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Introduction

At SA2 #46, a WID was approved in S2-051444 for work on an IMS Communication Service ID.  The WID and accompanying discussion document (S2-050993) described requirements for the usage of a service ID, and also the potential interfaces and functionalities that may need to utilise such an identity within an IMS network.  The WID proposes far reaching work and leaves many points open for discussion, not least whether a service identity is needed at all, the granularity with which individual services may be separated by such an identity (and hence the number of identities that might exist) and the use of and reliance upon an identity for the introduction and implementation of evolved and/or new functions within IMS.

This discussion document considers some of these points and seeks to provide some insight into Vodafone’s thoughts on this topic.  Specifically, Vodafone has considered the need for and usage of a service identifier in IMS from the following perspectives;-

· Service identity vs. service profile

· The degree of separation a service identity would imply

· Where a service identity could be used and how service identity could impact the NNI and service interworking.

Service Identity or Service Profile

It has always been the intention in 3GPP IMS specification to date, that the definition of specific services should be avoided unless entirely necessary.  This does however pose the question about whether it is possible to sufficiently discriminate between individual services, or at worst, service types, purely from the characteristics of the service that can be identified from SIP and SDP parameters.  This would be more of a Service Profile idea and would also be more aligned with the general principle of not defining specific services in 3GPP.

The problem with having a Service Identity is that the service itself has to be described sufficiently well to classify applications within the correct Service Identification.  This in turn implies some level of specification of services, which in turn further implies some degree of restriction on the implementation of that service type.  However, given that a service profile is in itself some form of recognition that to be of the specific profile the service must adhere to the profile and that profile also must be identified, this problem seems applicable to either approach.  Therefore, it seems entirely necessary that for any form of formal or implied identification of a service classification to be achievable, some level of service definition is required.  Neither a service identity nor a service profile avoids the requirement to specify services at some level.

That leads to a question of what degree of specification is needed, and hence the level of separation between services that is required.

When does one service equal another?

Within the discussion paper and WID presented at SA2 #46, Service Identity is mentioned without any reference to the granularity into which a service would need to be defined to warrant a service identity that is different from another service.  This then provokes the question of what is meant by a ‘service’ in the proposal.  A service could be any of the following;-

· An individual offering of an application from an operator – this would imply that operator A’s IMS voice service would be service id 1, operator B’s IMS voice service would be service id 2 and so on for each operator and each conceivable service.  This approach would allow for extremely detailed understanding of each service but would raise questions about how service identity 489 (operator N’s voice and video service) can interwork with service identity 3834 (operator X’s Voice only service).  There would still be a need to negotiate at a protocol level, and so the potential usefulness of the service identity is lost.  Also this would require all service to be described and documented in detail to justify their classification as a different service from all others and hence justify the allocation of a new service identity. There would potentially be a need for thousands of service identities with this approach.

· A general application identification – this would imply that operator A’s IMS Voice service and operator B’s IMS voice service would both be identifiable as service id 1.  In fact all operators’ IMS voice services would be identified with a single service identity, making it possible to determine service compatibility for end-to-end calls.  This would then imply that the service identity could be associated with services displaying a basic level of functionality that would be considered essential for interoperability between networks.  However, negotiation of capability between a subscriber making a call from Operator A’s network with Voice and Video to a subscriber in Operator B’s network who only supports voice would still require some significant understanding of the relationships between the various service identities.  Here, only hundreds of service identities might be needed

· A service type identifier – instead of being related to specific services (where a service is an end-user experience) the identifier would be associated with bearer classification type.  Then voice, video and other real-time services would be grouped in a single service identity, PoC and other near-real-time services would have another and so on.  This would result in the service identity being useful as a way of classifying a service instance without the need to define the (application) service itself.  However, it could equally be possible to derive this kind of identification easily from the parameters transported in SIP and SDP already and so this form of identity might be redundant.  A service Identity of this type might only need values in the low tens.

Each of these potential uses and definitions of a service identity have associated with them advantages and disadvantages.  To focus the work on this subject it is necessary to specify early on which of these paradigms is to be used.  The work on which interfaces a service identity would be usefully included in and what it would be used is entirely dependent upon what information about the service the service identity itself is intended to identify and convey.  

Summary and Conclusions

Vodafone believe that before the inclusion of a service identity can be agreed upon, further understanding of what is meant by a ‘service’ that is to be ‘identified’ is needed.  If service is to be thought of from the perspective of an end user (something more akin to what we refer to in 3GPP as an application), then the requirement to define the service in detail to allow it to be identified is probably too restrictive upon the nature of the service itself and too prohibitive to the quick and dynamic creation of new services (applications) by operators within their own networks, despite some clear advantages in enabling inter-operator end-to-end service establishment.  However, if service is intended to be more of a generalised classification of applications that share common delivery and bearer characteristics, it is called into question why the identity is needed at all and whether the identification of such classifications is not already possible from the analysis of existing service properties.

Once the decision about if a service identity is needed and if so, what it identifies, has been taken, then proper analysis of where it should be applied and what usefulness it offers can begin. 
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