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Consistency Review Report

	Review Report Document Id
	OMA-CONRR-SUPL-V2_0-20080226-D
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential

	Material Being Reviewed:
	OMA-ERP-SUPL_2_0-V2_0-20071008-D

	Group Presenting Document:
	OMA LOC WG

	Date of This Report:
	26 February 2008


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 Comments 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
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	LOC WG
	Submitting Group
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	OMA-CONR-2007-0052-RC_SUPL2_0_ERP_Orange

OMA-CONR-2007-0051-RC_SUPL2_0_ERP_ETRI

OMA-CONR-2007-0048R01-for_ERP_SUPL_V2_0_20071008 (CMCC & ZTE)
OMA-CONR-2007-0047-RC_SUPL2_0_ERP_Andrew

OMA-CONR-2007-0044-RC_SUPL_2_0_ERP_TS_from_LGE

OMA-CONR-2007-0043-RC_SUPL_2_0_ERP_RD_AD_from_LGE

OMA-CONR-2007-0042R01-RC_SUPL2_0_ERP_TS_ULP_Qualcomm

OMA-CONR-2007-0041-RC_SUPL2_0_ERP_TS_ILP_Qualcomm

OMA-CONR-2007-0040R01-SUPL2_0_ERP_AD_Qualcomm

OMA-CONR-2007-0039-RC_SUPL2_0_Ericsson

OMA-CONR-2007-0037-RC_SUPL_2.0_ERP_AD (Sprint Nextel)

OMA-CONR-2007-0036-RC_SUPL_2.0_ERP_RD (Sprint Nextel)
OMA-CONR-2007-0045-RC_SUPL2_0_ERP_TS_ULP_TCS
OMA-CONR-2007-0046-RC_SUPL2_0_ERP_AD_TCS
OMA-CONR-2007-0053-SUPL_2.0_ERP_RD_AD_Nokia
OMA-CONR-2007-0054R01-SUPL_2.0_ERP_TS_ULP_Nokia
OMA-CONR-2007-0055-SUPL_2.0_ERP_TS_ILP_Nokia
OMA-CONR-2007-0xyz-SUPL_2_0_ERP_TS_CIBA


2.2 Review History

	Review Type
	Date
	Review Method
	Participating Groups
	Full Document Id

	Full
	2007-12-03
	Conf Call
	LOC, REL
	OMA-ERP-SUPL_2_0-V2_0-20071008-D

	
	
	
	
	


3. Review Comments

3.1 OMA-RD-SUPL-V2_0-20070116-C
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A007


	2007.11.30
	E
	3.2
	Source: Larry.A.Young@Sprint.com

Form: OMA-CONR-2007-0036-RC-SUPL-2.0-ERP-RD, RELCONRSUPL 2.0 ConfCall

Comment: Definitions are missing for Application Service Provider, Change of Area, Periodic, Quality of Position,  SUPL Network, Target, and Triggered 

Proposed Change: Add definitions, some can be found in the AD
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>CR required, LAY

	A0044

	2007.10.10
	T
	6.2
	Source: Ericsson
Form: Doc#0039
Comment: It is not clear if requirements OSR-7 is fulfilled 

Proposed Change: 
	OPEN 
CR required; AKE
Pending OMA-LOC-2008-0008-CR_SUPL_2_0_RD_ConrrA0044_WLAN.doc

	
	
	
	
	
	


3.2 OMA-AD-SUPL-V2_0-20070831-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	B090

	2007.11.29
	T
	5.4.3, 5.4.4
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: 

Comment: MLP part in call flow diagram in figure 4 and figure 5 needs to be brought in line with figure 79 in ULP. Also, MLP does not currently support the suggested call flow sequence.

Proposed Change: correct figure 4.
	Status: OPEN 
Pending similar resolution for comment to ULP section. CRs required (first to MLP & ULP).

	B097


	2007.11.29
	T
	5.4.8
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: 

Comment: the MLP and RLP call flows in figure 9 are not correct. The interim position cannot be reported the way it is shown. Refer to figure 79 in ULP to correct figure 9.

Proposed Change: correct figure 9 in line with ULP figure 79.
	Status: Similar resolution as for B090.

	B101


	2007.11.29
	T
	5.4.9, 5.4.10
	Source: Qualcomm

Form: 

Comment: the MLP and RLP call flows in figures 10 and 11 are not correct. The interim position cannot be reported the way it is shown. Refer to figure 79 in ULP to correct figures 10 and 11.

