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1 Reason for Contribution

The initial comment to SUPL 1.0 consistency review need to be communicated to LOC WG in order to facilitate early resolution.

2 Summary of Contribution

See below.

3 Detailed Proposal

	ID
	Open Date
	Section
	Description
	Status

	0
	
	AD 6.8
	The signalling flows are described as if  roaming case must have and non-roaming cases shall not have a R-SLP. As R-SLP may me present or not present in any of the scenarios it need to be described that a R-SLP may be absent in roaming flows and may be present in non-roaming flows.
	

	1
	
	AD 6.4
	“A network entity represents a group of functions, and not necessarily a physical device. …………

Comment:

Here a new term “network entity” is introduced. Is it same as system & subsystem in section 6.6? In such case it should be clarified.

Suggest to add “network entity” to section 3.2 Definitions.
	

	2
	
	AD 6.4
	“A reference point is a conceptual demarcation of two groups of functions…..” 

Comment:

The term reference point have already a slightly different definition in section 3.2 Definitions. (actually in OMA-DICT
	

	3
	
	AD 8
	Timer ST2

Comment:

At expiry, the RLP-SRLIA can not be sent to SUPL agent but R-SLP
	

	4
	
	AD 5
	The SUPL AD depends on [OMA MLS AD].

Comment:

Think UPL AD dependent on RLP rather than MLS AD.
	

	5
	
	AD 2.2
	[3GPP GPS] 3GPP TS 43.059, “Functional stage 2 description of Location Services (LCS) in GERAN”, Release 6, (Section 4.2.3)

[3GPP A-GPS] 3GPP TS 25.305, “Stage 2 functional specification of User Equipment (UE) positioning in UTRAN”, Release 6, (Section 10)

Comment:

Strange naming for these references. Suggest [3GPP GSM LCS] and [3GPP WCDMA LCS]

Maybe the reference to specific sections in the documents also should be removed. 
	

	6
	
	AD 2.1
	[3GPP RRLP] 3GPP TS 44.031, “Location Services (LCS); Mobile Station (MS) – Serving Mobile Location Centre (SMLC) Radio Resource LCS Protocol (RRLP)”, V5.11.0 (2004-11)

Comment:

Should not same release of 3GPP specification be refernced.
	

	7
	
	AD 3.2
	SUPL Security Function.
SUPL Security function manages the Authentication and Authorization for SUPL Agents and MLS Applications to access User Plane Location Services.

Comment:

Reword to “…to access SUPL services.
	

	8
	
	AD 6.2.3
	The SUPL Security function enables the SUPL network to authenticate and authorize the SUPL Agent. 

Comment:

Text in not consistent wit section 7.1 where it is the SET being authenticated?
	

	9
	
	AD 6.1.2
	SET Initiated Services are services, which originate from the SET. For these services the SUPL Agent resides within the SET. This model introduces considerations such as SUPL Agent and SET User authentication, etc. 

Comment:

Last sentence could be removed to get this section consistent with the text in section 6.1.1.
	

	10
	
	AD 6.4.1
	The SUPL application message exchange can occur between the SET and the SLC, for service management and proxy mode of positioning determination exchange, or between the SET and the SPC for positioning determination exchange in non-proxy mode.

Comment:

Difficult to understand. Could be reworded to: “For service management ULP messages are exchanged between SET and SLP (SLC for non-proxy mode). For positioning determination ULP messages are exchanged between SET and SLP (SPC for non-proxy mode).”
	

	11
	
	AD 6.7.1
	The function of the Lup interface is logically separated into Location Service Management and Positioning Determination.

Comment:

Lup interface? Shouldn’t it be Lup reference point? 
	

	12
	
	AD 6.2.2
	There is overlap between functionalities of SLC/SPC and SET. Depending on the capabilities of a SET and the positioning method chosen, a SET can act like a SLC/SPC.

Comment:

Strange that a SET can act like a SLC/SPC. Add text that explains in what way a SET can act like a SLC/SPC.
	

	13
	
	AD 6.6.3
	SUPL Positioning Calculation Function (SPCF)
Comment:

Should be described what part can be in SLC
	

	14
	
	AD 6.8.7.4
	The SUPL END message …. A received session-id shall be treated as invalid if no open session can be assigned to this session-id or in case of the SUPL INIT message, the session-id is not treated as SLP-generated by the SET.
Comment:

“…or in case of the SUPL INIT message, the session-id is not treated as SLP-generated by the SET” 

Is it possible for the SET to determine that the session-id is not generated by a SLP? And if it is, the procedures used by the SET to determine this need to be described. This comment also applies to section 6.9.7.8, with the additional comment that SUPL INIT is not used for SET initiated scenarios.
	

	15
	
	AD 6.9.6.7
	Step C: 
Authorization of the SET-initiated positioning request fails at the SLP (for example, the SET User has not subscribed to SET-initiated location services).

Comment:

It is not clear in the AD what location services a SET could subscribe to. 
	

