ETSI SMG12 LCS ad-hoc





Tdoc SMG12 C-99-437

Sophia-Antipolis

5-6 May 1999

Location Services Ad-Hoc Contribution # 

TITLE:
Consideration of the Optional/Mandatory Nature of Positioning Technologies

SOURCE:

Pacific Bell Wireless

AUTHORS:

Randolph Wohlert 

CONTACT:

Randolph Wohlert



9505 Arboretum Blvd.



Austin, Texas  78759



Phone: (512) 372-5838



Fax:
(512) 372-5891



Email:
rwohlert@tri.sbc.com

DATE:

May 5, 1999

ABSTRACT:
Consideration of the Optional/Mandatory Nature of Positioning Technologies

COPYRIGHT STATEMENT:




Permission is granted to Location Services Ad-Hoc participants to copy any portion of this document for the legitimate purposes of the Location Services Ad-Hoc. Copying for monetary gain or other non-Location Services Ad-Hoc related purposes is prohibited.


NOTICE:
This contribution has been prepared as a basis for discussion to assist the Location Services Ad-Hoc. The document should not be construed as a binding proposal on the contributors. Specifically, the contributors reserve the right to modify, amend or withdraw the contents of this contribution.

1 Background

At the March 22nd T1P1.5 LCS SWG meeting, a liaison was received from SMG1 raising a number of questions.  An answer was drafted  (see contribution T1P1.5/99-213) which provided the following response regarding Question #2 from SMG1:

2. The level of mandatory/optional support for the 3 mechanisms in the MS requires to be established. What is the minimal mandatory LCS support required of an MS? (The solution should allow the network to select either TOA or E-OTD as seen best suitable by the carrier or vendor). 

Response: The issue of mandatory/optional support for the LCS mechanisms in the MS is under consideration. As soon as the position is formulated we will communicate that to you. 
This contribution provides further consideration regarding the degree to which positioning technologies should be optional or mandatory.

2 Considerations

Mandating a specific technology in handsets may be in the best interests of those vendors providing the specific handset based positioning solutions being mandated, but may not be in the best public interest, or the best interests of service providers.

Doing so 

1. May place potentially more advantageous, existing or new positioning technologies (which are not mandated) at a significant disadvantage, and
2. Will increase the complexity of handsets for subscribers who do not wish to subscribe to location services, and 
3. May adversely impact handset type approval.
The impact of mandating a specific positioning method may be to disrupt the normal market selection process, and impede the ability of providers to evolve to new technologies.

Note that any one of the above items is sufficient justification for making all positioning technologies optional.
3 Recommendations

It is therefore recommended that

3.1 All positioning methods are optional, and no mandatory requirements exist for supporting specific positioning methods in mobiles or in the PLMN.
3.2 This position should be communicated to the T1P1.5 LCS SWG in the form of a liaison.
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