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Discussions

In last SA1 meeting, the following scenarios have been defined:
· Local IP access –LIPA- to residential/corporate local network for Home (e)NodeB Subsystem

· Selected IP traffic offload –SIPTO- (e.g. internet traffic) for  Home  (e)NodeB Subsystem

· Selected IP traffic offload (internet traffic, corporate traffic, etc.) for the macro network (3G and LTE only)

But whether mobility shall be supported for these scenarios is still FFS. However, the requirement of mobility has big importance on the architecture to be defined by SA2. This paper tries to analyze these scenarios, and check the mobility requirement case by case.
Scenario 1: Local IP access (LIPA) to residential/corporate local network for Home (e)NodeB Subsystem.
If the Home (e)NodeB Subsystem is deployed in a corporation complex, and used as an access to the corporate intranet, then the mobility support is preferable. In this case, the Home (e)NodeB Subsystem is like WiFi Hotspots, if the Home (e)NodeB Subsystem doesn’t have support of mobility, then it is not competitive comparing with non-licensed WiFi technology. Furthermore, the applications within a company consist of services which have the mobility requirements, e.g. the instant messenger providing calling service. Besides, it is easy to support mobility in this scenario, since, the Home (e)NodeB subsystem can be easily connected with each other, and even a separate local PGW can be easily deployed if so required.
The difference between the local IP access to residential and to corporate is that usually, in a residential environment, there’s only one Home (e)NodeB, while the corporate is the owner of multiple home (e)NodeBs, but that is conditional.
In conclusion, in this scenario, if there are more than one home (e)NodeB deployed within residential/corporate, it shall be possible to support seamless movement between Home (e)NodeBs within this residential/corporate area.

Scenario 2: Selected IP traffic offload for Home (e)NodeB subsystem
Our understanding on this scenario is that it is used by the MNO for compensation of coverage, e.g. for indoor coverage. In a residential/corporate local network, usually the internet service can be provided to the user via company gateway, and no direct internet connection is allowed from the local network, hence, this scenario is not applicable for Home (e)NodeBs owned by corporation or a home.
If the Home (e)NodeBs are owned by the MNO, the selected IP traffic offload for these home (e)NodeBs has no difference with the macro cells in scenario 3.

Scenario 3: Selected IP traffic offload for the macro network
Our understanding for the selected IP traffic is the traffic which needs not to have differentiated handling by the Mobile network, like internet traffic. For corporate traffic, since it’s usually encrypted, the mobile network cannot know the content of the traffic, thus, the handling of corporate traffic is similar to internet traffic, but perhaps with a different QoS.
For Internet traffic, mobility is not necessary for many services, like web browsing. However, many other services, like instant messenger, FTP downloading, the support of mobility is preferable.

For corporate traffic, mobility may be needed, like analyzed in scenario 1. 

Considering the complexity of supporting mobility for offloaded traffic by the macro network, and considering that the offloaded traffic will not bring added value to the mobile network operator, we suggest that mobility shall not be supported for this scenario in Rel 10. The mobility may be supported in later release.
Scenario 4: mobility of offloaded traffic between macro network and home (e)NodeB subsystem
In this scenario, the support of mobility is even more complicated than in scenario 3. We suggest that mobility shall not be supported for this scenario in Rel 10.
Conclusion

In conclusion, we suggest that, in Rel 10, mobility shall be supported for LIPA, but support for mobility for SIPTO is not necessary. Mobility between LIPA and SIPTO shall not be considered in Rel 10.
Proposal

The proposed change is in S2-095309.
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