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1 Introduction

The privacy class options and selection rules are described in clause 9.5.3 ff. and in annex A of 23.271 v4.5.0 and v5.2.0. Some unclear statements have been detected in the description of these items as well as an unclear handling of the privacy for an R99-user in Rel-4 and Rel-5 environment.

2 Current Situation in Rel-4

1) The description of the call/session related classes in clauses 9.5.3.2.1, 9.5.3.2.2 and 9.5.3.2.3 ends with three statements: >>If these conditions are satisfied, the CS-MT-LR shall be allowed if the UE user subscribes to either location without notification or location with notification.<< >>If the UE user subscribes to location with notification and privacy verification, the CS/PS-MT-LR shall be allowed following notification to the UE if the UE user either returns a response indicating that location is allowed or returns no response but subscribes to allowing location in the absence of a response.<< >>In all other cases, the CS/PS-MT-LR shall be restricted<<. Annex A is in contradiction with these statements. The selection rules in Annex A indicate, that in the call related case the call unrelated class has to be checked subsequently. And if the call unrelated class is subscribed too, both privacy settings should be interrelated according strict/loose privacy settings rules.

2) The R99 privacy settings rules for the users SLPP are strictly separated into call/session related and call/session unrelated. According annex A, this is no longer true in Rel-4 for a MT-LR in the call session related class, which setting is interrelated to the call unrelated class.

3) Four examples of ambiguous situations for the users:

i – A R99 UE user (HLR of R99) roams into a Rel-4 PLMN and has a call to an LCS client. This R99 user is not able to set the privacy for specific call related clients. His settings in R99 SLPP are: not listed LCS clients in call related class, location allowed with notification and verification but restricted, if no response, and additionally settings for the call unrelated class: not listed LCS clients, location allowed with notification. According to the privacy class rules defined for R99 (HPLMN) and Rel-4 (VPLMN), a location request from this client will be allowed with notification. This is not what the R99 user expects; a R99 user expects no positioning unless he verifies the notification. This might be not acceptable for the R99 user. 

ii – Given the privacy settings for the call related and call unrelated class of a R99 user as in the example above. In case, the network will be upgraded from R99 to Rel-4, the users privacy settings of Rel-99 will lead to a different privacy behaviour in Rel-4. As the R99 behaviour is not achievable for this user in Rel-4, this might not be acceptable.

iii – A Rel-4 UE user has a call to a not listed LCS client, neither in call related nor in call unrelated class. The users SLPP settings: call related class, non listed call related LCS client, location not allowed (default according 23.271 is: location allowed without notification) and additionally in the unrelated class, non listed call related LCS client, location allowed with notification (default according 23.271 is: location not allowed). In an Rel-4 environment this location request is allowed with notification due to the loose/strict privacy selection rules. When this Rel-4 user roams in an R99 environment this location request is not allowed.

iiii - This might be a possible but not very likely example, in which the operator should avoid using such a combination or make clear to the subscriber what are the consequences. The Rel-4 UE user in an Rel-4 PLMN has a call to a listed LCS client in the call related class but not listed in the call unrelated class. The users SLPP settings: call related class, listed call related LCS client, location allowed with notification/verification and restricted if no response, and additionally in the non related class, non listed call related LCS client, location allowed with notification (default according 23.271 is: location not allowed). According to 23.271 Rel-4 this location request is allowed without verification. In the call related case the UE user assumes, that for this specific LCS client, which he may have entered in his SLPP, a location request with verification is expected.

3 Proposal for Rel-4

Once adjusted for a R99 user, the R99 privacy settings should provide the same privacy behaviour to the user in the R99 as well as in Rel-4 environment.

Once adjusted for a R99 user in a R99 PLMN, the privacy settings should provide the same privacy behaviour to the user, when user and PLMN upgrade from R99 to Rel-4.

The ambiguity for the user, when he has a call to a listed LCS client in the call related class but not listed in the call unrelated class, might be eliminated.

Improvement measures for Rel-4 (23.271)

· In annex A, fig. A.1, the >>Call Unrelated class subscribed?<< question following the >>Call Related class subscribed?<< should be eliminated. With this the call related and call unrelated are separated as in R99. This makes the strict – loose checks unnecessary.

4 Situation in Rel-5

The above examples of Rel-4 for call related and unrelated MT-LRs and the proposals are also valid for Rel-5 to R99 interworking.







1(2)

2 (2)

