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1. Overall Description:

GERAN2 would like to thank CT4 for reaching some agreements on LCLS open issues. Those conclusions will be taken into account when GERAN2 is working on normative work, and would like to provide some feedback in order to support further work on LCLS.
GERAN2 endorses the solution for call leg correlation that CT4 has agreed. 
GERAN2 supports CT4’s decision that the normative work within release 10 will focus on LCLS fundamental functionality as detailed in the bullet list below.
· Ability to (re-)Establish Local Call Local Switch
· Call Leg Correlation

· Signaling on A-interface and within Core Network

· Impacts to User Plane 

· Lawful Intercept

· Ability to Break LCLS

GERAN2 has discussed the question raised in CT4 whether the BSS shall send/receive SID frames to the core network when LCLS is established, and could not agree that there was a need to send SID frames however some companies expressed a desire to do so.no agreement can be reached. GERAN would like to ask CT4 whether there are any potential impact to core network, if
· the BSS shall send SID frame/silence codewords;

· the BSS shall not send anything;
· the BSS has the flexible to send or not to send SID frame/silence codewords.
Regarding to the table 15.2.1 in TR23.889 v1.5.0, “LCLS-Connection-Status-Control” and “LCLS-Configuration” are defined:

· LCLS-Connection-Status-Control:

· Connect
· Do Not Connect

· BicastatHandover

· Bicast

· Release LCLS
· LCLS-Configuration:
· Connect Both-way
· Connect Both-way plus bicast

GERAN2 would like to ask whether “bicast” shall be the value in both IEs, i.e. LCLS-Connection-Status-Control IE and LCLS-Configuration IE, and whether those two IEs can be combined into one IE. Considering LCLS-Connection-Status-Control set the value “Connect”, what is the difference when LCLS-Configuration set different value? Or if LCLS-Connection-Status-Control set the value “Bicast”, what is the difference when LCLS-Configuration set different value?
In case of Inter-BSS/MSC Handover when LCLS is broken, the MSC will indicate “BicastatHandover” to the BSS. However in that case the BSS may initiate bi-casting autonomously when sending HO command to the MS, as the BSS certainly knows this Inter-BSS/MSC Handover will break LCLS. GERAN2 also would like to ask CT4 whether they need a specific bicast for handover indication in the LCLS-ConnectionStatusControl IE, i.e. “BicastatHandover”.
The LCLS-BSS-Status IE defined in table 15.2.1 in TR23.889 v1.5.0 has been discussed in GERAN2 as well. One question has been raised that when the call is an intra-BSS call, but the BSS cannot locally switched as the codecs are incompatible on the both legs. Since this case has not been described in the TR, GERAN2 cannot reach an agreement on the BSS shall set LCLS-BSS-Status IE the value “Call not yet locally switched” or “Call Not Possible to be Locally Switched”.
Some companies questioned the optionality of the Correlation Request IE indicating that their understanding was that if the Correlation Request IE was only signalled to indicate "correlation not needed" by optional features then the default behaviour of the CN if no optional part of the LCLS feature was implemented would be to always correlate the GCR. This could then be specified as fully optional to include in any BSSAP message containing a GCR and if not included then the BSS shall always correlate the GCR. Since this could not be agreed by all in GERAN as a correct interpretation GERAN2 asks CT4 to comment on this.

Secondly as the new BSS ID inclusion in the GCR was primarily proposed to allow certain BSS implementations to do a pre-check of the BSS ID and any check by the MSC beforehand is optional and also only for the benefit of certain implementations then some companies understood that the BSS may ignore any Correlation Request IE and perform a full GCR check – this is implementation dependent. This was not agreed by all in GERAN2 and therefore GERAN2 asks CT4 to comment on this.
2. Actions:

To 3GPP WG CT4
ACTION: 
GERAN2 kindly asks CT4 to take note of the above, and to provide answers the questions raised by GERAN2.
3. Date of Next GERAN2 Meetings:
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