SA WG2 Temporary Document

Page 1

3GPP TSG SA WG2 Meeting #79E (Electronic)
TD S2-103102
06 - 13 July 2010, Elbonia
Source:
Vodafone, China Mobile, Orange
Title:
A discussion of the LS received from TSG CT on I1 (CP-100430)
Document for:
Discussion
Agenda Item:
4.3
Work Item / Release:
NA
Abstract of the contribution:

1
Introduction
In TDoc S2-103101 (CP-100430), an LS from CT plenary asks SA2 to re-look at the requirements on the I1 interface due to some confusion and differing opinions in interpretation, that the requirement that I1 be used solely when Gm in unavailable (i.e. no PS connection possible) is relaxed, and that this should be done for Rel-9. This paper discusses these issues and proposes a way forward.
2
Discussion

2.1
Sporadic location of I1 requirements

In the aforementioned LS, it is stated that I1 requirements are located in multiple places within the specification. As such, their interpretation is arduous, difficult to order, and thus possibly open to differing interpretations. This point is agreeable and therefore the authors of this document propose to move all I1 requirements into their relevant sections on UE requirements, SCC AS requirements and bearer requirements.
2.2
Relaxation of the requirement that I1 be used solely when Gm is unavailable

The functional requirement that I1 be used solely when Gm is unavailable was purposefully inserted by Vodafone at the beginning of Rel-9 i.e. it is not an oversight of the specification. This reason for this requirement is as follows.

First of all, the use of I1 due to a lack of PS/GPRS roaming agreements is really a non-issue now in roaming agreements today. Where operators have a roaming agreement, CS and PS roaming agreements go hand‑in‑hand; the days of CS only roaming agreements are now extremely rare.

Thus, considering I1 only for the case where Gm is temporarily unavailable during a call is the more realistic scenario and here the requirement that I1 is used only when Gm is unavailable has a number of benefits.

First of all it means that it is used only on operator's 2G networks. And at that, where there is neither DTM nor full Class A. So this requirement means that I1 would never be used on 3G networks (thus, currently 3G network only operators are currently unaffected) and 2G networks with DTM (which there are not many of today, but, this may yet grow). This therefore means that certain investment in future upgrades to one's network that benefits one's own subscribers (e.g. dual PS/CS capability, faster data rates, and all the other benefits of rolling our DTM or 3G) give a more inherent upgrade path away from I1 impacts, if not, remove them altogether. So, a natural move away from I1 USSD signalling being used on operator's network is achieved, but the proposal to relax this requirement negates this future investment advantage. Thus, all networks, regardless of their investment in 3G and 2G-DTM, are impacted.

Second, due to the I1 signalling always being on one's network with no upgrade path away from having it, it forces all operators who can act as a VPLMN to an HPLMN that is using I1 to have to upgrade their USSD infrastructure; in particular, MSCs, which are probably the most expensive and complex nodes in the network to upgrade, perhaps only 2nd to the HLR. Such upgrades to USSD infrastructure would have to include either:
· extra capacity (links and possibly hardware) to accommodate the increased USSD requests/responses (which in today's network are fairly low, and continue to decrease with the onset of mobile apps and "widgets"), along with CDR generation functionality so that operators can continue to bill for what the subscriber is doing (which will likely require "deep packet inspection" in order to see what is going on in the I1 signalling in order to be able to bill the HPLMN for it); or 

· functionality to block all I1 related USSD requests (UE initiated, and where MSCs support USSD Phase 2, HPLMN initiated), which technically is possible since I1 uses a specific USSD code-point, but still burdens the operator with the cost to procure, test and deploy this capability.
The former bullet would require major updates to the current roaming ecosystem, which is out of alignment with the wider operator community's work on visited network GGSN/PGW roaming with IMS providing voice services (using Gm only right now) through visited network P-CSCF (as per the work in GSMA's "Application Awareness" Task Force. The latter bullet may result in a cheaper solution overall, but it's difficult to justify expenditure on i.e. support of not supporting something!
A possible 3rd solution may be to block all USSD requests to/from the HPLMN, which is a quick and very "dirty" solution that is not good for either party, as it would also block such things as supplementary service requests/responses.
Therefore, if operators are to be able to minimise, if not totally neutralise, the impacts of I1 related USSD signalling without having to resort to the investment needed for one of the options detailed above, the limitation of I1 being used only when there is no Gm needs to remain.
3
Conclusion

It is proposed by the authors of this paper to address only the issue of I1 requirements not being collocated, and to keep the requirement of I1 being used solely when there is no Gm available for the reasons stated above. Since such a change (i.e. clarification) does not qualify as an essential correction (i.e. no Frequent And Serious Mis-Operation – FASMO – is being addressed), it is proposed to resolve this only from Rel-10 and onwards.

A CR to TS 23.292 v10.1.0 is proposed in S2-103103.
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