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1.
Introduction
Several actions have been placed on SA1 within the SAE timeplan produced by SA2 (with collaboration with the TSG RAN and the RAN Working Groups). The latest version of the SAE work plan is contained within S2-050546 available from the 3GPP ftp server at http://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_50_Budapest/Docs/S2-060546.zip. The specific actions on SA1 are as follows:
b.3
SA 1 to consider whether EUTRA to GSM CS and GSM CS to EUTRA handovers are of equal importance. Also the relative importance of EUTRA to UMTS CS and UMTS CS to EUTRA handover.
u)
(SA 1) Location Services Further clarification needed as to whether all requirements in 22.071 apply, or, for example support for OMA-SUPL is sufficient. (SA 1 to clarify requirements by 17/2/06).
y)
(SA 1) review legacy service requirements and identify relevant ones and obsolete ones (already started as part of AIPN work, end 17/2/06)
This contribution considers each of these issues and proposes conclusions in order to resolve these issues in line with the deadline set by SA2.

2.
Discussion
Action 1:
b.3
SA 1 to consider whether EUTRA to GSM CS and GSM CS to EUTRA handovers are of equal importance. Also the relative importance of EUTRA to UMTS CS and UMTS CS to EUTRA handover.
Service requirements that specify the support of handover between CS (Teleservice 11) and AIPN equivalent services (VoIP) are currently contained within chapter 7 of the AIPN stage 1 in TS 22.258[1]. Furthermore, the extension of Voice Call Continuity functionality to include EUTRAN is also specified in chapter 13.2. These requirements would seem to deal with voice services but do not seem to cover the general CS services case. The relative importance of the direction of the handover is also not covered in the requirements. However, this can be interpreted to indicate that there is currently no distinction between the specified service requirements for the direction of the handover i.e. both handovers to EUTRA and handovers from EUTRA are of equal importance.
With regard to the radio interface/network in particular, requirements for the support of handover from and to UTRAN and/or GERAN are contained in chapter 9.3 of TS 22.258.

To summarise, this issue does already seem to be covered by the AIPN stage 1 requirements to a certain extent. However, it would seem that clarification of the requirements is necessary in order to enable the architectural work to progress within SA2 (otherwise SA1 would not have received the action within the SAE timeplan). 

Considering the specific question asked by SA2 on the direction of the handover, it is very difficult to differentiate whether one direction of handover is more important that the other. Since the deployment of 3rd Generation UTRAN access networks at the beginning of this millennium a number of deployment schemes have been seen in the field from both incumbent and greenfield mobile operators across a number of different countries (e.g. rapid national deployment, focused deployment around major population centres, and network sharing scenarios). To place different levels of importance on the direction of the handover would seem to place restrictions upon the business models/deployment strategies of mobile operators and it is inappropriate for the 3GPP standard to contain this type of restriction. Looking at previous work on inter radio access system handover (e.g. Handover Requirements between UTRAN and GERAN or other Radio Systems in TS 22.129) there seems to no distinction between the importance of the direction of the handover between GERAN and UTRAN.

Proposed way forward:

Based on the discussion above it is recommended that the requirements related to CS service handover from the legacy 3GPP access technologies to the EUTRA be clarified with no distinction made between the relative importance of the direction to/from EUTRA. 
Furthermore, by the time EUTRA is commercially available it is expected nationwide UTRA coverage will be commonplace. Therefore, UTRA to/from EUTRA handover would seem to be at least of equal importance to that for GSM to/from EUTRA handover. In fact, as UTRA deployment is expected to become more prevalent in the coming years it may be worth considering if support of GSM to EUTRA of lesser importance than UTRA to/from EUTRA handovers or even whether support of this handover scenario is necessary at all. However, given the need to provide flexibility for mobile operators’ business and deployment strategy as discussed above, it is accepted that it may be difficult to agree on any distinction between the service requirements for the handover scenarios in this respect either.
Action 2:
u)
(SA 1) Location Services Further clarification needed as to whether all requirements in 22.071 apply, or, for example support for OMA-SUPL is sufficient. (SA 1 to clarify requirements by 17/2/06).
At first glance this seems to be a slightly little curious action for SA1 as it could be interpreted to be asking for SA1 to select a solution for the support of LoCation Services (LCS) within the AIPN. Selection of solutions is of course outside of the scope of SA1. However, it is believed that the essence of this request is for SA1 to evaluate if all the requirements contained in the LCS service description in TS 22.071 [2] apply to the provision of LCS services in the AIPN or whether a subset (e.g. the subset provided by OMA SUPL) is sufficient. After undertaking a comparison of the functionalities contained within TS 22.071 and that of the Secure User Plane Location (SUPL) feature defined by OMA it would seem that there are some discrepancies between the functionalities available. Most notable is the lack of support for deferred and periodic location requests and full functionality to support emergency calls in OMA SUPL version 1 [3]. However, work is ongoing within OMA on version 2 [4] of SUPL in which these functionalities are being addressed. Therefore, it is possible to assume that from a functionality point of view there will be little difference between the positioning related functionalities specified for LCS in TS 22.071 and those for OMA SUPL. It is also worthwhile to note that OMA SUPL has been identified as a possible candidate for use in the provision of LCS services over I-WLAN [5].
When the initial work on AIPN was undertaken during the AIPN Feasibility Study [6] one of the underlying assumptions was that introduction of the AIPN would not degrade the service capabilities or service principles of the 3GPP system (see chapter 6.1 of [6] for details). In this respect it would not seem to be appropriate for the functionality of LCS services within the AIPN to be significantly degraded compared to LCS services provided prior to introduction of the AIPN. Conversely, due to the accommodation of multiple access systems, including those not defined by 3GPP, by the AIPN there are requirements for the AIPN to be able to offer LCS services independent to the underlying access system.  Having reviewed the content of TS 22.071 the requirements do for the most part seem to be specified independent to the underlying access network apart from some specific references to provision of LCS over UTRAN and GERAN. However, as these are applicable to LCS services prior to introduction of the AIPN and it is thought that legacy LCS services will continue to be provided in the near-term it is does not seem necessary to remove these requirements from TS 22.071 at this stage.
One major feature of 3GPP LCS aside from the positioning of Target UEs is the provision of privacy protection for subscribers, Target UEs, LCS Clients etc… Although separate to the positioning functionality of LCS, it is essential that this functionality is maintained within LCS services provided by the AIPN.
Proposed way forward:

