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1 Reason for Contribution

Improving the description of GPM RD and raising open issues
2 Summary of Contribution

While reading the Nov 24 version of the GPM RD draft, several issues were discovered. They are listed below. 

In addition, straightforward editorial issues were addressed in form of a marked-up copy of the RD draft, see attachments

3 Detailed Proposal

The following issues were found:

· 3.2: how does a permissions checking request differ from a target request? Do we need both definitions?

· 4: phrase “, or when /if consent is required and by whom” is disconnected from rest of sentence and, therefore, does not make sense here.

· 4.1 rules administrator should be replaced by permissions administrator, both in text and figure (or, alternatively, the term “permissions administrator” should be avoided altogether)

· 4.1: the distinction b/w permissions manager and permissions administrator is not really clear.

· 4.1.2

· It is too strong a wording that MLS “relies” on PCP. Rather, it may use it, especially as many location server implementations do not consult a separate privacy checking entity. Rather, they often implement such functionality in the location server itself.

· PCP is still in draft status and it may be premature to refer to it.

· In what respect does MLS depend on Geopriv?
· 5.1 “Is my friend available”: Figure 3 needs to be reworked: direct connection from GPM to Application? What happens once User A has answered?

· 5.1.5, Figure 2: arrow “Service Response” should point the other way round.

· 5.3.2.1, first bullet: can you authenticate content? Isn't authentication applied to actors only? In my view, the content is verified or checked somehow.

· 6.2: 

· It is not clear how OSR-4 and OSR-5 differ and why which entities can issue a “target request” or a “permission checking request”.

· The “SHALL” in OSR-11 may be too strong as this reads like a thorny requirement that may not be technically feasible in the near future.

General:

· Singular and plural in “permission” vs “permissions” is not consistent throughout the document. Not sure if we should use singular (or plural) for all the occurrences. But, consistency in usage would be needed.
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

Discuss and clarify the above issues.
Editor to inspect the marked-up copy and select which or the proposed changes to apply.
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