SA WG2 Temporary Document

Page 1

SA WG2 Meeting #99
S2-133425
23 - 27 September 2013, Xiamen, P.R. China
(revision of S2-13xxxx)
Source:
NSN, Huawei
Title:
CSFB-interaction between eMPS (priority service) and emergency
Document for:
Discussion

Agenda Item:
5.4
Work Item / Release:
eMPS / Rel-11
Abstract of the contribution: eNB can’t distinguish whether the CSFB is invoked for emergency purpose or for eMPS uses.
1. Introduction
In rel-8, when UE performs a CSFB for emergency call, MME indicates to ENB via the appropriate S1-AP message that this CS fallback procedure is for emergency purpose. In Stage 3 (TS 36.413), this is defined in “CS Fallback Indicator IE - set to “CS Fallback High Priority””. 
In rel-10, eMPS introduced CSFB Priority call handling which also requires priority handling in eNB. For some reasons, stage 3 (TS 36.413) assumed that MME can reuse the same “CS Fallback High Priority” in S1-AP message for priority handling. So from this release onward, eNB is not able to determine if the “CS Fallback High Priority” indication is due to eMPS feature or emergency call. In other words, the requirement since Rel-8 that eNB is aware that the CS fallback procedure is for emergency purpose is no longer true. Consequently for CSFB with PS HO procedure, it is also not possible to meet this requirement – “The eNodeB indicates in the Source RNC to Target RNC Transparent container that PS handover was triggered due to CSFB. The eNodeB also indicates whether CSFB was triggered for emergency or priority call handling purpose.”
 2. Discussion
Stage 3 TS 36.413 requires that eNb to ignore the Handover Restriction List when receiving “high priority” indication. 
–“ If the CS Fallback Indicator IE is set to “CS Fallback High Priority”, the eNB shall consider that no roaming area nor access restriction applies to the UE and process according to TS 23.272 [17].” 
This is not valid for eMPS as there is no requirement that eMPS call needs to ignore roaming or access restriction in the CS domain.
However it may be wondered whether it makes sense for an eMPS user to have regional or RAT restrictions. With this assumption there should be no restrictions for an eMPS user that might get ignored by an eNB.

Only when an E-UTRAN serves multiple 2G/3G PLMNs ignoring the HRL may transfer an eMPS user to a PLMN where he gets no service as there is probably no need or requirement to have national roaming for eMPS. This case is solved by the preference for following the HRL as good as possible.
Another border case is an eMPS user calling a normal user. Here it might be considered a “benefit” when any potential access restrictions of the normal user might get ignored and the call succeeds. Also here, deployments with multiple PLMNs may cause call failure, if the HRL is not followed as good as possible. 

In summary, eMPS and CSFB/emergency have different requirement at the eNB level. The effects however depend on deployment and call scenarios.
 2. Proposal
1. Ask RAN3 to introduce a new indication in S1-AP so eNB can differentiate eMPS vs. emergency handling. This is done from R-12 onward in order to avoid impact to frozen S1 specification.
2. For R10/R11, SA2 aligns TS 23.272 with stage 3 to show only one indicator is used for both eMPS and emergency. 
3GPP

SA WG2 TD


