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1. Background
In CT1#101bis meeting, LS C1-170297 was received from RAN5 seeking clarifications on IP SMS over emergency PDN as a valid standalone transaction. The LS asked the following questions:
As per TS 24.229, clause 5.1.6.4 quoted below, a UE is mandated to perform emergency re-registration while a standalone transaction exists: 

The UE shall perform user-initiated emergency reregistration as specified in subclause 5.1.1.4 if half of the time for the emergency registration has expired and:

-
the UE has emergency related ongoing dialog;

-
standalone transactions exist; or

-
the user initiates an emergency call.

1. Is IP SMS over emergency PDN (MO or MT) a valid standalone transaction use case covering above mentioned requirement?
2. If yes, does the standalone transaction have to exist in the same PDN as the emergency registration?
CT1 concluded that IP SMS over emergency PDN is not a valid standalone transaction for emergency re-registration, and sent reply LS C1-170514 with this conclusion. 
Given that IP SMS cannot be used to test this requirement, the next logical question is: what could be used instead to test this requirement? In other words, which type of service could trigger a standalone transaction over the emergency PDN and trigger emergency re-registration? 
During the discussion, some companies pointed at a requirement in stage 1 TS 22.101 subclause 10.4.2 to support standalone transactions related to an emergency service, e.g. fire alarms, but it was not clear what type of services this maps to in practice.
2. Discussion
2.1 Requirements in TS 22.101

All the services listed as in scope of TS 22.101, subclause 10.4.2, map to session-based transactions, not standalone transactions. The only service mentioned that could potentially trigger a standalone transaction (“e.g. fire alarms”) is out of scope.

For IMS emergency calls towards IP PSAPs, other media types may be supported by the UE and the IMS, subject to regulatory requirements.

The media types that may be supported during an IMS MES include:

-
Real time video (simplex, full duplex), synchronized with speech if present;

-
Session mode text-based instant messaging;

-
File transfer;

-
Video clip sharing, picture sharing, audio clip sharing;

-
Voice; and

-
Real-Time Text .

Note 1:
An IMS MES need not contain voice or Real-Time Text .

To avoid interworking issues, a UE and IMS that supports text based instant messaging shall support a common session mode text-based instant messaging protocol.

IMS MES does not include support for legacy store and forward messaging such as the Short Messaging Service (SMS).

Calls from non-human associated devices (e.g. fire alarms) are outside the scope of this specification.
No services or requirements are specified for sending standalone transactions (that do not create dialog) such as MESSAGE, INFO, OPTIONS, PUBLISH on emergency IMS PDN.

2.2 Requirements in TS 23.167 and TS 24.229
TS 24.229 subclause 5.1.6.4 does not state if the standalone transaction has to exist in the same PDN as emergency registration. For a UE with emergency registration: 

· TS 23.167 has no procedures for standalone transactions outside of an already existing dialog over emergency PDN connection.

· TS 24.229 has no P-CSCF procedures specified in section 5.2.10 for standalone transactions outside of an already existing dialog over emergency PDN connection.

· If the UE has both a normal IMS registration and an emergency IMS registration, the P-CSCF will use the normal registration flow for any MO/MT request outside of an existing dialog.
So the question remains of what exactly a standalone transaction related to emergency services would be in practice. Theoretically this would be to convey a communication related to an emergency service not related to the ongoing emergency call. We could not identify any emergency service that currently uses standalone transaction, and suspect that no such service exists at this point in time.
If no such service exists, then the corresponding requirements on standalone transactions over emergency PDN should be removed from TS 24.229.

3. Proposal
It is proposed that CT1 ask SA1 if there is a requirement to support a service that would trigger a standalone transaction over an emergency PDN.
PAGE  
2

