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1 Reason for Contribution

Based on some of the discussions in the Düsseldorf Location Ad Hoc meeting, the baseline SUPL specifications currently contain a number of areas where multiple protocol options are allowed.  The consequences of this optionality have not been adequately discussed within LOC.  The following input contribution deals with just one of these areas of optionality, found in the SUPL POS message block.  SUPL POS currently allows 3 positioning protocol options, vaguely specified as either RRLP, RRC, or TIA-801.
2 Summary of Contribution

This contribution discusses the consequences of having multiple positioning protocols as is currently specified by the SUPL Architecture document and some of the solutions.
3 Detailed Proposal

As briefly discussed at the Düsseldorf Ad Hoc meeting, there have not been any clear specifications for which POS protocols are to be leveraged in various compliant implementations.  Multiple SUPL POS protocols allow multiple alternative implementations to be deployed in the field.  This means that both SLPs and SETs may encounter more than one of the SUPL POS alternatives during roaming scenarios.  In turn, this means that SLPs and SETs (especially an issue for the latter) are likely to be designed to support all of these alternative protocols, significantly increasing development and IOP effort.  There will be implementation and cost consequences from this additional effort.  The SUPL 1.0 standard should minimize the amount of this optionality.  

Attempts to deal with this issue, to date, have been uncoordinated and unsuccessful.  For example, the 20041005 baseline AD spec currently contains text which mandates SLP support for the positioning protocol specified by the SET (see 6.8.1.1-E, and other similar sections), and at the same time contains text which allows the SLP to reject the positioning protocol specified by the SET (see 6.8.1.5.4).  These 2 sections of the AD logically contradict each other and should be addressed via subsequent CRs based on the outcome of this discussion.  

Solutions

The cleanest solution to the multiple SUPL POS protocol problem would be to settle on a single standard set of messages to implement SUPL POS.  Such a message set would need to handle all anticipated SUPL POS functions, such as assistance data requests to the SLP, assistance data delivery by the SLP, position delivery to the SLP, etc.  Such a message set could be derived from one of the C-plane Location standards, as in RRLP, RRC, or TIA-801, but would presumably use standard SUPL message encoding.  If SUPL POS messages were derived from RRLP, then SUPL START and SUPL POS INIT would need a few extra parameters to handle periodic and event-based location, in SUPL Release 2.  (Note that in this example, the resulting message set would be a SUPL message set, “inspired by” the RRLP message set and message parameters.  It would not subsequently remain tied to RRLP.). 

This may also be tied to the underlying bearer.  For example, TIA-801 shall be used for systems supporting cdma bearer transport.  Minimum conformance requirements for SETs and SLPs would need to be addressed, however, in these cases the SET capabilities should always take precedence due to resource limitations of supporting multiple protocols.  SLPs are more likely to support multiple pos protocols. 
A less desirable solution to the SUPL POS problem would be to specify that one of the Lup SUPL peers (either the SET or the SLP) must implement all 3 of the current protocol options (RRLP, RRC, TIA-801).  This solution frees the other SUPL peer from supporting all 3 options, and allows it to be SUPL-compliant by implementing only 1 option.  Because the typical SET is resource-limited, one might argue that it would be more efficient to “push” support of the SUPL POS options into the SLP.  .
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

The objective of this input contribution is to generate some discussion on minimizing the options of POS protocols for SUPL 1.0.  In addition, follow-up action items to be in the form of CRs against the AD should also be agreed to be submitted.
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