Proposed Change: correct figures 10 and 11 in line with ULP figure 79.
	Status: OPEN Similar resolution as for B090

	B123

	2007.11.29
	E
	5.4.4
	Source: Khiem Tran

Form: doc#0047

Comment: There is an apparent contradiction between Figure 1:Supl Architecture and 5.4.4 NI Proxy where it says 

“Note: the WAP-PPG/SMS-C network element is only involved if WAP Push or MT SMS is used for delivering the ULP SUPL INIT message to the SET.  If UDP/IP or SIP Push is used as transport for the ULP SUPL INIT message, the WAP-PPG/SMS-C is not involved.”

In Figure 1, it looks like the WAP-PPG can be involved when SIP Push is used as a transport due to the SIP Push (P-X) interface  shown between the WAP PPG and the SIP/IP core. The same comment applies for the SMS-C.
Proposed Change: Change the note in 5.4.4 if it is incorrect.
	Status: OPEN 
CR: Khiem & Paul  

	
	
	
	
	
	


3.3 OMA-TS-SUPL_MO-V1_0-20070615-A
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status


No comments received.
3.4 OMA-TS-ULP-V2_0-20070927-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	D020 
	2007.10.10
	T
	5.1.8.1

5.1.8.2

5.1.8.3

5.1.10.1

5.1.10.2

5.1.10.3


	Source: Ericsson
Form: Doc#0039
Comment: The flows do not describe the repetition ‘loop’ for real time reporting. E.g. in 5.1.8.1 step N only includes “Alternatively -  and applicable – step L is repeated.”

Proposed Change: Change in 5.1.8.1 to 

“Alternatively repeat step L or step H depending on reporting mode”

Introduce corresponding changes to the flows.
	OPEN 
CR required (Ake)

	D023 
	2007.10.10
	T
	5.1.15

5.1.18

5.1.19


	Source: Ericsson
Form: Doc#0039
Comment: The flows for “notification based on current location” non-proxy mode are optimized to avoid unnecessary signaling between SET and H-SLC. This increases complexity and makes flows significantly different from ‘normal’ non-proxy flows as the H-SLC need to, via V-SLC & V-SPC inform the SET that a ‘second’ notification need to be performed. Suggest to consider simpler solution 

Proposed Change: SET should always send SUPL REPORT to H-SLC if “notification based on location is indicated in SUPL INIT. 
	OPEN 
CR Required (Ake)

	D040 
	2007.10.10
	T
	5.2.16
	Source: Ericsson
Form: Doc#0039
Comment: The flows contain several serious flaws as the flows are based on  Network Initiated periodic flows with minor modifications. Examples of flaws:

- Batch and Quasi-real time reporting is included although no mechanism for SET to select reporting mode is defined.
- V-SLP (for V-SLP positioning) is not aware what mode is used.

There are no requirements or use-cases that  identifies need of periodic delivery to third party. The effort needed to make flows correct are significant. There are only minor disadvantages by instead using repeated ‘normal’ third party delivery. 

Proposed Change:
	OPEN 
Postponed
Ake



	D041 
	2007.10.10
	T
	5.2.16
	Source: Ericsson
Form: Doc#0039
Comment: 5.2.16.1 step P includes sentence “As an option (e.g. if the 3rd party is not available), the H-SLP could retain the historic position fixes for later retrieval by the 3rd party.” As the delivery mechanism is out of scope of SUPL the described storage function is also out of scope of SUPL.

Comment applies to corresponding step in the other slows in 5.1.16

Proposed Change: Remove sentence (or periodic 3rd party delivery)
	OPEN 
Validate

	D51-3
	2007.10.10
	T
	6.1.5.2
	Source: Ericsson
Form: Doc#0039
Comment:  The description of the white list function is incomplete (e.g. sec 6.1.5.2.2 and the relation to "locality").  In addition the mechanism seems prune to implementation errors. 
As the threats not seems likely and can be mitigated by other means it is suggested to remove the white list function from SUPL 2.0  
Proposed Change: 
	OPEN
 CR will be provided by Ericsson.

	D0268 
	2007.11.29
	E
	5.1, 5.2
	Source: Khiem Tran

Form: doc#0047

Comment: In 5.1, the Introductory text says “SET MAY reuse an existing secure IP connection to the SLP”, but makes no mention that the following call flows are for a single session over a connection only.  Without this statement, various SHALL statements in the following call flows become incorrect (for example where it says “the SET SHALL release the secure IP connection”, it would cause problems if multiple sessions were in progress on the same connection, without some extra clarification). 

