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Abstract

This document creates new service URNs for geocoding and reverse
geocoding location formats to be used by location-to-service
translation protocol (LoST) to convert location values into a format
of choice.
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The key words "MUST", "MUST NOT", "REQUIRED", "SHALL", "SHALL NOT",
"SHOULD", "SHOULD NOT", "RECOMMENDED", "MAY", and "OPTIONAL" in this
document are to be interpreted as described in RFC 2119 [REC 2119].

Introduction

Many devices are starting to use location in one of many formats,
but not always the same format. The most common of these formats is
civic location (defined by RFC 4119 & 4776) and geodetic
(coordinate) location (like GPS). Various arguments have been made
to have all devices choose one format - and move forward with that.
This is like choosing one signaling protocol for voice or file
transfer. These two will remain to have multiple choices for years
(decades?) to come. Location formats probably is no different.

In the interim, i.e., before one format is chosen to solve
everything, there needs to be translation between the many formats.
End devices should not necessarily be burdened with making this
conversion, but can correctly identify which format they have or
have just received, and request that this format be converted to the
one that end device prefers. This preference can be for many
reasons, but is more likely because an application running on that
end device prefers location in a certain format, for whatever
reason.

This document specifies how LoST (Location-to-Service Translation
Protocol) [REC5222] can be used to accomplish this conversion. The
service is converting coordinate location to civic addressing,
called geocoding, and converting civic addressing to geodetic
location, called reverse-geocoding.

LoST is primarily used by communicating two specific pieces of
information and having a URI be returned. The two pieces of
information are

#1 - a location (similar to the PIDF-LO format [RFC4119]), and
#2 - what service is to be attained that services that location.

The service is identified by the requester by a URN. The LOST server
then determines which URI is appropriate for that service within
that location. LoST servers need to accept locations in both the
civic and geodetic formats, thus LOST servers are logical to convert
one location format to another.

This document specifies how a location plus a service identifier
wishes to receive back a converted location, and not a URI to be
contacted.
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To accomplish this service, a new service URN has to be created for
each type of conversion. The end device performs a LOST request
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with its non-preferred location format it possesses, with the URN of
the type of conversion it wants, and the response will contain the
converted location.

Geocoding URNs

This document creates and registers the following URNs for the
geocoding service:

urn:service:geocoding
and
urn:service:rev-geocoding
This is to be placed in the <> element of a LOST request.
Registration of Template

TBD (and will follow the rules according to RFC 3406 [RFC3406])

Examples of LoST Request and Response
TBD

(will show a LOST query containing geodetic location and geocode
service URN, and return a civic location)

Security considerations

This document introduces no additional security considerations from
that in RFC 5222, the LoST specification, or in RFC 5031, the URN
Services specification.

IANA considerations

TBD
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