	16
	
	AD 8
	Timer ST4 (Timer expiry column)

Comment:

The headings "For network initiated scenario:" and  "For SET initiated scenario:" should be used to make it easier to understand the text in this column. 
	

	17
	
	AD 6.8.3
	Step F
The V-SLP acknowledges that it is ready to initiate a SUPL positioning procedure with an RLP SSRLIA back to the H-SLP.

Comment:

According to the figure the V-SLP address is included in the RLP SSRLIA message. Why is the V-SLP address needed in this message? 
	

	18
	
	AD 6.7.1.1
	Table 6-2

Comment:

The two new messages AUTH REQ and AUTH RESP should be added to the table.
	

	19
	
	AD 6.9.6
	Figure 17 Step D&E

Comment:

The RLP messages are misspelled.
	

	20
	
	AD 6.8.4
	Step E: The H-SLP allocates a session-id for the SUPL session and decides that the V-SPC will provide assistance data or perform the position calculation. The H-SLP sends an RLP SSRLIR to the V-SLC to inform the V-SLC that the target SET will initiate a SUPL positioning procedure.

Comment:

In this case a SUPL START message is tunnelled in an RLP message to the V-SLC. But at this point the H-SLP has not access to all mandatory parameters in SUPL START message, e.g. LID.
	

	
	
	
	
	

	22
	
	AD 7.1.3.1
	Where H-SLP is the FQDN of the H-SLP address configured in the SET. Please note that H-SLP address is not considered secret. The HMAC construct used here does not provide any data authentication but only used as an alternative to a HASH function. SHA-1 MUST be used as the hash (H) function in the HMAC. The output of the SHA-1 HASH function MUST be truncated to 64 bits, i.e. the HMAC MUST be implemented as HMAC-SHA1-64

Comment:

It is not obvious if the most or least significant bits should be kept when the output of the HASH function is truncated. 
	

	23
	
	AD 6.8.1 and other sections showing message flows
	Step F in AD 6.8.1

Comment:

Suggest to  introduce an informative appendix that shows relevant SUPL POS message flows for all positioning protocol (RRLP, RCC, and TIA-801). With an informative appendix it would be easier to get a common understanding of the SUPL POS message flow and easier to identify possible interactions problems with the rest of the ULP messages, e.g. the SUPL END message.
	

	24
	
	AD 7.1.4.1
	Third paragraph: “….. If the source IP address of the SUPL POS INIT matches the one acquired from the bearer network then the SET is considered authentic and H-SLP continues with the SUPL session. If a match cannot be found then H-SLP MUST terminate the SUPL session.”

Comment:

To be consistent with similar error cases in section 7.1.3.1 and 7.1.4.2, the last sentence should be changed to “If a match cannot be found then H-SLP MUST terminate the SUPL session with the relevant SUPL error messages.

Maybe “…the relevant SUPL error messages” should be replaced by “..a SUPL END message”.  
	

	50
	
	TS 5
	If WAP is used for the SUPL_INIT message transport then WAP version 2.0 SHALL be used.

Comment:

Remove underline in SUPL_INIT
	

	51
	
	TS 6 & TS 8
	General comment: 

Most of the tables in these sections have no table number and name.  
	

	52
	
	TS 7.2.2
	The Location Id parameter.

Comment:

This parameter has the name Location Id while the same parameter in section in 7.2.4 SUPL POS INIT has the name Location ID. The name of these parameters should be the same.
	

	53
	
	TS 8.13 & 8.2
	The first column in the tables.

Comment:

Color missing.
	

	54
	
	TS 8
	The third column in the tables.

Comment:

These columns have not the same names. Some have the name Values/Description while others have the name Description.
	

	55
	
	TS 8.14
	The max_loc_age parameter.

Comment:

Rename the parameter to Maximum Location Age.
	

	
	
	
	
	

	57
	
	TS 7.2.1
	The QoP parameter.

Comment:

The description of this parameter is “Quality of Position parameter” while the same parameter in section in 7.2.2 SUPL START has the description “Desired Quality of Position”. The description should be the same.
	

	58
	
	TS 7
	Comment:

This section should be normative.
	

	59
	
	TS 8
	Comment:

Add some text that describes the purpose of this section. “This section describes….” 

This section should also be normative.
	

	60
	
	TS 8.14
	The Delay parameter.

Comment:

It is not clear which of the definitions an SLP shall use when specifying delay tolerance in SUPL INIT. Shall an SLP use the 22.071 definition or the 44.031 definition?
	

	61
	
	TS 7.2.4
	The SUPLPOS parameter.

Comment:

It is not clear in what scenarios a SET may use this parameter. Is it valid for all positioning protocols or only for TIA-801?
	

	OMA-TS-ULP-V1_0-20050414-D:

	
	2005.05.03
	-
	The document is not using the latest version of the template
	

	
	2005.05.03
	Front page
	The OMA Logo is missing on the front page
	

	
	2005-04-03
	2.1
	References to other OMA documents shall not contain the date or state part of the file name.
	