This comment also applies to section 5.2.

Proposed Change: add a sentence to 5.1 and 5.2 stating that the following callflows are for a single session over a connection only.
	Status: OPEN 

CR is required Ericsson and Andrew will coordinate with CR on transport.

	D0287 
	2007.11.29
	T
	5.1.22.1
	Source: Khiem Tran

Form: doc#0047

Comment: NI ES N-R Success case, Proxy mode, Step B contains the text “The E-SLP uses the location data and/or any SET IP address received in step A to verify that the target SET is currently not SUPL roaming.”
 The diagram shows “location data” being included in the EME LIR. The equivalent parameter in the MLP spec, is a “shape” element  included in the supl_support_params element. This needs to be stated as it means only later versions of MLP can be used. 

There also needs to be some guidance as to what the shape actually means. Is it the only possible area that the SET may be in, or is it just an estimate position? This could make a difference from an SLP implementation point of view. Also, is it only used for determining SUPL roaming? 
Proposed Change: mention that the “location data” is included in the supl_support_params element. Clarify what the shape should be taken to mean.
	Status: OPEN 

CR is required Andrew and TCS to coordinate.

	D0292 
	2007.11.29
	T
	6
	Source: Khiem Tran

Form: doc#0047

Comment: Throughout section 6 (Security Considerations), there is an unstated assumption that a SET must be either 3GPP or 3GPP2 based from a security perspective and that a WLAN only SET, if one existed, would either have to be a 3GPP or 3GPP2 SET as well, or would need to act like one. If correct, this needs to be stated somewhere. If not correct, it needs to be stated what the security considerations for a WLAN only SET are.
Proposed Change: confirm whether a WLAN only SET is supported and what the security considerations for it would be (for example, does it require a SIM?)
	Status: OPEN 

POSTPONED pending on response from Security group.  QualComm to bring the issue to their attention.

Awaiting resolution on 0008

	D0306 
	2007.11.29
	T
	11, 10.11.4
	Source: Khiem Tran

Form: doc#0047

Comment: The Location Value element in Location Data from the WLAN AP definition is not big enough for the ASN1 data type as currently defined. 

Locationvalue is an Octet string of size 1..128, but according to 10.11.4, it could contain a location encoding “as per RFC 4119”. 

“As per RFC4119” is a bit ambiguous as RFC4119 basically defines the PIDFLO which contains usage rules as well as a location. The PIDFLO also supports locations in different forms, such as civic address. 

128 octets is certainly not large enough to contain an entire PIDFLO.  It doesn’t seem to be long enough to encode even a basic gml:location object according to RFC4119, let alone a civic location object, which can be quite large.

Proposed Change: limit the Location Value to be something that can fit in 128 octets (for example a set of coordinates) or increase the size of the Location Value octet string.
	Status: OPEN 

POSTPONED pending discussion.

CR required: Andrew ?

	D0309 
	2007.11.29
	T
	Appendix D, Timers
	Source: Khiem Tran

Form: doc#0047

Comment: The default values of some of the timers may need to be adjusted.

RT1 has a default value of 10+(optionally) response time in QoP. In some call flows it must be at least longer than ST2 and ST4 put together (for example, see 5.1.19), but default values of ST2 and ST4 are: 10 (proxy for ST2, otherwise 50+qop for non-proxy) and 10 respectively.

This is also true for cases where RT1 must be greater than ST2 and ST3 (for example 5.1.3 and 5.1.4). Also cases where RT1 could be larger than ST2+UT2+UT3+ST5+UT5 (see 5.1.17 and 5.1.18)

Note: PT1 must be greater than UT4 (5.1.15) PT1 currently includes QoP. If this is removed, need to readjust default value.

Also, UT2 should be greater than ST4 (see 5.1.8.3) but their default values are the same.

Likewise UT1 should be greater than ST3 (see 5.1.9.2) but their default values are the same.

Likewise UT1 should be greater than ST4 (see 5.2.5)

Proposed Change: default timer values need to be considered and adjusted as necessary.
	Status: OPEN 

CR is required Andrew to submit

	D0310 
	2007.11.29
	T
	Appendix D, Timers
	Source: Khiem Tran

Form: doc#0047

Comment: The SLP timer values don’t take user verification and notification into account. ST2, for example, covers the time from the sending of the SUPL INIT to the receipt of a SUPL POS INIT. If no user verification is required, this could be significantly shorter than if user verification was required. The default value for ST2 is ten seconds, a good deal of which could be taken up by the SUPL INIT delivery. This does not leave much time for a user to find their handset and respond to a request. It also raises the question of how the time limit to respond is actually conveyed to the user. If they are to respond within 5 seconds, they may still be too late if too much time has elapsed delivering the SUPL INIT.

