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Introduction

A discussion paper [1] is submitted to raise some concerns on a new work item on “Extended H(e)NB features” [2]. The source companies of the present document would like to response to the concerns per category and propose the expected way forward.

Response to the issues raised by the discussion paper
The source companies of the present response document have following comments on the discussion paper [1].
On the architectural aspects

The discussion paper [1] suspects that the IP-PABX requirements in the objective of the work item [2] have an assumption on the architecture; however

· the scope of this work item [2] is limited to development of  the service requirements,
· service requirements to support the interaction with IP-PABX are not covered in TS 22.220 [3] yet and are expected  (according to the latest consensus in SA1) to be developed as part of the work item [2] in Rel-10 time frame,
· depending on the requirements, multiple solutions can be identified to fulfil the requirements, and

· the solutions should be compared from many aspects and selected by SA2.
Thus, saying that the IP-PABX requirements have an assumption on the architecture is incorrect.

On the security aspects

The discussion paper [1] raises concerns on the security aspects caused by the IP-PABX requirements; however they are not considered valid since

· the raised issues are not specific to the support of IP-PABX but could be related to the HNB concept in general, respectively to the IMS Interworking feature,

· the topic is expected to be worked out through the feasibility study on IMS aspects of HNB in SA2 by having supports from SA3,
· SA3 develops security solution for any architecture and business model required by 3GPP; guessing that SA3 may or may not be able to develop a solution is futile because to-date SA3 has always developed adequate security solution,

· SA3 has already developed sound solution for the major issues of having security end-point in HNB, and the existing solution can already take care of having user agent in HNB.
Thus, the objective to support the interaction with IP-PABX shall be kept in the work item [2] as it is.

On the time line aspects

The discussion paper [1] sees an issue on the tight time line of Rel-10, however

· the IMS Interworking feature on the HNB subsystem have already been worked on from Rel-9 time frame,

· the use case part of IP-PABX has also been covered in the annex of TS 22.220 [3], and
· the work on IMS Interworking feature has already been pushed out to Rel-10 due to lack of time.
Thus, it shall not been again postponed to later releases.

On the managed remote access aspects
The discussion paper [1] disagrees with the necessity of the work on the managed remote access by referring to the existing functionalities; however
· such de-facto functionalities in the market is out of the control of mobile operators where PLMNs are just used as bit-pipes, but
· by having the managed remote access feature, mobile operators, utilizing the advantage of managing users’ subscriptions, can properly authenticate the users and connect them to their home based network remotely together with similar user experiences as LIPA (Local IP Access) is expected to provide.
On the improvement of user experience related to CSG usage

The discussion paper [1] speculates that the objective of "improvement of user experience related to CSG usage" could imply requirements on the user interface, something which is not normally subject of specification in 3GPP.
· There certainly is no need to deviate from this principle and work on the user interface is not intended.

· However several shortcomings concerning the current usage of CSGs had already been identified in Rel-9, that now should be fixed.
For example, a UE should be able to stay on its Home CSG while neighbour H(e)NBs (from CSGs that the user is also member of) provide a stronger radio signal.
For the reason of providing satisfactory user experience the objective of "improvement of user experience related to CSG usage" should be kept in the new work item on “Extended H(e)NB features” [2].
General comments on the procedure
The work item was discussed in detail at SA1 #47 meeting in August in Rome where the source company of the discussion paper [1] was also present. The issues raised in the discussion paper [1] were not raised at the meeting. The work item itself got consensus at SA1 #47 and was agreed to be submitted to TSG SA. The source companies of the present response document would like to raise a concern on the way of handling those issues, which were not raised at SA1 and hence were not thought as contentious, directly at TSG SA.   

Proposal

Since the work item [2] was agreed at SA1 #47 based on consensus, the source companies of the present response document would kindly like to ask TSG SA to approve the work item as it is. Sending the work item back to SA1 without approval by TSG SA could further jeopardize the schedule to complete the work within Rel-10 time frame. The concerns, if any, have to be raised and discussed at the working group level meeting i.e. SA1 which is responsible for the work, before raising them up directly at the TSG SA.
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