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Abstract of the contribution: This document analyzes some properties of Alternative 3 in the VCC for Emergency TR and (based upon the impacts to specific CS and IMS elements) recommends that it is not considered further in the analyses of the alternatives.
Discussion:

Paper S2-087795 presented briefly at SA2#69 was a first attempt to compare the four architectural alternatives for VCC for IMS Emergency. The comparison was based upon the current state of the TR, but the document was noted to give time to owners of some of the architectural alternatives to rationalize their alternatives to meet the new scoping for Release 9.

Filling in the tables in “Section 7 Evaluation” and just agreeing on this content alone is going to be quite an arduous task and therefore if we can identify some specific impacts of some of the alternatives that would not be acceptable to the operator community, that would allow more time to compare the remaining options and allow for possible merging of the options.

Let’s consider Alternative 3. At first glance, Alternative 3 looks quite an attractive option and it would seem that there are little or no impacts to the MSC because the MAP-SLR is sent to the E-SCC-AS (acting as a GMLC) and the E-SCC-AS returns the IMRN in the NA-ESRK parameter. However, when you further analyze the impacts, they would appear to be at the existing GSM MAP application level rather than at the routing level:
· Requires that the MSC be aware of VCC for IMS Emergency, so that the MAP-SLR request is sent to the E-SCC-AS rather than regular GMLC. This requires routing decisions to be made on the calling-party-DN rather than the called-party-DN. Existing configuration on the MSCs (e.g. translations) are generally geared on performing called-party translations, and although translations engines are adapted to consider calling-party-DN in their analyses, there may be a finite limit of translations instances that can be used on a switch. The point is that this type of routing calls for application-level configuration.

· Requires the MSC to ensure that non-emergency SLRs are not sent to the E-SCC-AS. The LCS-Event MAP parameter is used to indicate why the MAP-SLR is being sent to the GMLC:
LCS-Event ::= ENUMERATED {


emergencyCallOrigination  (0),


emergencyCallRelease  (1), 


mo-lr  (2),


...,


deferredmt-lrResponse  (3) ,


deferredmo-lrTTTPInitiation  (4)  }


--
deferredmt-lrResponse is applicable to the delivery of a location estimate 


--
for an LDR initiated earlier by either the network (via an MT-LR activate deferred 


--
location) or the UE (via a deferred MO-LR TTTP initiation)

--
exception handling:


--
a SubscriberLocationReport-Arg containing an unrecognized LCS-Event


--
shall be rejected by a receiver with a return error cause of unexpected data value

This requires some GSM application level screening of the MAP request to ensure that the application layer inserts the correct E.164 address to allow the transport layer to translate out to a route towards the E-SCC-AS when the LCS-Event is set to “emergencyCallOrigination” and also to use a different E.164 address to translate out to a real GMLC for other LCS Events. 

· Documents an approach of the E-SCC-AS acting as a transit for all MAP-SLRs that are not for VCC users or are not related to Emergency. This would affect all MAP-SLR transactions and adds delays to non-Emergency procedures.
Now let’s look at the impacts to the location related elements when we consider option 3. As an emergency call instance is not allocated in the GMLC (as MAP-SLR is sent to the E-SCC-AS), there is no “active” relationship or reference that the MSC can give to the LRF to identify the GMLC. In Alt-1 (and Alt-4) the ESRK/ESRD is used as a reference. 
The ESRK/ESRD is normally passed to a CS-based PSAP and identifies the GMLC and the emergency call instance on the GMLC. However, in Alt-3, the LRF has to use other aspects of the INVITE like P-visited-network-info and P-access-network-info to determine the GMLC. The LRF then knows where to obtain location from. However, when the PSAP next requires an updated location, the GMLC will perform a “one time” CS-MT-LR query and return location to the LRF/PSAP as an emergency call instance is not stored in the GMLC.

Proposal:

We seek operator input on the following points:

· Is a solution acceptable that modifies the GSM MAP application layer at the MSC and requires the MSC to make decisions on how to route non-emergency location requests to the GMLC rather than the E-SCC-AS?

· Is a solution acceptable that requires the E-SCC-AS to implement a MAP interface (and act as a GMLC) to process MAP-SLR requests? 

· Is a solution acceptable that implements no active emergency relationship in the GMLC; thus making the location query from the PSAP to the LRF a “one time” query? 

If the answer by the operator community to any of the above questions is “No”, then SA2 should agree to NOT consider Alternative 3 further in the analyses or merging of the alternatives. This could be recorded in the minutes of the IMS-SWG report if need be. 
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