Proposed Change: allow the SLP to vary the  timer values by an optional amount if user response is required.

Update to ST2 timer for proposed change.
	Status: OPEN 

CR is required Andrew to submit

	D0342 
	2007.11.30
	T
	B.1
	Source: Nicolas Bellardie

Form: doc#0052

Comment: There is an example of the use of MLP with ULP in asynchronous mode. An example with RLP would be nice too.

Proposed Change: Write an example with RLP.
	Status: OPEN 

CR required (Nicolas ?)

Also to MLP to be updated to facilitate Asynchronous mode.
Also Ref. B090 and D…

	D0343 
	2007.11.28
	T
	5.1.1

Step B


	Source: TCS

Form: OMA-CONR-2007-0045-RC_SUPL2_0_ERP_TS_ULP_TCS
Comment:  Even though the note in step B indicates that the specifics for determining if the SET is SUPL roaming are considered outside the scope of SUPL, the call flow shows that roaming determination is performed before the H-SLP contacts the SET.

An alternative to the current call flow is to allow the H-SLP to check whether the SET is SUPL roaming after it receives the SUPL POS INIT message from the SET,  or in more general terms after the H-SLP has obtained the location ID information from the SET. With this approach, roaming determination can be done by the H-SLP based on location ID.

Proposed Change: add a new note in step B to allow the H-SLP to determine whether the SET is SUPL roaming based on SET Location ID after it has been received in the first SUPL message from the SET.  

The added new  note may read “Alternatively, the H-SLP may determine whether the SET is SUPL roaming in a later step using the location identifier (lid) received in the first message from the SET. ”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

CR required TCS to submit.

	D0344 
	2007.11.28
	T
	5.1.3

Step B
	Source: TCS

Form: OMA-CONR-2007-0045-RC_SUPL2_0_ERP_TS_ULP_TCS
Comment:  same as comment in A001.

Proposed Change: Add note in step B to allow the H-SLP to determine whether the SET is SUPL roaming based on Location ID after the H-SLP receives the SET location ID in the first SUPL message from the SET, in which case step E and F will be skipped by the H-SLP.

The added new  note may read “Alternatively, the H-SLP may determine whether the SET is SUPL roaming in a later step using the location identifier (lid) received in the first message from the SET, in which case step E and F are skipped by the H-SLP”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

CR required TCS to submit.

	D0345 
	2007.11.28
	T
	5.1.8.2

Step F


	Source: TCS

Form: OMA-CONR-2007-0045-RC_SUPL2_0_ERP_TS_ULP_TCS
Comment:  In step F, it says that the H-SLP determines the V-SLP based on LID or other mechanism. However, roaming determination is also done in step B according to current call flow description.

Proposed Change:  apply the change proposed in A001 and reword step F to read “The H-SLP sends an RLP TSRLRR including the SUPL TRIGGERED START message to the V-SLP to inform the V-SLP that the target SET will initiate a SUPL positioning procedure”. 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

CR required TCS to submit.

	D0346 
	2007.11.28
	T
	5.1


	Source: TCS

Form: OMA-CONR-2007-0045-RC_SUPL2_0_ERP_TS_ULP_TCS
Comment:  Comment A001/A002/A003 may apply to other calls in section 5.1 as well.

Proposed Change: Apply proposed changes in A001 or A002 or A003, whichever applicable, to other call flows in section 5.1.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

CR required TCS to submit.

	D0355 
	2007.11.28
	T
	5.1.12


	Source: TCS

Form: OMA-CONR-2007-0045-RC_SUPL2_0_ERP_TS_ULP_TCS
Comment:  

As pointed out in comment A001, A002 and A003, using lid to determine whether the SET is SUPL roaming should be allowed. The call flow defined in section 5.1.12 needs to take this into account.

Proposed Change: 
Update the call flow to cover the case where lid is used to determine whether the SET is SUPL roaming.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

CR required TCS to submit.

	D0358 
	2007.11.28
	T
	5.1.14


	Source: TCS

Form: OMA-CONR-2007-0045-RC_SUPL2_0_ERP_TS_ULP_TCS
Comment:  

To support the use case associated with this call flow, should the Notification type be set to noNotificationNoVerification in the SUPL INIT message or what?

