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Abstract of the contribution: This paper provides an initial evaluation of NetLoc solutions and suggests an initial conclusion.
1. Discussion

There has been a discussion whether a single solution is appropriate enough to cover all the scenarios. And it has been　suggested instead to have a solution plus possibly a set of additional procedures to cover for special cases. We agree with this suggestion.
There has been another discussion that we should not rely on a solution that relies on home network. We don’t necessarily agree with this view. Each operator might deploy NetLoc features at first only in its home network for the home network subscribers and expand them to roaming situation. In addition, in case most UEs are of the home network subscribers, it is natural to try to cope with them most efficiently.
With these points in mind, this paper describes an initial idea on the pros and cons of NetLoc solutions in non-roaming situation for a set of scenarios, and focusing on a set of criteria.
We don’t intend to stick to our current conclusion; we wanted to share our current view, get feedback, and stimulate further investigation.
2. Comparison

The following scenarios from Section 4 of TR 23.842 are considered:
· Charging, for the home network subscribers
· IMS Emergency Calls Routing, for the home network subscribers
· Special Call Routing for Localised Services, for the home network subscribers
All the scenarios, and requirements derived from them, are met by the HSS based solution (6.1), the LCS based solution　(6.3, 6.5), and the PCRF based solution (6.2, 6.4). And the following table compares those three solutions on a set of criteria that we believe important.
	
	HSS based solution
(6.1)
	LCS based location
(6.3, 6.5)
	PCRF based solution
(6.2, 6.4)

	set up time / signalling load
	++
the lowest number of messages among three solutions
	+/-
more messages than for the HSS based solution
	-- for MO
duplicated invocation of the PCRF procedure for location information retrieval
+/- for MT
necessity of SIP_183 waiting for Dia_RAR. (See notes below.)

	affected nodes
	HSS, MME, eNodeB
	GMLC, GGSN, HSS, MME, eNodeB
	PCRF, P-GW, S-GW, MME, eNodeB

	affected procedures
	++
Diameter_IF specification, which is already used for T-ADS, can be reused for the HSS interface.
	+/-
There is a slight deviation from the existing LCS procedure, since association with E-SMLC is not needed here.
	+/- for MO
The existing PCRF procedure can be extended, including location information retrieval.
++ for MT
It can be piggybacked with the existing PCRF procedure.

	notes
	
	
	According to Japan’s interconnection rule, when our network receives SIP_INVITE from another operator’s network, our network needs to send back SIP_183 with location information.

	overall evaluation
	++
	+/-
	-- for MO, +/- for MT


3. Conclusion
If we consider only non-roaming situation only for a set of scenarios and focusing on a set of criteria, the HSS based solution would be preferable.
This paper provides an initial evaluation of NetLoc solutions and suggests an initial conclusion; we might need further consideration to compare solutions.
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