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Abstract of the contribution: This paper compares the alternatives for service data synchronization and proposes a way forward.
1 Discussion
ICS presents situations where a subscriber may use either the CS or IMS domain, for instance, to set a call forwarding value. As the services are centralized in IMS domain, it can be safely assumed that an MMTel capable UE can directly communicate with IMS domain about its service settings, one way or another. On the other hand, the non ICS UE which is incapable of MMTel has to use CS domain or other capabilities to alter its service settings in the IMS domain, either intermediated by the CS telephony supplementary service data model or by directly accessing MMTel model. If CS service data model is involved, it poses the question of how to synchronize the service data contained in different data models, i.e. in CS telephony supplementary service data model and MMTel service data model.
In a word the issue arises from a non ICS UE without MMTel support, i.e. the general assumption is that we need to support SIM swapping case for service settings and the roaming case of non ICS UE for service settings where visited MSC Server is not ICS enhanced.
In SA2#62 meeting, a simplified data conversion scenario of service settings between IMS and CS domains has been described in S2-081007. Three alternatives have been proposed upon it. In summary, it said:
· Alternative 1 (Different data models are not allowed under the same subscription): to have separate subscriptions for ICS UE (MMTel UE) user and non ICS UE (non MMTel UE) user; or the operator enforces MMTel services for all users.
· Alternative 2 (One-time upgrade): one user can use ICS UE and non ICS UE within one subscription. When the user only uses non ICS UE, the CS service data model is activated. Once she starts using ICS UE, the network switches to MMTel service model, and from now on only this model will be used for the user, even when the user uses non ICS UE again later.
· Alternative 3 (Convert the settings whenever possible): one user can use both ICS UE and non ICS UE within one subscription. The conversion function in the network will convert the service settings between CS and IMS service data model as requested whenever it’s possible.

As the basic assumption is that the services are centralized in IMS, it’s inevitable for the non ICS UE (non MMTel UE) to have a sort of data conversion in alternative 1, even if the CS and IMS service data model are kept separate. This makes alternative 1 similar to alternative 3 with regard to system requirements.
In alternative 2, the network will provide means for a non ICS UE to access MMTel settings, and it needs to be able to block the CS service data setting commands from non ICS UE. Non ICS UE or the user has to be aware of the fact that it has to use MMTel settings from certain point of time on. The user needs to learn how to use the new interface on the UE. Consider the varied capabilities of legacy UE and CS/PS network, this may not be feasible. Therefore the network may not be able to enforce the non ICS UE to access the MMTel service data model from certain point of time onwards. This would also lead to an inconsistent user experience.
Alternative 3 carries out the conversion in the network, which means some settings may fail if it’s found to be incompatible with the ones in another data model, i.e. CS or MMTel data model. There may be concern on inconsistent user experience, as the settings work in some case and not in others (as a marginal case). However, this can be improved such as by friendlier network indications. Since this alternative needs to be implemented in the network only, it avoids impacts on non ICS UE, hence users are not bothered to change the way how they modify their service settings. Placement of the conversion function is FFS, however, in 3GPP TR 23.892 the MSC Server enhanced for ICS has been documented as one candidate.
In S2-080892, an option is also proposed as a complementary for all the three alternatives that is to standardize an XML schema for subset of MMTel service set equal to CS telephony supplementary service set, which would ensure a smooth back and forth conversion. Considering the continued development of MMTel services and varied market demands, it may be difficult to stipulate such a subset. 
In general, alternative 2 and 3 look more promising. Furthermore Alt. 2 has certain impact on network (to block the CS service data setting commands from non ICS UE), and needs PS coverage in the network for directly accessing MMTel settings from non ICS UE and needs to update non ICS UE (e.g. portal). Alt. 3 has no impact on the legacy non ICS UE, but has network impact because of data conversion function.

2 Summary and proposal
Both Alt. 2 and Alt. 3 have pros and cons, such as:

· Alt. 2 has certain impact on network configuration (to block the CS service data setting commands for a CS subscriber). PS coverage is needed for directly accessing MMTel settings from non ICS UE and there is need to update the non ICS UE (e.g. using a portal for service settings).
· Alt. 3 has no impact on the legacy non ICS UE, but has network impact (e.g. HLR, or MSC Server enhanced for ICS) because of data conversion function.

It is suggested that Alt 2 is taken as the starting point for further discussions for ICS UEs, which are anyway capable of MMTel, but Alt 3 shall be considered for networks where an MSC Server enhanced for ICS is present.