Proposed Change: 
Clarify.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

CR required (QC, TCS, E///)
Add paragraph to explain 

TCS will prep. CR



	D0373 
	
	T
	5.1.7.2
	Source: Nokia

Comment:  Towards the call flows: As a generic comment.  One mistake in 1.0 is that It is not good to force terminal to create data connection for just indicating “error/reject” response. Because even that will cost to user the data transfer (~2-4kb because of certificates). Now if some one can create system that just send fool SUPL INIT messages it will create extra cost to user. So in the end we should give to user option to select how the system should behave. STD should not limit it. 

Proposed Change: Change accordingly
	Status: OPEN
Marta will draft CR

	D0375 
	
	T
	5.1.8.1
	Source: Nokia

Comment: J: It should be noticed that SET memory is limited and there has to be some limit for the storage or way how terminal can flush if data to NW event batch reporting continues. (However, a purpose of STD is not to specify the behavior of the terminal on the implementation level.) Should the SET send a message if it can’t store more calculated position estimates?

Proposed Change: (CR TBD)  
	Status: OPEN
CR required (Marta)

	D0417 
	
	T
	9.2.11
	Source: Nokia

Comment: Batch Reporting Conditions, third bullet: There might be exceptions to this like SET available memory
Proposed change: Possible SET-out-of-memory message (CR TBD)
	Status: OPEN
Ref. D375 (perhaps add result-code to 9.2.15 ?) Marta

	D0419 
	
	E/T
	9.2.14
	Source: Nokia

Comment: Is this the actual query or a notification or an acknowledgement of notification. Normally notification just means showing information, but actual use may reject the request. 
Proposed change: clarify
	Status: OPEN
CR required (Marta)

	D0429 
	
	T
	10.20.2.2
	Source: Nokia

Comment: Geographic target area: Which types are must for SET. The only reasonable are form is really the Circular Area. And how negation about supported form are done between SLP and SET?
Proposed change:  (CR TBD)
	Status: OPEN
Marta



	D0433 
	
	E/T
	10.21
	Source: Nokia

Comment: This need more elaboration. What Location bases notification really means
Proposed change: Add description
	Status: OPEN
CR required (Marta)

	D0436 
	
	T
	11.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: WiMAX missing

Proposed Change: add, CR will be provided (CR TBD)
	Status: OPEN
Pending CR 462R03.. (Marta)


3.5 OMA-TS-ILP-V2_0-20071008-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	E0026 
	2007.11.29
	T
	Appendix C
	Source: Khiem Tran

Form: doc#0047

Comment: There are currently conflicting definitions for the PT1 timer for non-proxy mode in the 2.0 ULP and ILP specs.

In the TS ULP (for all non-proxy cases), the default value is “10+ (optionally) response time in QoP”

In the TS ILP for Network Initiated, non-proxy mode, it is UT4+10. For SET Initiated, non-proxy mode, it is 10 seconds. 

Since the TS ULP 2.0  version is identical to that in 1.0, it looks like the ILP version is the later one, but I’m not sure that the H-SPC would even know the value of UT4.

Proposed Change: Make ULP and ILP consistent. 
	Status: OPEN 



	E0029 
	2007.12.1
	T
	11.2.1

11.2.4

11.2.6

12.17
	Source: Nokia

Form: 

Comment:  Location ID, Multiple location IDs: add WiMAX

Proposed Change: TBD
	Status: OPEN
To be addressed after ULP issues resolved.



	E0030 
	2007.12.1
	
	12.5
	Source: Nokia

Form: 

Comment: add WiMAX BS information

Proposed Change: Add also chapter 12.5.5 for WiMAX BS info definition
	Status: OPEN
To be addressed after ULP issues resolved.



	E0031 
	2007.12.1
	
	13
	Source: Nokia

Form: 

Comment: WiMAX missing

Proposed Change: Add, TBD
	Status: OPEN
To be addressed after ULP issues resolved.



	
	
	
	
	
	


3.6 OMA-TS-CIBA-V1_0-20070830-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	
	
	
	
	
	


3.7 OMA-SUP-AC_ap0004_supl-V1_0-20070615-A
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status


No comments recieved.
3.8 OMA-ETR-SUPL-V2_0-20070928-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	
	
	
	
	
	


3.9 OMA-ERELD-SUPL-V2_0-20071008-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	
	
	
	
	
	


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

	J004
	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

	J005
	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.



	J006
	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

	J007
	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

	J008
	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.

	J009
	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.
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