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Introduction

This paper compares C1-182012 (as distributed on the mailing list on Wed. April 4) with C1-182213. When distributed, the following remark was included with C1-182012:
> An open issue is if the whole sos urn should be included  - e.g. sos.gas, or only the sublevel type – e.g. gas.

Discussion paper C1-182209 presents a list with possible URNs and associated numbers. Below, one country's list is reproduced and simplified.
Number
URN

112

urn:service:sos

122

urn:service:sos.country-specific.at.122

128

urn:service:sos.country-specific.at.128

133

urn:service:sos.country-specific.at.133

140

urn:service:sos.country-specific.at.140

141

urn:service:sos.country-specific.at.141

142

urn:service:sos.country-specific.at.142

144

urn:service:sos.country-specific.at.144

147

urn:service:sos.country-specific.at.147

C1-182012
The number of octets used by the proposal in C1-182012 is calculated, assuming "the whole sos URN should be included" and assuming even 112 is included (to prevent liability in case a UE doesn’t confirm to 22.101 and fails to recognize e.g. 112).
IEI




1 octet
IE length



2 octets

9 emerg. numbers length octet

9*1 octets

9 3 digit emerg. numbers

9*2 octets

9 emerg. URN length octet

9*1 octets

9 emerg. full URNs


8*39 + 15 octets

-----------------------------------------------------------------






366 octets

C1-182213
The number of octets used by the proposal in C1-182213 (against 24.301) and C1-182214 (against 24.229) is calculated,
IEI




1 octet

IE length



2 octets

Country code



2 octets

9 emerg. numbers length octet

9*1 octets

9 3 digit emerg. numbers

9*2 octets

9 emerg. URN length octet

9*1 octets

9 emerg. information to construct URNs
0 octets

-----------------------------------------------------------------






41 octets

Conclusion

It can be seen that in this particular example the proposal in C1-182213 requires 325 (almost 9 times) fewer octets. 

It should be noted that this information may be received at every (periodic) tracking area/registration update. It should be noted that this information is to be passed to the upper layers upon each receipt. 
It is in general an objective to prevent unnecessary overhead when designing any protocol. In particular, the protocols of the control plane should be carefully designed.

It is therefore concluded that the proposal in C1-182012 does not meet these objectives. The proposal in C1-182012 would unnecessarily tie up processors and other resources of the UE. All this will accumulate in unnecessary battery drain and resource abuse.
