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1 Reason for Contribution

Over the past months there has been extensive discussion how to enable roaming within the SUPL framework. There are two basic models that have been proposed. One model is to let the SUPL POS dialog between the SET and SPC be proxied via the H-SLP, i.e. SUPL POS being tunnelled over RLP to the V-SLP. The other model is to establish a direct communication between the SET and the V-SPC without using a tunnel. Both approaches have their merits.

Proxy mode:

· Enables the SET to establish only one TCP session. However, even in Proxy mode nothing restricts the SET from establishing another TCP session to the H-SLP for the SUPL POS dialog.

non-Proxy mode:

· Avoids complexity, as it is transparent to e.g. RLP. Enables a cleaner architectural split between the SLC and SPC functionalities. However, with the current architecture and call flows requires 2 concurrent TCP sessions.

During the discussion the WG has more less been divided into two sides one supporting the Proxy mode approach and the other the non-Proxy mode approach. It seems that the group is divided into companies with a 3GPP background supporting Proxy-mode and companies with 3GPP2 background supporting non-Proxy mode. From a technical point of view it is difficult to understand this polarization, as Proxy vs. non-Proxy mode is not implied by the underlying mobile network technology, i.e. whether it is GSM/WCMDA or CDMA/CDMA2000.

Apart from the roaming model there is also an analogical split between the companies favouring the so-called Reduced and Extended Flows. The reasons for having two separate call flows is to some extent fuzzy and it seems there is some misunderstanding what for and when they are needed. As the working assumption for SUPL is to reuse existing ‘A-GPS protocols’, i.e. RRLP, RRC and IS-801 we have to look at what the fundamental differences are between these protocols. From a call flow point of view the fundamental difference is that the 3GPP protocols are always initiated from the network side, i.e. from the SMLC towards the UE, whereas IS-801 is initiated from the Mobile Station towards the PDE.

In the 3GPP case this is perhaps not that clear in the MO-LR or in SUPL terminology SET Initiated case. However, in 3GPP MO-LR is always initiated with a Supplementary Service facility invocation to the Core Network, i.e. MSC or SGSN, using DTAP protocol. In other words when an UE wants to request its own location it sends a DTAP LCS-MOLR Invoke (3GPP TS 24.030) to the MSC/SGSN. After this the call flow converges with the MT-LR or Network Initiated call flow when the MSC/SGSN sends a BSSMAP Perform Location Request towards GERAN in the GSM/EDGE case. Depending on the positioning method there may then be signalling between the SMLC and UE using the RRLP protocol. When the position is determined it is returned back to the MSC/SGSN who responds to the initial DTAP LCS-MOLR Invoke. From this it can be noted that there is a clean split between ‘service layer’ and the ‘positioning layer’. An implication of this is that for RRLP there is no way to send the location estimate to the UE if it operates in MS-Assisted mode. In IS-801 this is of no concern as IS-801 itself provides the capability.

All this is summarized in the table below:

	Network Initiated

	
	Proxy mode
	non-Proxy mode

	RRLP/RRC
	Reduced Flow
	Extended Flow/SUPL POS INIT as minimum

	IS-801
	Reduced Flow
	SUPL RESPONSE required

	SET Initiated

	RRLP/RRC*
	Reduced Flow
	Extended Flow/SUPL POS INIT as minimum

	IS-801
	SUPL RESPONSE required
	SUPL RESPONSE required


*As mentioned above for RRLP and MS-Assisted case the current call flows don’t support sending the location estimate to the SET.

Since the parties feel quite strongly about one approach over the other it has caused a lot of debate slowing down the progress of SUPL. There is a strong market need for SUPL and there are obvious time constraints to finalize SUPL 1.0. Hence, a number of companies submitted a joint contribution to the Location WG conference call on August 4th. The contribution (doc #229) suggested sending Liaison Statements to 3GPP and 3GPP2 respectively requesting them to consider whether they are interested to specify Implementation Guidelines for respective environment or whether OMA should specify such Implementation Guidelines. The implications of this approach seemed very unclear to Nokia, as there is a risk that SUPL would be fragmented. Nokia believes it is very important with a single globally applicable SUPL specification.

Therefore, this discussion paper is a concrete attempt to try to devise a compromise to bridge the gap that would be acceptable to all parties. It is recognised that this contribution is re-visiting issues that have been agreed/closed in the past. Nevertheless, Nokia sincerely believes that we may need to take one step back to resolve the contentious issues before we can proceed without any major friction towards a timely SUPL 1.0. Without resolving the contentious issues Nokia believes that there is still a risk for slow progress even though and especially if SUPL is divided into separate Implementation Guidelines.

2 Summary of Contribution

In an attempt to reach a compromise all call flows have been revised in a way so that:

· Most of the initialization has been moved to the “backplane”, i.e. before the SLP sends SUPL INIT and the SET initiates the session any receiving function has been initialized.

· The above implies that the messages OTA have to some extent been streamlined. However, some compromises wrt. Extended and Reduced Flows are needed especially in the SET Initiated scenarios.

· Proxy and non-proxy mode are handled transparently so that the mode can be chosen by the HPLMN either deployment time or even run time.

· Number of concurrent TCP sessions has been reduced to 1 for all scenarios. Nevertheless, for non-Proxy mode two sequential TCP sessions are required.

· In some of the call flows the SLP has been split into the logical functions SLC and SPC to facilitate expressiveness for Proxy vs. non-Proxy modes.

· All dashed arrows indicate internal communication between SLC and SPC as it has already been agreed that this reference point is out of scope for SUPL 1.0. However, SUPL Message names have been re-used to highlight the intended semantics. Some new internal messages have been introduced, as these are semantically different from the existing SUPL messages.

· The tunnelling over RLP is only indicative as the details for this mechanism needs to be fleshed out in the WG.

· Location estimate has been added as an optional parameter to SUPL END (SET Initiated-SET Assisted case with RRLP).

· Colour coding of sessionid and IP-address+portno have been used to indicate the mechanism for choosing between Proxy and non-Proxy modes respectively.

Other considerations:

· Even though the descriptions for each step are omitted it is believed that much of the existing text can be re-used

· Exact conformance requirements both for SLP and SET needs to be decided to ensure interoperability.

3 Detailed Proposal

See attachment.

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 submitter recommends that 255R01 be agreed by the WG. And that upcoming CRs are written out from the concept and principles outlined in 255R01. In conjunction to this Input Contribution there are two companion CRs outlining the Immediate cases for both NW Initiated and SET Initiated respectively.
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