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Conclusions
All 3 alternatives under consideration (1, 2, 5) can support all NI, MO and MT location requests and location continuity needed to support emergency and non-emergency location services.   
Alternative 2 has fewer new interfaces than alternative 1 and can be easily extended to support interworking with a User Plane solution.  Alternative 5 has one less MME interface than Alternative 1 and 2, however the signalling path between the E-SMLC and UE/eNodeB is most extensive.  For Alternative 1 and 2, only the MME is between the SMLC and the eNodeB/UE whereas Alternative 5 has both the GMLC and MME between the E-SMLC and eNodeB/UE.
Alternative 2 allows an S4-SGSN to, with minor modifications, utilize the SLg interface while keeping legacy UE positioning functionality on Iu interface and within UTRAN. This avoids the legacy MAP based Lg interface on the S4-SGSN. This may be an implementation option or could be defined as an option in the LCS specifications. Alternative 1 and Alternative 5 do not utilize the SLg interface to initiate positioning so the legacy MAP based Lg interface is required on the S4-SGSN.
Alternative 1 does not have a clear indication to the MME as to the start and end of a UE assisted or UE based positioning procedure so either the MME has to inspect positioning messages or additional messages are needed.

Alternative 5 proxies all positioning messages through the GMLC which adds additional delays when the E-SMLC is physically separate as well as potentially creating throughput limitations. For example, for each positioning message from the E-SMLC, it must be proxied through the GMLC then to the MME before being forwarded towards the eNodeB/UE, whereas Alternative 2 position messages go directly from the E-SMLC to the MME and then forwarded to the eNodeB/UE.  This additional proxy through the GMLC occurs on positioning messages from the eNodeB/UE towards the E-SMLC.  For positioning types that have multiple messages in each direction (e.g., AGPS), this could add significant delays.  Likewise, MME event reporting towards the E-SMLC are required to be proxied through the GMLC as well.  This potentially could cause erroneous information reported to the E-SMLC if there were multiple eNodeB handovers and the GMLC did not guarantee order in the delivery of the MME reports and the reporting messages did not define ordering. In addition, for reporting of eNodeB timing information periodically to an E-SMLC (e.g. to support OTDOA), there will be an advantage to avoiding the additional delay of routing messages through a GMLC.
It should be noted that alternative 2 allows a single E-SMLC to support multiple MMEs as well as allowing multiple E-SMLCs to support a single MME (e.g. for support of different QoS or different LCS applications). E-SMLC support can thus be scalable and centralized as in alternatives 1 and 5. 
With Alternative 2, the MME is aware of the start and end of positioning procedures so the MME does not need to inspect positioning messages and the MME can easily determine when positioning is active so that it can report mobility changes. With Alternatives 1 and 5, the MME would need to inspect messages to determine the end of positioning or would need an additional notification message to know when to stop mobility reporting. In either case, the MME  should preferably maintain positioning session information for each UE which removes some of the apparent advantage of having no direct interface to an E-SMLC.
Alternative 2 offers the flexibility to support some positioning without invoking the E-SMLC if desired.  With the GMLC interfacing directly to the MME, rough positioning based on serving cell can be supported without invoking the E-SMLC if desired.  Additionally, for MS-Based positioning the MS can report location to the GMLC (via the MME) without invoking the E-SMLC if desired.  
For the above reasons, alternative 2 is recommended for the Control Plane architecture solution to be specified in Release 9.
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