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Introduction

During the last SA2 meeting in Budapest we discussed a paper (S2-090866) on the use of ARP for emergency calls:

ftp://ftp.3gpp.org/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_71_Budapest/Docs/S2-090866.zip 

In S2-090866 it was proposed to reserve "N"  ARP  priority values for intra-PLMN use only. The reason for this was basically that emergency calls in Rel9 will use an ARP priority value to indicate emergency bearers. Since different countries will have different laws and regulations for emergency calls and other priority services it is difficult to standardize a global ARP value to be used for emergency calls only. For example one country may have emergency calls as top-priority while other countries may in addition define a set of super-priority classes for authority-to-authority services that have higher priority than "regular" emergency calls.

In Budapest, in SA2#71, however we could not decide the value of "N". 

We therefore initiated an informal email discussion on the SA1 list, to ask  from an SA1 perspective any feedback for the SA2 discussion on what this value “N” should be. This should have included feedback on whether there is any need of intra-operator priority values for non-emergency-related uses. 

Summary of the SA1 discussion

Various companies represented in SA1 responded to the request for feedback. 
In general it was observed that there could be a need for this for Multimedia Priority Service and one ARP priority value for emergency use. It was observed that there is no requirement on what the value “n” should be based on Multimedia Priority Service requirements alone, as this is a service capability and the value N is dependent on the applications that require MPS. In fact, TS 22.153 specifies “n” user priority levels in clause 5.5. There is no additional guidance on the value of "n' in 22.153. Here is an excerpt from section 5.5 of 22.153:
“5.5 Priority levels 
The Service User shall be assigned one of "n" user priority levels. The priority levels are defined with 1 being the highest priority level and "n" being the lowest priority level. In case of interconnecting networks with different priority levels, mappings between priority levels should be established. Priority levels are a matter of regional/national and operator policies."
On the other hand, it is a U.S.A. regional requirement that 5 values of priority are available. From a CS domain perspective it has been observed that TR 22.952 (Priority Service Guide), Annex A.1 (U.S.A. specific aspects), Clause A.1.3 (mapping of priority indicators) provides additional guidance: "Within the U.S., there are five Priority Service priority levels.". It is also expected that NGN GETS (Government Emergency Telecommunication Service http://gets.ncs.gov/ ) in USA may require the same number of priority levels for emergency communications.

Therefore the general feedback on the number “n” was that it could be necessary to allocate 6 ARP priority values (5 for NGN GETS and 1 for Emergency calls).
It was also discussed that MPS needs to work across operator boundaries, and it was not clear whether this would be due to a service that may have a global roaming scope, or for services that may have a limited regional scope as far as inter-PLMN agreements requirements are concerned. Here are excerpts from TS 22.153 v9.2.0 regarding this aspect:
“5.8
Roaming

MPS shall be supported when the Service User is roaming and the serving (originating and terminating) network(s) supports MPS.””

And there is also a reference to the need of agreements between network so that the priority values can be understood across network boundaries:

“5.3
Priority session progression

For an MPS session, a Service User shall receive priority session treatment/progression through the PLMN (s). In case the MPS session traverses or terminates in other networks (e.g., the PSTN), the network providing priority session treatment/progression shall support the capability to indicate to the other network that this is an MPS session.

Note:  If there is no agreement on priority handling between networks, the priority does not carry across network boundaries.”

It is therefore understood (see 5.3) that there needs to be some form of inter-operator agreement on how to handle MPS sessions, and also it may be necessary to perform mapping of ARP values if those are assigned independently (see 5.5.). 

A colleague from ETRI expressed some concerns on the fact that the ARP values thus allocated are assumed to be the top n values:

“If the top 1~6 ARP priorities are strictly reserved for local uses only, 

does it mean whatever inter-PLMN service we will need in future,

they will always be assigned lower priorities (7~N) than local services, 

as a result, such inter-PLMN services may frequently be disconnected?

 

(note, mapping of different local ARP values of PLMNs is not a solution in this case)

 

What if we need internationally common number for ARP in future,

how do we assign appropriate priority for such service ?

 

I have a feeling that the solution proposed in S2-090866 didn't 

sufficiently investigate such needs.

 

We may give SA2 a simple answer, however I think it will be wise to note them

that some concern was raised in SA1 that roaming cases and 

any future uses need to be sufficiently considered.”

Finally, on whether there should be the need to allocate more ARP priority values for intradomain use for applications distinct from MPS and Emergency, it was noted that it may be beneficial to have some safety margin in addition to the 6 values that constitute the minimum necessary. On this topic there was an input by KPN
“[…] some potential intra-PLMN ARP use cases, which operators may want to implement:

 - lower priority for certain classes of M2M traffic such as non-time critical metering applications (prioritize high value services over lower value services) 

 - lower priority for pre-paid services compared to post-paid services (to protect from a surge of pre-paid usage in case pre-paid billing is not working)

These two use cases are the result of a very short internal brainstorm on the matter. They are not concrete KPN requirements. On the other hand there may be different future applications of intra-PLMN ARPs KPN may be interested in.
Note by the way that the two use cases are actually cases where you want to give lower not higher priority than default. 

For some operators it may be possible to fulfil non-emergency ARP needs within N=6 (like Enrico indicated). The important question is whether operators that need 6 ARP values for priority and emergency services also have additional requirements for intra-PLMN ARP values.

”
Conclusion
It is recommended that SA2 considers the informal feedback provided by SA1summarized in this paper in assessing the way forward at SA2#72, and keeps SA1 informed of the outcome of our discussion by LS so that SA1 may give any feedback during their meeting in May.
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