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Introduction

At the last SA2 meeting in San Diego the following points were raised during the discussion on the X-Y Routing proposal and captured in S2-031782. This contribution provides clarifications (text in red) on these points.

· SA2 are of the opinion that routing based on interim position is not necessary for all emergency calls, but only for the ambiguous cases. The right balance between routing time and routing accuracy is crucial. Generally, the quicker the routing the better.

This is an implementation issue. What’s being offered is a mechanism for the MSC to request an x-y location, which is more accurate then cell so that the emergency call can be routed to the correct emergency center. It is a matter of internal MSC configuration to decide (e.g., via data-fill) on a per-serving cell whether an interim position is necessary. 

The statistical incidence of misdirected calls will reduce as the first-fix accuracy improves. Operators will need to decide on the correct balance between routing time and routing accuracy in the QoS of the first-fix location. We agree that generally, the quicker the routing the better.

Typically, an MSC implementation will allow, on a per cell basis, the ability to state whether the GMLC should be requested to provide the routing information. This would allow operators to configure only those cells that lay on PSAP borders to have calls routed on more accurate geographic information. Also, carriers may choose to have the GMLC responsible for all ESRK allocations. As discussed in the original submission, ESRK ranges are valuable resource that is issued to carriers by a third party. Having the utilisation of these managed centrally be the GMLC, rather than having to distribute sub-ranges across all MSCs, is an attractive option for carriers.
· In general more accurate location is requested in a second location request. In some cases the interim position is sufficient or simply the best or only one available.

Yes, the second location request should in general ask for more accurate location (higher accuracy). 

The GMLC should be able to assess the uncertainty provided in the initial location against a configurable criterion to determine whether it needs to request a more accurate location.

· The overriding of ESRK was questioned. Should routing based on location use ESRD instead of ESRK?

The X-Y call routing proposal is independent to the use of ESRK or ESRD. Either is valid as stated in 23.271. However, the GMLC would only override/replace the ESRK.

In the US, a network infrastructure for the support of wireless call routing into the emergency services network already exists. It was upgraded to support the FCC Phase 1 E911 mandate. Its use is continuing in the implementation of the Phase 2 E911 mandate. This infrastructure depends almost exclusively on network elements known as Selective Routers which tandem the call from the wireless network into the emergency services network. It is these network elements that are responsible for the final routing of the call to the correct PSAP and they do this based on the value of the ESRK in the call setup signalling. This is how the network has historically been implemented – it is not based on any specific standard requirement. Changing this infrastructure across would be prohibitively expensive with no readily identifiable mechanism for cost recovery.
· The solution should preferably have minimal impact on the signalling protocols.

We Agree.  The solution only impacts the MAP specification, 29.002.

· The solution might be applicable in earlier releases, but this can only be evaluated after a solution has been agreed. 


As per T1P1 request, the solution should be standardized for a release independent implementation, e.g. like TTY.

· 3GPP seeks to standardize a solution that is applicable globally, but regional clarifications might be necessary in a similar way to TS22.071.

A solution is needed urgently in US. The stage 2 changes therefore should be expedited. SA2 would need to decide the best way to accomplish this (global vs. regional).
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