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1. Introduction

In the last Priority SWG meeting of SA1#19, Tdoc S1-030113 was discussed, describing several alternatives for distinguishing Priority Service users from eMLPP users. In order to progress the work on this item this document tries to clarify some inconsistencies detected with one (two?) of the alternatives presented in the mentioned document.

2.
Discussion

General comments on S1-030113
ISUP limitations are not considered at all.


For an ETSI network, there are no MLPP levels (service not supported). In some countries, country specific priority parameters exist. For an ITU or ANSI network, there are 5 MLPP levels. 

It is not described how a PAS call and an eMLPP call shall be distinguished on ISUP using the hybrid mode.

Comments on alternative 1) in S1-030113
This proposal is not backward compatible because a MSC/VLR that is not updated will treat the received PS data as eMLPP data and invoke the eMLPP service with these priority levels.


Comments on alternative 2) in S1-030113
A)

This proposal is backward compatible because, a MSC/VLR that is not updated will map the received PAS data to the eMLPP Priority level 4 (lowest possible priority level). That is, the network will use the lowest possible priority level in this case. In the MSC/VLR the same level is also used for subscribers that don't have eMLPP and therefore the treatment in the network is as if no PAS was invoked.

B)

The reduction of future values is a less important argument.

Comments on alternative 3) in S1-030113
A)

In the hybrid mode in this proposal the HLR does not indicate to the MSC/VLR whether the subscriber has the PAS or eMLPP service. This means, as already indicated by Nortel, that eMLPP subscribers will not be able to select any other priority than the subscribed default eMLPP priority. 

We believe this is a serious limitation to the eMLPP service, since with this proposal the subscriber can not choose a priority level within a range of priorities from the subscriber default priority level to the subscriber maximum priority level. Instead only one priority level can be used. The intention of this range of priority levels was to give the subscriber a possibility to choose a priority due to the importance of the call and/or due to costs for the subscriber. So, the subscriber experience of the eMLPP service would be significantly degraded in a hybrid network. 

This also means that this proposal is not backwards compatible, as the “old” eMLPP service will not be supported as specified in “new” hybrid networks. 

B) 

In the interface between the MSC/VLR and HLR seven priority levels can be transferred. If PAS subscribers use five priority levels and the service technicians use one priority level then only one priority level is left for all the other subscribers. That is, all eMLPP subscribers must share one priority level and therefore all eMLPP subscribers must be given one and the same default priority level. This would be an additional serious degradation of the eMLPP service. 

C) 

This proposal also means that networks already using the “old” eMLPP function will be affected. Not only will eMLPP subscribers roaming from such “old” eMLPP networks into hybrid networks experience a degraded eMLPP service according to the comments above, but calls from PAS subscribers initiated from a hybrid network will, when terminated in an “old” eMLPP network, be treated as eMLPP calls having a priority level according to either the calling subscriber’s PAS priority level (if dialling the PAS prefix) or according to the eMLPP default priority level assigned to the PAS subscriber in the hybrid network. In both cases this means that the eMLPP functionality in those “old” networks will be used by non-eMLPP calls. 

D) 

For the consequences above to be avoided the MSC/VLR would have to establish whether the subscriber is a PAS or an eMLPP subscriber. To perform the identification the MSC/VLR must do an analysis for each subscriber to determine which service is valid. For example the IMSI number could be used for this analysis. This means that the MSC/VLR in for example a hybrid mode network must be set up with extensive information whether PAS or eMLPP applies.


If roaming subscribers shall be treated correctly in the hybrid mode network a subscriber analysis should be done for those subscribers to be able to provide either the PAS or eMLPP service.


If subscribers from a network with hybrid mode shall be able to roam into other networks then also these networks should be able to determine which service that is to be used for that subscriber to be able to give the right service level to that subscriber.

Comments to the Recommendation in S1-030113
This recommendation should be changed due to the many cons for alternative 3 which makes this alternative backward incompatible and unpractical. Instead proposal 2 which is completely backward compatible and proposal 1 which is close to be backward compatible should be recommended.

3.
Conclusion

As it is not possible, without considerable or unreasonable amount of subscriber data administration, to clearly distinguish between PAS and eMLPP subscribers, it is proposed to eliminate alternative 3 (hybrid mode) of Tdoc S1-030113 as a potential option. 

