifications such as MLP are designed for that function.
	CLOSED 

Updated section 5.3.5. step 5 to reflect this comment.

	005
	2004.June.23
	6.1.1
Requirements 10#
	Storage of location, while permissible at the SET, may not be permissible within the SUPL network, as required by several national regulations.  The requirement should reflect this.
	No need for change
Covered by section 6.1.1 #13 At least the architecture should support this feature/requirement. 


	006
	2004.June.23
	6.1.1
Requirements 12#
	National requirements hold networks responsible for delivering location to emergency service providers, and both 3GPP and 3GPP2 networks and handsets must conform to those requirements.  Therefore, it is not at all clear that SUPL must also support emergency services.  Unless priority is otherwise a requirement without this consideration, the requirement should be removed.  (For example, priority might be a QoS, but this should be supported by a use case.)
	No need for change
It is not a Global requirement that SUPL SHALL support Emergency Services - only in some countries.

SUPL is targeting only commercial Location Based services, hence Emergency is currently out of scope.


	007
	2004.June.23
	6.1.1
Requirements
14#
	When combined with a requirement for bearer independence, the response time might cause QoS to not be met in fallback cases.  The requirement should be expanded to either exclude bearer independence, or specify negotiation, or some similar procedure.
	No need for change
If the fallback bearer is applied, it depends upon the request whether result still complies to requested QoS. There is some flexibility in implementation, which is beneficial. 


	008
	2004.June.23
	6.1.1
Requirements
15# (p23)
	While restarting a procedure in case of loss of bearer is acceptable, resuming a procedure with an alternate bearer isn’t.
	Closed
Resuming a session has been removed from requirement. 


	009
	2004.June.23
	6.1.2 Security
(p23)
	Insuring security of location. How is this possible in a protocol specification?  It is not an architecture or an implementation specification.

Next paragraph mentions “authorized applications”. The method of authentication and authorization of applications is not defined as a use case or set of requirements.  This should be struck or those use cases and requirements should be added.
	No need for change 

Security should be at the forefront of our design criteria. It is a strong requirement. There are certainly ways to design SUPL to make it more or less susceptible to being abused. 

	010
	2004.June.23
	6.1.2 requirement 3
(p23)
	Doesn’t the authentication need to be defined?
	No need for change 

It is important to be able to make sure that the SET and SERVER are the authorized ones. e.g. an operator may have a trusted SERVER and only that server will be acceptable for the terminals, in addition only appropriate subscribers may have access to a server’s resources. 

	011
	2004.June.23
	6.1.2 Security
(p23)
	There is no requirement for SUPL to support lawful interception.  LI requirements typically state that interception must be unnoticeable by the subject.
	No need for change 

This is a handset requirement.

	012
	2004.June.23
	6.1.3
Charging
Requirement #1 (p23)
	The note is out of scope of SUPL requirements
	No need for change 

It is just an explanatory note, not a requirement. 

	013
	2004.June.23
	6.1.5
Usability
Requirement #2
(p24)
	National requirements hold networks responsible for delivering location to emergency service providers, and both 3GPP and 3GPP2 networks and handsets must conform to those requirements.  Therefore, it is not at all clear that SUPL must also support emergency services.  (See 6.1.6, interoperability)
	Closed
SHOULD is changed to SHALL.

SUPL does not support emergency services, will however be able to differentiate between commercial and emergency services.



	014
	2004.June.23
	6.1.7 requirement 2
(p25)
	“SUPL SHALL support a general and synchronized privacy framework”.  Which one?  Where is it defined? Is this a requirement to create one?
	No need for change 

Currently the privacy framework is inadequate Work is ongoing to fix the problem. SUPL shall be in line and compatible with what is currently being developed. 

	015
	2004.June.23
	6.1.8
(p26)
	In addition to a specific list of location technologies supported it should be a requirement to architect an extensible protocol so that new location technologies can be added as extensions without breaking the overall architecture.  Basic concept, should just be explicitly called out.  Suggested wording for the requirement: SUPL architecture SHALL support an extensible framework so that new location technologies can be added efficiently and in-line with the overall architecture.
	Closed
Requirement added. 

	016
	2004.June.23
	6.1.8
Location Technology
(p26)
	Missing requirement
If SUPL is required to support all listed technologies, then the requirement should be stated in a general way to include technologies supported by the network.  (For example location based on WLAN hot spots)
	Closed
Requirement added. 

	017
	2004.June.23
	All
	There are several “template” sections that should either be filled out, or cut.
	Closed
Deleted

	018
	2004.June.23
	3.2, 3.3
(p7)
	Replace references 23.271 by short definitions
	Closed
Replaced

	019
	2004.June.23
	
	has MWS group been included in the work? 
	No need for change
The MWS group is not affected by SUPL WI. 

	020
	2004.June.23
	3.2, 3.3
(p8)
	List MLS in abbreviations, SET not in abbreviations, List E-OTD.

General action to identify any missing abbreviations
	Closed
Abbreviations added. 

	021
	2004.June.23
	
	Whether emergency call service are

included in the SUPL RD or not? If the answer is yes, how charging should

be considered.
	No need for change
SUPL does not support emergency services, will however be able to differentiate between commercial and emergency services.

	022
	2004.June.23
	
	Clarify if SUPL addresses Emergency services. If the answer is yes, Does this also apply to charging aspect?
	No need for change
SUPL does not support emergency services, will however be able to differentiate between commercial and emergency services. 

	023
	2004.June.23
	6.1.5 "Note 2”
(p24)
	Expand on the note on restriction of networks. Also, terminals may have the restrictions that they cannot support voice and data simultaneously as they may not support DTM.
	Closed
Note 2: extended with additional clarification. 

	024
	2004.June.23
	6.2, 6.3, 6.4
	For empty sections, let the section in and write "N/A" here.
	Closed
Applied

	025
	2004.June.23
	6.3
	Should have "User Device" in there.
	Closed
Section removed

	026
	2004.June.23
	5
	Remove tick mark for Applications from the tables in the use cases.
	Closed
Done

	027
	2004. July.08
	3.3
(p8)
	There is a duplicate entry for "GMLC". A possible solution could be to combine both entries like this: "GMLC := Gateway Mobile Location Center (see [23.271])"
	Closed
Done

	028
	2004. July.08
	3.3
(p8)
	Some entries are missing although used in the rest of the text: "3GPP", "3GPP2", "AFLT", "E-CI", "E-OTD", "GPRS", "NW", "MLS", "OTDOA", "SIM", "SUPL", "UE", "USIM" (possibly also "AD" and "RD", "LAN", "QoS"?). Other abbreviations are defined but not used! This probably requires a CR, doesn't it. The modifications should at least be done before the consistency review.
	Closed
Done

	029
	2004. July.08
	5.1.5
(p13)
	The sequence of steps lacks a number "2." step. Could you please renumber this sequence.
	Closed
Done

	030
	2004. July.08
	6.1
(p22)
	For later references to the requirements it will be helpful to have a consecutive numbering rather than (re)start with "1." at each section (6.1.1, 6.1.2, ...). Another alternative is to prefix the number with the category, e.g. "G-1" for the first "general requirement" or "Sec-2" for the second requirement from the security section (6.1.2)
	Closed
Done
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