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Abstract:
This document is intended to discuss the explicit meaning of the terminology “path” for clarifications.
1. Potential Issues to Consider
As a result of the work done in SA1#61, we have come up with a set of normative requirements for ProSe for Release 12. This document is intended to raise some of terminologies used in the current TS, particularly for those with “path” since it seems necessary to have some editorial clean-up for the use of terminologies in a homogeneous manner and to have some clarifications in using them in the normative specificaions.
a. “infrastructure path”:
Unless there is an explicit indication for “infrastructure path”, this terminology can be understood as either “E-UTRAN infrastructure path” or “WLAN infrastructure path”. This is because HeNB is supposed to use WLAN-based backhaul link as its path in the infrastructure domain.
	Example (7A.1):

The 3GPP system shall be capable of moving a user traffic session from the infrastructure path to an E-UTRA ProSe Communication path, when the ProSe-enabled UEs are determined to be in range allowing ProSe Communication.

The 3GPP system shall be capable of moving a user traffic session from an E-UTRA ProSe Communication path to an infrastructure path. At a minimum, this functionality shall support the case when the E-UTRA ProSe Communication path is no longer feasible.

The user shall not perceive the switching of user traffic sessions between the E-UTRA ProSe Communication and infrastructure paths irrespective when triggered by the network.
The user shall not perceive the switching of user traffic sessions between the E-UTRA ProSe Communication and infrastructure paths when triggered by the UE.

Example (7A.3):

Subject to operator policy and user consent the EPS shall be capable of maintaining existing E-UTRAN infrastructure communications while ProSe WLAN communication is established by a given ProSe-enabled UE.


Does this terminology “infrastructure path” include the one via HeNB? This needs to be clarified: if the answer is YES, it is proposed to make a definition of the terminology.

b. “ProSe-assisted WLAN direct path”, “WLAN direct link”:
Although the title of Section 7A.3 specifically uses “WLAN direct communication”, both “ProSe-assisted WLAN direct communication” and “ProSe WLAN communication” are used.
	Example (7A.3):

The EPC shall be able to provide configuration information that enables confidentiality and integrity on the ProSe-assisted WLAN direct communications link.

Subject to operator policy and user consent the EPC and a ProSe-enabled UE shall be capable of negotiating the move of a traffic flow between the infrastructure path and the ProSe-assisted WLAN direct path.

There shall be no impact upon the RAN from service continuity procedures for ProSe-enabled UE traffic sessions that are moved between the infrastructure and WLAN direct communication paths.
The network shall be able to determine whether two ProSe-enabled UEs are within WLAN direct communications range and whether the WLAN direct link can provide the necessary QoS to support the end user application.

Subject to operator policy and user consent the EPS shall be capable of maintaining existing E-UTRAN infrastructure communications while ProSe WLAN communication is established by a given ProSe-enabled UE.

Subject to operator policy and user consent the EPS shall be capable of establishing new E-UTRAN infrastructure communications while ProSe WLAN communication is on-going for a given ProSe-enabled UE.




Does the terminology “ProSe WLAN communication” mean “ProSe-assisted WLAN direct communication”? This needs to be clarified: if the answer is NO, it is proposed to make a correction.
Does “link” have the same meaning with “path”? This needs to be clarified. If we refer to normal communication networks and/or graph theory, “link” is a segment connecting two nodes whereas “path” is set of (concatenated) link(s), which can also be a single link. If this is specifically about radio link quality, for example, the use of “WLAN direct link” would be fine. However, if we use “WLAN direct link” for security purposes, for example, the use of this can be understood as the security in a link between two nodes just one hop away even if the secured data transfer between (Node A) and (Node C) is enough: unnecessary requirement may be caused between (Node A) and (Node B).
	(Node A) – (Node B) – (Node C)

Figure 1. A path composed of two links. “–“ indicates a “link”.


c. Difference between ProSe “default path” and ordinary “pre-Rel-12 communication path”:

As a result of FS_ProSe in SA1, we have come up with three types of ProSe communication paths:

· Default path

· Locally-routed path

· Direct path

Among these, “default path” can be understood as an infrastructure path established by the use of ProSe Discovery. What is the difference between the ordinary communication path (through S-GW as in pre-Rel-12) and the “default path” after the communication path has been set up? If there is no difference from the perspective of user data transfer, what charging criteria should the operator choose or apply? Does the operator need to know whether the communication path is ProSe-related or ordinary style (as pre-Rel-12)?
Some Issue to Consider: It is up to the operator’s decision, based on regional regulation and/or user consent, how the operator can charge the user for the usage of ProSe. As specified in the charging requirements, it can be based on the set of charging requirements described in Section 4.6 of TS22.115 v12.0.0. 
However, if the data path chosen, by the operator’s policy and/or user consent, is happened to be E-UTRAN infrastructure path, it can be an issue of argument whether this instance of communication, excluding the instance of ProSe discovery, should be charged as an ordinary communication (similar to Rel-11 communication) or could be charged as a ProSe communication as far as the pure user data between the pair of ProSe-enabled UEs envolved with the communication instance through the E-UTRAN infrastructure. This may cause subscribers to raise a point of argument if the ProSe charging rate is greater than that of ordinary data communication (as opposed to ProSe communication) in average sense (e.g., cost for one time usage of ProSe is greater than cost of one time usage of ordinary data communication for the same amount of data volume).
2. Proposed Change Requests:

· Addition of Definition of “E-UTRAN infrastructure path” for clarifications:
· infrastructure path: the communication path through infrastructure node(s) via E-UTRAN; with a Note as follows: [Note: Depending on operator’s deployment, “E-UTRAN” can include the use of “HeNB” of 3GPP]. 
· Others: are found in the Related CR Proposals
· SA1-132080 for TS 22.115 – To be discussed later based on the discussion result of “1.c”
· SA1-132081 for TS 22.278
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