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Introduction

The input documents of the previous meeting raised some questions about the compatibility with the eMLPP-only networks and ISUP.  The comments below are of concern mostly for WPS (Wireless Priority Service) in the USA. In this document WPS is considered sometimes as “eMLPP-only” service, sometimes as “priority-only”. There is some confusion, whether WPS is eMLPP-only or Priority-only service. For that reason this documents uses terms WPS and non-WPS priority service.

Use of ISUP CPC and MLPP parameters

Question 1: How the ISUP parameters are populated to avoid unwanted inter-working with WPS or national eMLPP?

Question 2: Shall is the service be end-to-end service? 2a: Only intra-PLMN?
The use of the parameters should be checked in the beginning of standardization work. The Calling Party Category (CPC) value NS/EP call is used for the WPS, while the MLPP parameter conveys the priority level. The key issues are the following:

1. If the non-WPS (enhanced) uses same value as WPS (eMLPP-only) then the priority service easily starts using WPS functionality. In our understanding this shall be avoided. However, in tdoc S1-030580 (Telcordia) this seems to be the proposal, if WPS is considered as eMLPP-only service.  

2. If the non-WPS service uses some special CPC value then the intermediate switches may not support the functionality -> call may fail or get regular treatment (no e2e).

3. If the non-WPS service doesn’t use any special CPC value then the end-to-end functionality is not possible.

4. Same questions apply also to the MLPP parameter. 

Nortel document S1-030582 does not propose explicitly anything on ISUP MLPP priority mapping, but in the terminating side the services cannot be distinguished unless we use distinct code point for non-WPS service. And if we use distinct code points, we have the problem in bullet  #2. If the originating side does not populate ISUP MLPP at all then the terminating side may use a default priority level.

Interworking with WPS IOC

Question A: If WPS is considered as a “Priority Service” then how WPS FOC is supposed to work with WPS IOC, which is clearly a eMLPP-only service?

The WPS IOC does not have the MAP information elements, as in Nortel document S1-030582. Therefore, a WPS IOC VLR looks like an “eMLPP-only” VLR from the HLR point of view. According to proposal, Priority Service HLR would not send priority information to VLR. As a result, in the transition period WPS would not work in WPS IOC VPLMNs.

Nokia also regards WPS FOC and IOC as frozen specifications. However, the Nortel proposal seems to change the frozen functionality.

Roaming to WPS-only network

Question 3: Is non-WPS priority service mapped to towards WPS-only PLMNs?
In such a case would the HPLMN send the eMLPP priority to the VPLMN? 

· If the answer is “yes” then the VPLMN may register a call as a WPS call, which may cause some expenses to the government (depending on the billing arrangements), and the non-WPS priority users would be able to use WPS, if they knew the correct prefix. 

· If the answer is “no” then it should be documented that the non-WPS priority services will not work in WPS-only networks. Nortel document S1-030582 proposes this alternative on page 3, assuming that WPS is “Priority Service”.

A call from non-WPS network (VPLMN-A) to a WPS network (VPLMN-B)

Question 4: Would it be useful to add call case to the current documents – a call from hybrid/non-WPS-only network to an WPS-only network?
This use case needs to be analysed carefully. The following steps can be seen here:

· Calling party is having non-WPS eMLPP service in hybrid network or non-WPS network.

· He/she initiates the call as a non-WPS priority call -> ISUP CPC and/or MLPP parameter may be populated indicating the priority.

· Called party is a mobile in a WPS VPLMN-B.

· As a result VPLMN-B may receive an ISUP MLPP priority level that is not part of the WPS spec. Therefore the call may fail if MSC/VLR-B does not accept these values. As a result, behavior is unpredictable, depending on the switch vendor. Or,

· Alternatively, if VPLMN-A uses one of the WPS priority levels and/or CPC, then commercial non-WPS priority service would get too high priority overwriting some WPS subscribers. And, call would be marked as WPS call. This can be seen as a potential charging problem, as well in the statistics. Or,

· Alternatively, if the commercial priority (non-WPS) service does not use ISUP CPC and MLPP parameters, the priority service can not get end-to-end capability. This would a restriction worth documenting, unless the priority service is designed only as intra-network feature.

Note also that the originating network and GMSC have no means to know if the VPLMN-B supports this new non-WPS priority / WPS service. As a result, they can not strip out the ISUP MLPP parameter. Also, I would not expect PSTN/POTS/IXC to remove MLPP for ISUP because WPS requires them to convey then through.
Pre-emption

Pre-emption of ongoing calls should be allowed as a network/country specific option. The Annex A for USA could forbid pre-emption if necessary.

Service invocation

The priority service user is supposed to activate the feature with *SC prefix. The prefix may be different on country basis. So, simply refer to “prefix”. The *SC could be moved to Annex A for USA (tdoc S1-030578).

Also, the MLPP parameters to/from the calling mobile should be allowed, this should be a network-specific option. If the US networks will not allow MLPP info from MS, put this remark to Annex A.

Minor comments:

Inter-working with “cs-AllocationRetentionPriority”

Question 5: Can cs-AllocationRetentionPriority be used with priority service (for the same subscriber)?

Question 5a: Is it useful to have these two features in the same VPLMN and/or HPLMN?

Question 5b: Could the current documents describe the feature inter-working with the cs-AllocationRetentionPriority (which service is more important)?

The HLR sends this to the VLR and the VLR shall use it to assign the GSM08.08 priority (if feature supported). EMLPP/WPS also impacts on the radio channel priority. The priority service creates a third mechanism to impact on radio channel reservation. The inter-working should be documented - the stage 1 should have an answer to the questions above. It would be useful to describe also the case when other subscribers have the cs-AllocationRetentionPriority, and others have priority service.

Term “PsSubscriber”

This is an editorial comment to avoid this term. For many telecom people “PS” means “Packet Switched”, which refers to GPRS and possibly also to IMS. How about “Commercial-eMLPP” or “Enhanced-eMLPP?

