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Abstract of the contribution: This contribution is proposing to study the difference between SIPTO femto and LIPA and trying to reduce the possible use case for SIPTO and LIPA mobility.
1.   Discussion
According to the SA1 requirements, the following requirement for SIPTO femto mobility shall be satisfied.

-
Service Continuity of IP data session(s) for Selected IP Traffic Offload may also be supported during the following mobility events:

-
mobility between the macro network and H(e)NBs; and

-
mobility between H(e)NBs.
In order to find out the solutions for both requirements, the SIPTO femto architecture has to be studied first.

There are three possible architecture options can be considered:

Option 1: the architecture for SIPTO femto is the same as SIPTO macro.

Option 2: the architecture for SIPTO femto is the same as LIPA R11 architecture.

Option 3: define a new architecture for SIPTO femto, which is different with SIPTO macro and LIPA.
Option 1: the architecture for SIPTO femto is the same as SIPTO macro.

Analysis:
If we reconsider the architecture of SIPTO macro in R-10, this can easily satisfy the requirement for mobility between macro network and H(e)NBs. As the main update is in the CN, there is no update in H(e)NB system.
But for the requirement between H(e)NB, this solution is still open, as this depends on the specific mobility use cases.

Option 2: the architecture for SIPTO femto is the same as LIPA R11 architecture.

Analysis:
If we consider this choice, then for both requirements, we need define new solutions. And how to support interworking with R-10 system shall also be considered.

Option 3: define a new architecture for SIPTO femto, which is different with SIPTO macro and LIPA.
Analysis:

The requirement for new solutions and new architecture are required. Besides, for R-11 H(e)NB, the complexity is also added, as the HeNB is required to distinguish SIPTO and LIPA, even for the same mobility use case.

Therefore, according to the above analysis, option 1 is the best choice for the requirement for mobility between macro and H(e)NB. We can reuse the R-10 macro SIPTO solution for this requirement in R-11.For SIPTO femto mobility study, we can only focus on the requirement for mobility between H(e)NBs. Based on certain mobility use case, then we can decide whether to use the same architecture solution as LIPA R-11 or the same as SIPTO macro.
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3 Proposal
*******************************************First change**************************************

5.x.x
Key issues: Difference between SIPTO femto and LIPA mobility

For SIPTO femto and LIPA, both of them have the same mobility requirement, which is service continuity between H(e)NBs. The difference between them shall be studied, including:

· - Architecture difference

· - Mobility use case difference.

The aim of studying this key issue is to reduce the complexity of the SIPTO femto and LIPA study, and trying to find out the common solution for both if it is possible.
*******************************************end of First change**************************
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