	
	
	2.1
	The URLS in the references to WAP Forum specifications shall not be specific, but rather point to http://www.openmobilealliance.org 
	

	
	
	2.1
	The references [ASN.1] and [PER] do not contain URLs.
	

	
	
	2.1
	The reference [C.S0022-A v1.0 ] does not contain an URL to 3GPP2.
	

	
	
	5
	The statement “ULP SHALL use TCP/IP as the transport protocol.  The SUPL INIT message MAY use additional transport protocols. If WAP is used for the SUPL_INIT message transport then WAP version 2.0 SHALL be used.” Could be made more specific. Is it possible to refer to a normative reference rather than just “WAP version 2.0” to clarify which specifications that are to be used?


	

	
	
	6
	The pronunciation “MT” is not explained in chapter 3.3.
	

	
	
	6.1
	The outstanding registration of IANA port number needs to be followed up on.
	

	
	
	6.2
	The outstanding registration of WAP application ID with OMNA needs to be followed up on.
	

	
	
	6.4
	The statement “OMA enablers  SHOULD be used to provision the SET.” is rather vague. Which OMA enablers are intended to be used?
	

	
	
	7
	Chapter 7 is noted to be normative, yet it contains normative statements according to the definitions in RFC 2119. If the chapte indeed is informative then the key words SHALL be in lower case letters rather than upper-case to avoid confusion.
	

	
	
	8
	Chapter 7 is noted to be informative. No explicit statement is being made about chapter 8. Is this to be seen as a normative chapter?
	

	
	
	C.1
	The URL to the WAP specification should be replaced by the use of an informative/normative reference that is listed in chapter 2.
	

	OMA-AD-SUPL-V1_0-20050419-D:

	
	
	2.1, 2.2
	Several references are missing URLs
	

	
	
	2.1
	The reference to SUPL RD is not specific enough, the version number is missing.
	

	
	
	2.1
	The reference to [OMA MLP], [OMA MLS],[OMA MLS AD] and [OMA RLP] are not specific enough, the version number is missing.
	

	
	
	2.1
	The URLS in the references to WAP Forum specifications shall not be specific, but rather point to http://www.openmobilealliance.org
	

	
	
	2.1
	References to WAP Forum specifications shall be in the same format as for OMA specifications when it comes to use of file name, that is the file name without date and state shall be provided.
	

	
	
	2.2
	References [ARCH-PRINC], [ARCH-REVIEW], [OMA-DICT] and [OMA AD] are too general and need to be more specifically tied to documents.
	

	
	
	2.2
	Reference to [3GPP2 X.P0024] seems to be to a not yet published specification. Special attention needs to be paid to this, although the reference is informative and therefore not so critical.
	

	
	
	4.3
	Requirements fulfillment needs to be noted in the RD and is only used in the AD to help facilitate the AD review.
	

	
	
	4.4
	The chapter talks about SUPL in terms of releases. As OMA releases SUPL as version 1.0 and version 1.1/version 2.0 instead of as release 1 and 2 the terminology should be changed to indicate that.
	

	
	
	6, 7
	The chapters contain normative statements, so should this then be seen as a chapter that contains normative text?
	

	OMA-ERELD-SUPL-V1_0-20050414-D:

	
	
	-
	The latest template shall be used.
	

	
	
	2.1
	The references [SUPL RD] and [SUPL AD] are not specific enough (no version number)
	

	
	
	2.1
	The references to OMA documents are missing the file names (which should be listed without date and state).
	

	
	
	3.1
	The reference to “CREQ” should be replaced with a reference to “IOPROC”.
	

	
	
	8, 9
	The static conformance requirements seem to be at a too low level for this kind of document, as there are references to individual SCR items in the RLP specification. Cannot this be listed  in terms of general references to the RLP SCR tables instead?
	


Editorial Comments

	Document Rev
	Section
	Description
	Status

	OMA-TS-ULP-V1_0-20050414-D:

	
	Table of contents
	The reference to figures is in really small print text
	

	
	3.2
	The definition text is written with different font sizes.
	

	
	3.3
	The word “3gpp” is written with lower case letters instead of upper-case as is customary (“3GPP”)
	

	
	3.3
	NID explanation wrongly spelled (“Netowork”)
	

	
	8.7
	Have the symbols “>” and “>>” that proceed the parameters any meaning or is it just an editorial mistake to have them there?
	

	
	B1.1
	This section contains just an empty table that could be removed unless it is intended to contain information.
	

	
	B1.2
	Remove empty rows from table (this is a general comment for all applicable SCR tables).
	

	
	B1.3
	There is an editor’s comment here that does not make sense.
	

	
	B 2.1
	This section contains just an empty table that could be removed unless it is intended to contain information.
	

	
	B 2.3
	There is an editor’s comment here that does not make sense.
	

	
	C
	Remove “<” and “>” from the heading “Additional Information”
	


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

Authors kindly ask LOC WG to review the comment and provide feedback.
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