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Reason for Contribution
Emergency call support in SUPL 2.0 is a mandatory feature. This is expressed in the static conformance requirements for server before the teleconference 12/20:
	ULP-PRO-S-036-M
	Support of Emergency Services location request  
	ULP 9, 10, 11
	


and client:
	ULP-PRO-C-034-M
	Support of Emergency Services location request  
	ULP 9, 10, 11
	


The conference call has agreed the CR “OMA-LOC-2011-0337-CR_SUPL_V2.0_TS_client_SCR_for_Emergency_Services
_optional Qualcomm” to change the mandatory to optional. The reason to agree with this change is as following:

As a result, SUPL 2.0 client implementations which do not support emergency call position location will not be able to pass GCF/PTCRB certification.
As a number of Network Operators are not supporting Emergency Services based on SUPL (or not at all) in their Networks, some Client vendors want the possibility of not being forced to test this feature (whether implemented or not).


R&A process has been objected with the comments from NTT DOCOMO:

Looking at SUPL2.0 ULP TS SCR, it seems the SCR item for Emergency Service client (ULP-PRO-C-034-O) is now OPTIONAL. First of all, we would like to request the SCR item be Mandatory. Furthermore, simply we would like to request the clarification about the implication of the SCR item as follows. 1) Does this mean as SUPL2.0 Enabler-wise the emergency service function in client is OPTIONAL now? 2) The reference column of the SCR item refers section 8, 9, 10. If yes to above question, specifically which function/capability the item is referring at? The Emergency Call Location attribute in SUPL INIT Notification element is now OPTINAL? Or all client functionalities related to Emergency Service described in other sections are now OPTIONAL? Or ? 3)Let''s say that SCR implies that Emergency Service client function is now OPTIONAL. The RD states that SUPL2.0 “SHALL” allow support of Emergency Service function. So, RD-wise the support of Emergency Service is not OPTIONAL. How should we understand this difference? In the end, respecting that LOC WG have worked on this issue for long time, and fully utilizing the benefit and objective of R&A, we would like to request this change request and clarification about the implication of the SCR item for the sake of SUPL2.0 market message. Please find the attached document which proposes detail change. As the result of future discussion, we would like to upload the document ASAP as official CR.
We propose to agree on the CR OMA-LOC-2012-0012-CR_SUPL_V2.0_TS_client_SCR_for_Emergency_Services_mandatory to revert the emergency service as a mandatory service. The following are our finding:
1. As emergency service is an essential mandatory requirement in SUPL2.0 in the RD and complete solution is specified in the TS. Moving the SCR emergency service from mandatory to optional is subject to more detailed analysis. 
2. A client supporting SUPL 2.0 delivers location service for a commercial client but not for an emergency service client is unintended location service scope.
3. Change the emergency service to be an optional feature based on the reason that not passing the GCF/PTCRB certification is not acceptable. It is a vendor temporary implementation roadmap issue, it does not conclude the feature SCR shall be changed to optional permanently. 
4. A number of operators do not want to utilize the SUPL 2.0 emergency service solution is not a proven fact. When a user is making an emergency call and the SUPL is invoked, a usage of the SUPL 2.0 emergency service instead of the SUPL LBS is preferred. 
5. The R&A objection and requested clarification indicates the agreed CR 0337 on 12/20 shall be re-discussed.
R01 and R02 are revised for adding source companies.
Summary of Contribution
This input contribution proposes to revisit the issue of whether emergency call support in SUPL 2.0 ought to remain mandatory or whether it should be made optional.
Detailed Proposal
Discuss this issue and agree the CR OMA-LOC-2012-0012r1 to keep the SUPL 2.0 emergency service mandatory.
Intellectual Property Rights
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Recommendation
Consider keeping emergency call support in SUPL 2.0 mandatory for the client as initially designated in the RD and TS.
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