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Abstract of the contribution: This pCR proposes an evaluation and conclusion of key issue 1, functional distribution.
1. Introduction
One of the aspects that key issue 1 points out requiring study is:

-
How to do functionality distribution among NFs e.g. AMF, LMF, GMLC, etc.
This aspect has been studied in TR 23.731 and two options has been identified:
-
Option A: AMF centric allocation 

-
Option B: LMF centric allocation
The options are defined in solution 1, clause 6.1.2.2 for option A, and clause 6.1.2.3 for option B.

The main difference between the options is placement of functions related to location session control, part of privacy handling and keeping the location session context. Specifically, if such functionality is allocated to AMF or LMF.

When the Rel-15 LCS feature was drafted, two alternatives corresponding to option A and B was discussed and an architecture corresponding to option A was concluded. 

For Rel-16 LCS, it is in solution 14 suggested to reuse the Rel-15 architecture in terms of the functionality distribution for AMF and LMF as the basis for evolution as it gives benefits such as smooth LCS architecture evolution in operator deployment and less issues with backward compatibility. 

To assess a selection of option A, the basis for the currently included solutions in TR23.731 are listed below: 
· Solutions specifically outlining architecture based on option A: 14 

· Solutions specifically outlining architecture based on option B: 2, 3
· Solutions assuming architecture based on option A: 6, 11, 15, 12, 20, 22
· Solutions assuming architecture based on option B: 7, 8, 10, 21, 25
· Solutions defined to work in architecture based on both option A and option B: 4, 5, 9, 13, 16, 17, 18, 19, 23, 24
Further for the solutions based on solution B it is deemed that:
· Solution 7 has option-A based alternative in solution 6 
· Solution 8 has option-A based alternative in solution 20 
· Solution 10 has alternative solution in solution 23 for KI 7 and alternative solution in solution 6 for KI 4. Both alternatives can be based on option A. 
· Solution 21 is a variant of the subset of solution 2 described in clause 6.2.3.5. The core of solution 21 is however deemed to be applicable also using option A.    
· Solution 25 is described using option B, but the concept is deemed to be applicable also using option A. 
Considering the above analysis, it is suggested to within key issue 1 address the aspect “How to do functionality distribution among NFs e.g. AMF, LMF, GMLC, etc” by selecting option A of solution 1.
2. Proposal

It is proposed to include the following solution to TR 23.731.

* * * Start of changes * * * *
7.X
Evaluation of Solutions for Key Issue #1
Within Key Issue #1 (Enhancement to LCS Architecture) following aspects was to be studied:

A. whether there is new functional entities needed for (new) LCS requirements,

B. whether all existing functional entities in TS 23.271 [6] is needed,

C. How to do functionality distribution among NFs e.g. AMF, LMF, GMLC, etc.
D. How to do functionality distribution among 5GC, NG-RAN and UE.
Bullets A and B has an interim conclusion in clause 8.1.

Bullet C is addressed by solution 1 (described in clause 6.1), in particular in clause 6.1.2.2 (Option A) and 6.1.2.3 (Option B).

The main difference between the option A and B is the placement of functions related to location session management and specifically, if such functionality is allocated to AMF or LMF.

The aspect was discussed during Rel-15 LCS feature drafting and it was concluded to select an architecture corresponding to option A. 

For Rel-16 LCS the selection of option A (i.e. reuse of the Rel-15 architecture in terms of the functionality distribution for AMF and LMF) would give benefits such as smooth LCS architecture evolution in operator deployment and less issues with backward compatibility. Further most of the included solution are applicable using option A or can be modified to address the key issues using option A. 
* * * Start of 2nd changes * * * *
8
Conclusions

Editor's note:
This clause will capture conclusions from the study.
8.1 Interim conclusions of key issue 1

1.
Key issue 1 has the following interim conclusions:Rel‑16 LCS architecture includes following NFs:


AMF, V-LMF, V-GMLC, H-GMLC, UDM, NEF and external LCS client.

2.
LRF is part of the rel-16 eLCS architecture, of which the functionality is not enhanced from rel-15.
3. AMF, LMF, and GMLC functionality distribution is as defined by clause 6.1.2.2.
Editor's note:
Whether additional NFs will be concluded in rel-16 LCS architecture are subject to the conclusions of other key issues.
* * * End of changes * * * *
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