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1 Summary

The LBS scenarios of GSMA SerG LBS have been seen as useful scenarios to verify the functional architecture of LCS provided in the 3GPP specification 23.271 for the existing Rel-4/-5 and for the future Rel-6 with an inter GMLC interface. However, the scenarios could not be confirmed finally by SA2. Due to some indicated ambiguous information in the scenarios, there are made some assumptions on this, but some open items remained.

2 Investigation of the LBS scenarios

Some general remarks over all scenarios:

Scenario architecture

General functional architecture

The functional architecture used in the scenarios of SerG LBS subgroup is based on the 3GPP specification 03.71 and covers the circuit switched related domain of GSM, only. It should be mentioned, that the actual LCS specifications (23.271) support the packet switched domain in GSM as well as both domains in UMTS. Therefore it is suggested to replace MSC/VLR by MSC/MSC-server/SGSN, to replace BTS and BSC by RAN, to use UE instead of MS, and to add Gb and Iu to the A-interface towards RAN.

SMLC

The SMLC is drawn as an extra box in the SerG LBS architecture. Up to release 5 of the functional LCS architecture, the BSS centric SMLC is located in the RAN. It is assumed that the SerG LBS architecture is based on this LCS approach.

New / extension of interfaces

The current functional LCS architectur (up to Rel-5) does not specify the LCS functions on the following interfaces, necessary to support the scenarios:

MSC/VLR – Gateway
used in all figures of the scenarios

MSC/VLR - GMSC/VLR
used in fig. 5/scenario 4

GMLC – MD
used in fig. 1/scenario 1, fig. 3/scenario 3, fig. 4/scenario 3bis, fig .5/scenario 4, fig .6/scenario 5

As indicated above, the LCS architecture does not support the interface between MSC/VLR and GMSC/VLR of scenario 4 in fig 5. Has SerG LBS investigated to use a Gateway to Gateway interface for roaming purposes instead?

Scenarios 1, 4 and 5

These scenarios make use of the MT-LR for self location of customer A. Has SerG LBS investigated to use the MO-LR instead, which might simplify signalling?

2.1 Scenario 1

LCS terminology: UE A initiates via H-PLMN an MT-LR for itself; LCS client is third party content provider (not the operator)

Assumptions

The content provider (LCS client) is outside the operators domain. The operator signed a contract with the service provider, which did not include all privacy regulations, because the opaque id is used.

Remarks for clarification and questions

None

Summary, comparison up to Rel-5 and possible requirements for Rel-6

The LCS architecture does not fullfill this scenario 1

a) In LCS the MSISDN of A is expected via Le interface from the LCS client; Step 5: the GMLC does not support the opaque id in LCS.

b) the GMLC does not provide an interface to MD

Remarks for improvement of the scenarios

Step 1: The terminology should be inline with step 1 of scenario 3

2.2 Scenario 2

LCS terminology: LCS client initiates MT-LR for target UE A

Assumptions

The content provider (LCS client) had signed a contract with the operator including all privacy regulations, because the MS ISDN is used.

Remarks for clarification and questions

None

Summary, comparison up to Rel-5 and possible requirements for Rel-6

The LCS architecture fullfills this scenario. The transfer of the content to the UE is seen as outside of LCS.

Remarks for improvement of the scenarios

If seen usefull, another scenario in which operator and content provider have not signed a contract with full privacy regulations could show the use of an opaque identity for this application.

2.3 Scenario 3

LCS terminology: UE A in PLMN A initiates an MT-LR for target UE B in PLMN B, the LCS client is outside of both operators (third party) but has connectivity to the GMLCs of both operators.

Assumptions

It is assumed that the content provider (LCS client) is connected with the GMLC of operator B via an Le interface.

In fig. 3, the function of the box above the content provider not described. It is assumed, that it translates the alias B related to MSISDN A into MSISDN B and vice versa.

Remarks for clarification and questions

Step 9: it is assumed that content related to location B is contained in this message

Summary, comparison up to Rel-5 and possible requirements for Rel-6

It seems that the LCS architecture fullfills this scenario. However, due to outstanding clarifications – the Le interface between operator B and content provider, the box above the Content provider - no final conclusion is possible. The specification of the Gateway functions is seen outside of LCS.

Remarks for improvement of the scenarios

None

2.4 Scenario 3bis

LCS terminology: UE A in PLMN A initiates an MT-LR for target UE B in PLMN B, the LCS client is outside of both operators (third party) but has connectivity to the GMLCs of one operator with inter GMLC interface to other operators.

Assumptions

It is assumed that the GMLC of operator A is connected with the GMLC of operator B via an tbd. interface.

In fig. 4, the function of the box above the content provider not described. It is assumed, that it translates the alias B related to MSISDN A into MSISDN B and vice versa.

Remarks for clarification and questions

Step 7/8: it is assumed, that the MSISDN of B is ment

Summary, comparison up to Rel-5 and possible requirements for Rel-6

This scenario is intended to be supported in the LCS architecture of release 6 by adopting the inter GMLC interface. However, due to some outstanding clarifications, no final conclusion is possible

Remarks for improvement of the scenarios

None

2.5 Scenario 4

LCS terminology: UE A roams in PLMN B and initiates an MT-LR for itself.

Assumptions

The content provider (LCS client) is outside the operators domains. The operator A signed a contract with the service provider, which did not include all privacy regulations, because the opaque id is used.

There is an tbd. interface existing between the GMLCs of operator A and B

Remarks for clarification and questions

Step 6: the GMLC does not support the opaque id in LCS

Step 9/10: this step needs the inter GMLC interface

Summary, comparison up to Rel-5 and possible requirements for Rel-6

The LCS architectur does not support this scenario, because

a) there is no interface MSC/VLR and GMSC/VLR supporting the required functions for LCS

b) there is no interface between GMLC and MD

c) the inter GMLC interface is intended to be introduced in Rel-6

2.6 Scenario 5

LCS terminology: UE A roams in PLMN B and initiates an MT-LR for itself from an LCS client in the visited network.

Assumptions

There is an tbd. interface existing between the GMLCs of operator A and B

Remarks for clarification and questions

Step 5: the GMLC does not support the opaque id in LCS

Summary, comparison up to Rel-5 and possible requirements for Rel-6

The LCS architectur does not support this scenario, because

a) the GMLC does not support the opaque id

b) there is no interface between GMLC and MD

c) there is no interface in MSC/VLR for LCS to gateway

Remarks for improvement of the scenarios

None
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