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Background:
At CT1#60, CT1 discussed the "SMS-Only" feature introduced at SA2#74 with proposals for new IEs submitted. One of the main discussion points was intra-release compatibility. This can be summarised by the following:
1. Rel-8 MME (December version) works with a Rel-8 UE (pre-December version)

This is effectively the case where the UE never asks for "SMS only". The MME may IMSI-attach the UE for “SMS only” or "CSFB Not Preferred" and return an IE to the UE to tell it that it has been attached for “SMS-Only” or "CSFB Not Preferred". However the UE would not understand this new IE, so it would ignore this IE. The consequences are the following:

a) A voice centric UE that attaches to a network that does not provide VoIP, remains in LTE without voice (the MME would filter all CS pages). Normally the “SMS Only” or "CSFB Not Preferred" flag would cause the voice centric UE to reselect to 2G/3G.
b) A data centric UE (with voice capabilities) will remain in LTE believing that it is fully CSFB attached rather than being attached for SMS over SGs, and it will not be aware if it cannot receive voice calls. Normally, the returned IE can be used to inform the user about the capabilities of the network.
2. Rel-8 MME (pre-December version) works with a Rel-8 UE (December version)

The UE would send the new IE (“SMS Only”) and the pre-Release MME would not understand it and would ignore it. It would attach the UE for full CSFB and return Attach-Accept without “SMS Only”. For MT calls, the MME would send paging to the UE, but the UE cannot support voice calls.

The issue we have here is that "SMS Only" is not a standalone feature with IEs that can be ignored by one entity if another entity does not support it. "SMS Only" is heavily linked to the existing procedures for "CSFB", such that if the UE or MME do not support the handling of additional IEs  for the feature, then the UE or MME could get into a state that it would not expect itself to normally be in. Special handling would therefore be required to get around these issues.

At CT1#60 a number of companies were not convinced that special handling was required in the specifications to deal with these issues, because it was assumed:

· that operators that wanted this feature would ensure that their MMEs and UEs are updated to support the feature (and their roaming partners). 

· all deployments of LTE would expect the MME and UE to at least understand the additional IE if they received it, but they are not mandated to send it.

Clarifications from SA2:

CT1 asked SA2 for clarification on this matter in LS C1-093964 and and SA2 replied in S2-096087 as follows:
Q3.
Shall the MMEs supporting CSFB procedures before the introduction of the "SMS support over SGs" feature as defined in the LS in C1-093205/S2-094953, always understand the "SMS-only" request sent from the UE?

R3. 
Such MME is considered as not Rel-8 compliant. 
Q4.
Shall the UEs supporting CSFB procedures before introduction of the "SMS support over SGs" feature, as defined in the LS in C1-093205/S2-094953, always understand the "SMS-only" response sent from the MME?

R4.
Such UE is considered as not Rel-8 compliant. 

In short, the above replies indicate: 

· if the additional IE is sent by the UE to an MME and the MME does not understand it, the MME is NOT considered Rel-8 compliant.
· if the additional IE is sent by the MME to the UE and the UE does not understand it, the UE is NOT considered Rel-8 compliant.
"SMS-Only" has been introduced very late into Release 8 and it clearly is not a new feature, but an essential correction (category "F" CR) for Release 8, i.e. Release 8 must have this feature.
Furthermore, if SA2 believed that such handling was important, it should have specified this behaviour clearly in its specifications.

How does RAN5 treat this issue?

RAN5 as a general rule does not recognise "intra-release" issues as RAN5 specs do not refer to dated core specs, rather to latest versions. Having said that, RAN5 TTCN has a concept of "base-line" which refers to a specific dated version of the core specs that contain the specification of the message/IE content (both for the RAN and NAS protocols) that the UE and MME are expected to support.
At the moment for example the RAN5 TTCN is based on March 2009 base line. Moving to another base line takes usually time depending on the level of changes introduced and usually, in case of medium to many changes, it is lagging with about 3 months (official move to a new base line is made after a TSG RAN meeting but unofficial moves to allow integration and testing are done on a 2-week basis). Hence one could expect that TCs will be updated to handle the new IEs (December version) in March 2010.
Quote from our RAN5 prime:

"To me such a description of intra-release behaviour does not seem to be needed because LTE is not deployed yet and because testing will be available only at the end of 2010 when I suppose UEs and MMEs shall be December 2009 version compliant, shouldn't they?"
Are we expecting RAN5 to test the non-compliances that have been listed in 1a, 1b and 2a? If so, then we should go back to the proposals at CT1#60 (i.e. have a "SMS Only" supported indicator) and clearly document intra-release compatibility ignoring the advice given by our SA2 colleagues.
Summary:
Point 1: SMS-Only is an essential correction in Release 8 (category "F" CR). It is not a new feature.

Point 2: UEs and MMEs that do not implement this feature are considered NOT Rel-8 compliant. All Rel-8 compliant UEs and MMEs must support the handling of the receipt of the additional IE, but are not mandated to send it. A UE or MME that cannot handle process the additional IE cannot be classed as compliant for LTE deployment. 
Point 3: Intra-release issues are not recognised and are generally not tested by RAN5. Testing to the December 2009 versions of the specifications will be made available in December 2010 and by then all MMEs and UEs would be expected to be December 2009 compliant.
Point 4: LTE has not yet been deployed. The expectation is that companies track essential corrections through CR tracking procedures and make their development teams aware of what CRs must be implemented.
Point 5: IOT testing will show up that features cannot work when UE and network equipment operate at different versions of the specs and thus the UE or MME needs upgrading to allow the feature to operate, given the statement that a UE and MME are mandated to support “SMS Only” (i.e. be able to receive and correctly process the additional IE).
Point 6: If there is a requirement that the MME and UE must support the December version of the specifications to be Release 8 compliant, then according to the SA2 LS, we should specify the following:

· if a UE requests "SMS Only", all MMEs must always return "SMS Only".

· if a UE does not request "SMS Only" and the MME sends "SMS Only" or "CSFB Not Preferred", then all UEs must understand the additional IE sent and act on it.

Proposal:
To avoid concentrating too much effort on non-compliance, we propose that the SMS over SGs feature is specified without behaviour related to intra-release compatibility.  
