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Abstract of the contribution:
This contribution highlights the issue which may occur when interconnecting services using IMS between GERAN/UTRAN mobile operator and fixed NGN operator (or E-UTRAN only operator), and to discuss the way forward to resolve the issue.
1. Introduction

In the near future, many operators both mobile (of all GERAN/UTRAN/E-UTRAN) and fixed (NGN) will use IP interconnect to provide services across each other. Under such condition, mobile operators using GERAN/UTRAN will need to consider which domain (CS/PS) is used for each request, and one of the important factor to consider is the service type (e.g. voice calls, file transfer, image share). While most service types have clear specification on the use of domain, procedures are not clear when some of the different service types are used together, i.e. if some of the service types are supported by the same IMS, UE, with same address.
This contribution highlights the issue and to show possible approaches.

2. The scenario of interconnecting between operators
Figure A shows a typical example of interconnect between a GERAN/UTRAN operator and a NGN operator connected via an IP interconnect. The NGN operator can also be replaced by E-UTRAN only operator.

The GERAN/UTRAN operator needs to clarify which domain (CS or PS) the request is routed through, as some service types can be supported via only one, while others have the option to choose from the two. Therefore, the GERAN/UTRAN operator needs to identify each service type in the incoming session from other networks and to choose the appropriate domain.
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Figure A: interconnect between GERAN/UTRAN and NGN operator via IP interconnect
When we looked at these service types, we believe that these service types can be placed under two categories, i.e. services types that can be supported by (a) CS or PS domain, (b) PS domain only.
A typical example of service types categorized in (a) is voice call, where CS domain is used as well as PS domain supported by ICS which was later added to support via IMS.
A typical example of service types categorized in (b) is file transfer, or image share, as these services were specified to be provided over PS domain using IMS from the beginning.
With regards to service types in category (a), ICS is generally used to distinguish the domain to be used for each incoming request. For service types in category (b), there is no need for ICS to be involved, as all service types should be provided only over PS domain and there is no need to distinguish which domain is to be used.

When all service types, irrespective of category (a) or (b), are provided under the following condition, procedures within IMS are not clear.
· the same IMS
· the same UE
· the same user address

· multiple service types can be supported in the same network (not simultaneously)
Figure B assumes that ICS is used to support domain selection for incoming requests over IP interconnect, and also assumes service type A is within category (a) and service type B is in category (b).

In such case, SCC-AS can determine the terminating domain for service types A. However, SCC-AS will not be able to make adequate domain selection for service type B as SCC-AS is not aware of the service type.
[image: image2.emf]IMS

CS domain

PS domain

IMS

II-NNI

GERAN/UTRAN

NGN

SCC-AS

Service type A

Service type B

？

If service type B cannot be 

distinguished by ICS, following 

procedures are not clear 

ICS supports “service type A”, and SCC-AS 

forwards to either CS or PS domain.

(note: CS domain is chosen as an example here)

 
Figure B: SCC-AS decision of selecting terminating domain
Therefore, clarification is needed to support how service types are distinguished in the network using GERAN/UTRAN when their network is connected to other networks via IP interconnect, in order to make an appropriate terminating domain selection.
As each service type has clear service requirements and architectural consideration which is well specified, the only issue here is when all these are combined together. It is our understanding that clarification should be done from architectural point of view, and thus there is no need to make any further clarification in stage 1.
3. Possible approaches for clarification or enhancement
As already mentioned above, SCC-AS supporting ICS procedure have very similar procedures in the sense that it decides the appropriate terminating domain for service types in category (a).

However, SCC-AS do not currently have the procedure to look into the service type in order to decide the terminating domain. As other information (e.g. the address of the terminating user) is same, this parameter should be considered for terminating domain selection.

Therefore, clarification or enhancement is needed regarding how the SCC-AS handles the incoming request for service types that are not in the scope of ICS (i.e. service types in category (b) ).

Procedures specified as T-ADS in SCC-AS is responsible for the actual domain selection for service types in category (a), and in order to support service types in category (b), the following three are the possible approaches:
i) Create/modify the iFC to trigger access to SCC-AS depending on the service type included in the session request

ii) create a new internal logic within SCC-AS whether to trigger T-ADS functionality depending on the service type included in the session request

iii) modify procedures for T-ADS functionality so that the domain selection for the session request is also dependent on the service type included in the session request

We are open for more discussion on how to clarify, but so far we believe:
approach a) has drawback that this would affect other functions (e.g. service continuity) used by SCC-AS;
approach c) has drawback that operators will have to deploy full set of T-ADS functionality regardless of whether they use ICS or not, i.e. operators with static configuration for selecting the terminating domain would need to deploy T-ADS only for this purpose;
approach b) on the other hand do not have any drawback other than that additional procedures are required before T-ADS is executed.
4. Conclusion
It is asked that:

I) SA2 acknowledges the issue regarding IP interconnect on the domain selection for the terminating session based on the service type in GERAN/UTRAN operator as described in clause 2, and

II) If yes, to see whether procedures for ICS, along with any enhancement, can be used for domain selection as shown above in clause 3 of this contribution.
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