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1. Introduction
There is a location request type in UMTS called Immediate Location Request where the LCS Server replies to the LCS Client with the location estimate according to QoS parameter i.e. response time ([1] section 4.3.3):

A, “no delay”: the server should immediately return any location estimate that it currently has.
B, “low delay”: fulfilment of the response time requirement takes precedence over fulfilment of the accuracy requirement.
C, “delay tolerant”: fulfilment of the accuracy requirement takes precedence over fulfilment of the response time requirement. If necessary, the server should delay providing a response until the accuracy requirement of the requesting application is met
The requirement for option A and C is very clear except for option B. the meaning of “low delay” is really ambiguous and some problem will occur in terms of service requirement.
2 Discussion
In [1] Annex C a default value for response time is defined. Unfortunately there is no difference between services in terms of the default value - they all equal to 5 seconds! 

1st question: is it necessary to define different response time according to the service type?

If the answer is “yes”, there is still problem with how to fulfil the requirement . in current specification related IE i.e. horizontal/vertical accuraty, response time, client type and positioning priority will be contained in the Location reporting control message in Iu interface. Since service type is not included in the message, UTRAN can not tell the exact requirement on response time. client type may be indicate some extra information which could be classified into 4 types:

-
Emergency Services

-
Value Added Services

-
PLMN Operator Services

-
Lawful Intercept Services
but for the UTRAN it is still unware of the detail requirement especial when the client type is value added service simply because there are a lot of value added service which can be found in the Annex C of [1].
For example, In Figure 1, client 1 could be a tourist who lost his way abroad and need roadside assistance . client 2 could be a tourist who is sightseeing in Florence. They send location request with same accuracy parameter but different service type. Since service type is not included in the Location Reporting Request message in the Iu interface, so UTRAN has no idea what the service type the client is requiring. So UTRAN will response the location estimate within same delay.
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Figure 1 example for different service

Question 2: shall core network forward service type or even detail delay requirement to UTRAN to facilitate fulfilment of delay requirement ?
A multi vendor issue will also exist if answer to the question 2 is “NO”.
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Figure 2 

In figure 2 UTRAN1 and UTRAN2 is from different vendor. A client will get location estimation within different delay because UTRAN1 and UTRAN2 will met the requirement of response time in different way. 

3 Proposal
For question 1, we prefer to answer “YES” i.e. it is possible for the client to obtain the location estimation information within different delay. 

For question 2, we prefer to answer “YES” too. Based on above discussion if no service type or even detail duration is transferred , UTRAN can not fulfil the requirement of response time. and a multi vendor issue will also exist due to the same reason.
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Figure 3

In figure 3 , a new IE i.e. service type id is included in the Location Reporting Control message in Iu interface from CN to UTRAN. Because service type id is standardized, so UTRAN can know what exact service type the client is requesting. It can be applied for the immediate location request whose response time is “low delay”. To include detail delay requirement could be an optional solution.

The operator can define the real meaning for the different service type. So a client can get the location estimate within the same “minimum delay” even in UTRAN from different vendor. 

And from UTRAN point of view it need not guess the service type so a more precise minimum delay will be set which help decide position method and/or related resource within UTRAN.
4 Conclusion

In terms of response time for the Immediate Location Request, there are 2 questions:

1st question: is it necessary to define different response time according to the service type?

Question 2: shall core network forward service type or even detail delay requirement to UTRAN to facilitate fulfilment of delay requirement ?
And we propose to answer “YES” to both question. If SA2 approve this document ZTE would like draft a LS to RAN3 and bring further CR.
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