No decision can be made by SA1 on the solution for provision of LCS services by the AIPN. However, based on a comparison of the functionalities of OMA SUPL (version 1 & 2) and 3GPP LCS, it is reasonable to assume that OMA SUPL could be considered as a potential solution for LCS services provided by the AIPN  in a similar way to the ongoing work on LCS services over I-WLAN. With regard to the requirements for LCS services provided in the AIPN it is recommended that suitable text be introduced to the AIPN stage 1 to capture the requirements for LCS services to be provided independent of the underlying access system.
It would seem appropriate to include consideration of provision of LCS services by the AIPN together with any text included in the AIPN Stage 1 on the support of legacy services by the AIPN (see below).
Action 3:
y)
(SA 1) review legacy service requirements and identify relevant ones and obsolete ones (already started as part of AIPN work, end 17/2/06)
Although it is difficult to say with certainty that a service currently contained within the 3GPP specifications will no longer be needed in the future, in order to enable possible simplifications in the system architecture it seems to be worthwhile for SA1 to consider if there are any services that it is felt AIPN will not need to provide. 

On a general level, as the AIPN together with EUTRA(N) and other access systems is a packet-only system optimised for providing services over IP, CS teleservices and bearer services will not be supported by the AIPN. However, although CS services will no longer be provided, equivalent AIPN services, in particular telephony and supplementary services will be necessary (e.g. IMS multimedia telephony instead of Teleservice 11/CS Multimedia Calls, IMS supplementary services instead of the legacy GSM supplementary services). As the AIPN incorporates IMS, in many cases these services will be provided by IMS together with the work on the IMS Multimedia Telephony Communication Enabler and supplementary services being documented in TR 22.973[7]. In this respect, assuming that CS teleservices and bearer services will not be provided it is necessary to identify existing services for which an equivalent service (e.g. over IP or within the IP bearer capabilities) does not need to be provided by the AIPN. 
Based on an analysis of the current SA1 specifications the following services are proposed as not requiring an equivalent service to be provided by the AIPN:

	Service
	Relevant 3GPP Specification
	Comments

	Facsimile transmission services (Teleservice 61 & 62, transparent and non-transparent)
	TS 22.003
	

	Voice Group services (Teleservice 91 & 92)
	TS 22.003, TS 42.068 (VGCS), TS 42.069 (VBS)
	GERAN A/Gb mode only services

	Support of Local Service Area (SoLSA)
	TS 22.011
	GERAN only service

	Closed User Group (CUG)
	TS 22.085
	Similar service possible using IMS Group management [8]

	User-to-User Signalling (UUS)
	TS 22.087
	Similar service possible using IMS messaging [9]

	Follow Me service
	TS 22.094
	GSM Railways only service

	Calling Name Presentation (CNAP)
	TS 22.096
	Similar service possible using appropriate field in the SIP header

	Multicall
	TS 22.135
	UTRAN CS only service

	High Speed Circuit Switched Data (HSCSD)
	TS 22.034
	CS only service for CS bearer services (Multi-slot mechanism only applies to GERAN)

	Priority Service 
	TR 22.950, TR 22.952
	Currently only defined for CS services. Multimedia Priority service aimed at IMS services being studied in TR 22.953 [10]


In addition to the table above it is thought worthwhile to consider if provision of SMS and the SMS Cell Broadcast Service (CBS) is necessary within the AIPN as similar services would be possible using IMS messaging and MBMS [11,12] respectively.
Proposed way forward:

It is recommended to reflect the above together with the result of discussion on support of SMS and CBS by the AIPN within a normative annex of the AIPN Stage 1.
3.
Conclusion

Based on the discussion within section two of this contribution it is proposed to adopt the recommended way forward presented above for each of the actions placed on SA1 within the SAE timeplan. It is recommended that each of the actions are handled by producing CRs to the AIPN stage 1 and/or LSs to SA2 and other relevant groups as appropriate during this SA1 meeting. NTT DoCoMo would be happy to volunteer to undertake/lead this work if this proposal can be agreed by SA1.
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