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Issue Statement/Business Need: This issue is a ‘child’ of Issue 21: Submission for Standard Wireless Text Messages to PSAP.

It is becoming increasing important for the PSAP call taker to be able to distinguish between a latitude and longitude that is based on the caller’s location and one that is based on the cell tower. Typically, the ESME uses the E2 Position Source code to deliver a Class of Service (CoS) value to the PSAP. The Class of Service value is then used to indicate if the response is a Phase 2 or Phase 1 location. Some wireless implementations do not deliver Position Source. A standard alternative approach is necessary to provide the correct Class of Service indicator to the PSAP for those carriers not providing Position Source.

Suggested Solution: Utilize an existing E2 parameter to indicate Phase 1 response. Possible choices are the Geographic Location LPRI value, fixed uncertainty value, or fixed altitude uncertainty value. An additional alternative would be to restructure the E2+ location description field and add COS value.

Resolution Statement:
This issue is resolved with the understanding that no further action is necessary because of the response from GSMNA 08-05-2205, indicating that delivery of Position Source is now in 3GPP Release 6 TS29.002. GSMNA indicated in its letter that the 3GPP standard will include the capability to deliver Position Source value to the ESME. There is no longer a need to investigate the use of alternate methods as indicated in the Suggested Solutions section of this issue. Instead, ESIF will send a liaison letter to GSMNA requesting that its member companies implement the delivery of position source values within the time frames specified in the resolution statement of ESIF Issue 38.
Associated Committees/Issues:

Related work required for the solution to this issue to be implementable by the industry—consider functional platform; interoperability; performance, reliability, and security; OAM&P; ordering and billing; and user interface work.
· (none)
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Activity Log (can be very brief but this must be regularly updated on a meeting-by-meeting basis and include all agreements reached and action items):
· ESIF 12: The issue was accepted and assigned to Subcommittee F. The subcommittee proceeded to identify specific wireless carriers (GSM) which cannot provide position source information. This issue will most likely result in a liaison to CTIA. The ultimate objective of ESIF with respect to this issue should be to define a uniform approach that will allow ESME providers to derive wireless CoS without requiring customized solutions.
· ESIF 13: Mr. Browne noted that Issue 39 is closely associated with Issue 38. He reported that the subcommittee definitely needs to solicit input from GSM providers, and the technical details of the issue still need to be further analyzed. Mr. Browne noted that the subcommittee had in fact had a very difficult time trying to organize a conference call with GSM providers, but will continue to attempt to do so prior to the next face-to-face ESIF meeting.
· ESIF 14: Mr. Browne reported that the subcommittee recommendation with respect to Issue 39 will be to recommend that the GSM deliver the position source. In addition, the subcommittee will recommend that the delivery of lat/lon data with uncertainty value of 0 should be used to indicate the Phase 1 response as an alternative. The ESME would then be responsible for determining if the WRLS or WPH1 data should be delivered based on deployment state, Phase 1 or Phase 2, for the ESRD/ESRK range.
· 8/12/05: ESIF received the response from the GSM Association North American (GSMNA), 081205-036: Response from GSM Association - North America re: Issue 39, Class of Service When Position Source Not Provided. The response is composed of the following three sections:

1)  the first section clarifies the actions already taken by GSMNA with respect to the issue of providing a Position Technology parameter to a GMLC:

“3GPP Release 6 TS29.002 has been modified to communicate positioning technology indicator(s) over the Lg interface from MSC to GMLC, with the intent that the GMLC may then communicate a J-STD-036 compatible “PositionSource” parameter to the ALI/ESME, where such a mapping exists. These changes, if and when required, would necessarily be implemented on Operator-specific schedules by Network Operators that utilize 3GPP messaging.  Multiple MSC and GMLC network nodes would typically need to be modified by each Network Operator.”

2)  the second section reports that GSMNA has:

“several concerns regarding the reliability and/or usefulness of the Class of Service (CoS) parameter as it is presently implemented in the ALI/ESME have been raised previously by GSMNA.  We note the actual data communicated by the wireless Network Operator, the positioning technology, is not communicated towards the PSAP, but rather a “Class Of Service” indicator (e.g. Wireless Phase 1 or 2) is inferred by the ALI/ESME and sent to the PSAP.  We understand that the inference is implemented using means that have not been subject to standardization or agreement with the Wireless Network Operator for whom the data is being represented. We therefore observe the following issues and limitations of this approach regarding the usefulness of existing CoS information to PSAPs: a) The inferred CoS by the ALI/ESME is not reliable in all cases today (see letter for detailed example); and b) As Network Operators develop and deploy new technologies, including new positioning technologies, the existing architecture lacks the flexibility and agility to infer the correct CoS.  For each new technology advance, incremental standardization activity will need to be undertaken to deliver a relevant set of parameters to the ALI/ESME so that it might infer the correct CoS.  This process is inefficient and will necessarily keep the 911 network behind technology advancements in the wireless industry, compromising the quality of information PSAPs receive from Network Operators.  This is not a hypothetical issue.  New air interface technologies and new means to automatically determine mobile position, including hybrid positioning methods, are under development and may, in time, provide significant benefit to Public Safety. “
The letter then goes on to raise:

“the question as to whether the current approach should be perpetuated given its difficulties, including, but not limited to, problems of coordinating changes in the review cycles of two sets of standards (J-STD-036 and 3GPP).  In addition, the current approach takes a limited set of information from the Network Operator, makes a decision about that Network Operator’s capabilities and intentions, and represents that to the PSAP.  As we observe, this decision process is not as robust as it ought to be for this critical application.”

And, then, the letter suggests “a fresh approach be undertaken of:

i. Clarifying the meaning and intended use of Class of Service to best serve Public Safety needs,

ii. Standardizing CoS values, and 

iii. Allowing the Network Operator to specify this data themselves in a way that allows for flexible implementations and timely application of technology advances to emergency services.”

The letter also notes that GSMNA envisions:

“the Class of Service logic and decision residing in the wireless network where full knowledge of the network configuration and positioning capabilities reside.  Such an approach would remove much ambiguity about CoS, speed the introduction of improved positioning capabilities, and eliminate a significant amount of standards development over time.”

3)  In the third and final section, the letter concludes by stating: “There is another persistent ALI problem that isn't specifically a GSM matter.  The ALI timer is set to 6 seconds for arrival of the initial position indication.  This is a wireline restriction.  TDOA and AGPS typically respond in more than 6 seconds.  That means the initial information to the PSAP does not show lat-long--in most cases can not show lat long.  This has been a persistent problem since Phase 2 started.”

· ESIF 15: This issue will shortly be recommended for closure with no action necessary because of the response from GSMNA 08-05-2205 indicating that delivery of Position Source is now in 3GPP Release 6 TS29.002.
· ESIF 16: Mr. Browne noted that the subcommittee is recommending Issue 39 for Initial Closure. However, it was noted by the Chair that the issue resolution statement had not been finalized (there is no text for the proposed letter to GSMNA), so the placement of the issue in Initial Closure would need to be deferred until a later date.
· ESIF 17: The ESIF membership agreed to place the issue in Initial Closure (subsequent to and contingent on ESIF’s regular 2-week additional internal review period from the date the issue form is posted to the ESIF web site and notification sent to members).
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