3GPP TSG SA WG2 Meeting #76
TD S2-097010
16 – 20 November, 2009, San Jose Del Cabo, Mexico

Source:
NTT DOCOMO
Title:
Way forward for LCS positioning capability notification
Agenda item:
7.2
Document for:
AGREEMENT
1. Introduction
This paper discusses Alternative 1 and 2 for LCS positioning capability notification indicated by incoming LSs from the RAN2 (S2-096464) and CT1 (S2-096462), and propose the way forward in responding to them.

.
2. Discussion
As discussed in SA2 #75E meeting, following pros and cons were identified for two alternatives.
Figure1 shows the overview of the Alternative1.
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Figure 1: LPP capabilities delivered at attach and stored at MME

The characteristics of the Alternative1 are described below.
Alternative1

[Pros]

· Number of signalling does not increase

· Positioning delay for some scenarios (e.g., MT-LR) is better than Alternative2 due to less signalling

 [Cons]

· MME needs to maintain the UE positioning capability (though the impact yet to be known).
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Figure 2: UE capability delivery within LPP session
The characteristics of the Alternative2 are described below.
Alternative2

[Pros]

· Simple architecture as the capability exchanged directly done between the UE and E-SMLC

· Does not require MME resource for UE positioning capability storage

[Cons]

· Need more number of signalling for each location session for some scenarios (e.g., MT-LR) and for those scenarios, increase the positioning delay compared to Alternative1.

In selecting the alternatives from technical point of view, the following questions were also identified.
For Alternative1:
· How much the size of UE positioning capability is, which may give impact on the MME storage?

· How many specification works needed for CTx WG?

· Impact on the IRAT HO; how the UE positioning capability will be exchanged at Inter RAT HO?

· Can the UE capabilities be used to choose the E-SMLC by the MME if the MME can interpret the LPP (if so the MME would not remain location technology agnostic)?

For Alternative2:
· E-SMLC selection takes place without the UE capabilities being known. This achieves the MME location technology agnostic while it is not clear this will give negative impact on the positioning delay due to inappropriate selection of E-SMLC. 
(Note, UE capabilities for MME selection of E-SMLC have not been considered within SA2. Currently in TS 23.271, E-SMLC selection is based on topology and load balancing, Location Client and QoS.) 
3. Way forward
Apart from the technical standpoints, we acknowledge that the Alternative2 may be needed for the cases where the MME cannot provide the UE positioning capability, e.g. due to MME partial failure, etc.
But at the same time, it is clear that Alternative1 can provide the better performance and operator can provide better quality of location services for the LCS users. The cost for this alternative is yet to be known, therefore, we propose that SA2 asks the CT1 and RAN2 to investigate the impact on alternative1 while informing that the Alternative2 should be specified in parallel.

If the RAN2 and CT1 assessed that the costs for Alternative1 does not pay for the benefit it brings, then only the alternative2 shall be standardized.
4. Proposal
It is proposed to agree on the way forward as described above, and if agreed, NTT DOCOMO is happy to draft the reply LS.



















































