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1. Overall Description:

SA2 thanks SA1 for their LS on Continuity of Data Sessions to Local Networks. SA2 has reviewed the potential requirements of section 6 in TR 22.896 v0.2.2.

SA2 would first like to comment that TR 22.869 seems to be based on a solution (Managed Remote Access) rather than on requirements. As understood by SA2 and stated in the SA1 LS, TR 22.896 aims at “extending LIPA functionality to allow access to the local network when a UE is under coverage of the macro network and to provide related mobility support” and this can be provided by other solutions than MRA. The use cases described in the TR can be reworded without referring to MRA. A solution that has been developed in SA2 to satisfy these requirements is the use of “LIPA-conditional” APN concept. Please also note there may be charging issues with MRA, as explained below. 

SA2 does not think the requirement in clause 6.2: “The network shall be able to provide continuity without any change to the IP address and port numbers via which the UE can be reached from within the residential/corporate IP network” should be kept. In SA2 understanding, it is not related to the TR use cases but to MRA, and is deemed rather a solution than a requirement. 

SA2 would also like to inform SA1 that LIMONET scope with regards to LIPA and SIPTO at the Local Network is restricted to mobility within H(e)NBs. It is not possible within Rel-11 timeframe to include LIPA mobility between H(e)NBs and macro network. 

Detailed comments:
· In TR 22.896 scope, it is stated “Additionally to LIPA an operator may, e.g. as a chargeable user service, also wish to provide access to the local network when a UE is under coverage of the macro network.” Clause 6.3 also proposes additional requirements on charging differentiation.

SA2 would like to comment that in the EPC architecture, the entity responsible of charging is the PDN GW. There is no other entity designed for charging purposes in EPC. In the case of a UE under coverage of the macro network accessing to the local network, the equivalent of the PDN GW is the Local GW in the local network. The Local GW is a Customer Premises Equipment and might not be trustable for charging. This issue is valid for MRA (Managed Remote Access) in general. 
· Use cases 1, 2, 3 and 4 described in TR 22.869 as well as clause 6.2 assume MRA. SA2 believes that MRA is a solution, and the use cases should be rewritten without referencing MRA. SA2 believes that all these use cases can be solved by a 3GPP feature available since Rel-10. This feature allows a UE to access to its residential/enterprise network:

· via the PDN GW in the MON and an IP-based fixed network (e.g. Public Internet), when the UE is under the macro network coverage;

· via the Local GW as LIPA, when the UE is under the residential/enterprise H(e)NBs coverage.

The UE uses the same APN in the two situations and such APN is a called “LIPA-conditional”.  Therefore, it is possible with “LIPA-conditional APN” concept that a UE is connected to its residential/enterprise whatever the cell the UE is camping on; and this does not require MRA to work. 
A move of the UE between the macro network coverage and the residential/enterprise coverage would result in a deactivation of the PDN connection followed by a reactivation to the same APN. This mechanism is acceptable for PS data connections not requiring lossless data at mobile network level (e.g. TCP layer can provide end-to-end retransmissions providing lossless data). 
Note that there is no charging issue with “LIPA-conditional APN” concept because charging is performed in the MON PDN-GW when the UE is under macro network coverage. Also note that MRA requires additional bandwidth on the Local GW. 
2. Actions:

To SA1 group.

ACTION: 
SA2 kindly asks SA1 to reconsider TR 22.869 without referring to a particular solution such as MRA (Managed Remote Access), and to consider charging issues and potential impact to the architecture as well as already existing LIPA-conditional APN concept in Rel-10 before taking any further steps in defining requirements for Rel-12. 
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