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1. Overall Description:

SA 2 understand that at the last RAN plenary there was considerable debate over a change request proposing to introduce an “interim tested marker” into the UE capability information that is sent to the network, and that, in the end, the CR was withdrawn.

The stimulus for the debate seems to have been a concern that mobiles are unable to be fully tested against all of the mandatory features in the R’99 standard. Hence when one of the un-tested features is “switched on” in a network, there is a risk that some mobiles will not work with this feature. Some SA 2 delegates fear that this may happen and that important functionality may be impossible to use with any mobile.

An alternative proposal is that networks adapt their functionality so that they handle different types of mobiles differently.  Although it is undoubtedly undesirable that RNCs handle different mobiles differently, it should be noted that typical GSM BSCs handle many mobile variations  (eg  most combinations of codecs (HR, FR, EFR, AMR) and frequency bands (GSM, EGSM, DCS, UMTS)).

As a consequence of this fear, SA 2 has briefly considered (but not concluded) the architectural impacts of the use of the IMEISV to influence the network’s behaviour (either as a complement, or as an alternative, to the “interim tested marker”).  The brief discussion of the attached S2-021221 is summarised in section 2 below, but its provisional conclusions are that:

a)  
the provision of the IMEISV to the RNC appears to impact several network entities and/or the UE. All these may well be supplied by different vendors;

b) 
the timescales involved in obtaining network functionality are frequently long  (especially for functionality that relies upon support in multiple nodes from different vendors); and

c)
there are several detailed questions that require the expertise of other WGs;

and therefore, in the case that IMEISV dependent functionality might be needed, some more detailed feasibility studies should be considered.

For the longer term, it might be possible that the Release 6 GUP work and the T2 Device Management work could lead to techniques for correcting mobile faults in R’6 mobiles. However this is unlikely to happen without explicit requirements and extensive contribution on this topic.

2
Handling IMEISV in the network

The following suggestions were made as different possible means of obtaining and using the IMEISV within the network:

2.1
Use of GMM/MM signalling to obtain IMEISV at Attach and use RANAP to carry it to the RNC

This raised a couple of issues:

a)
Would this provide the IMEISV to the RNC early enough?

b)
When using the Gs interface, the IMEI is not normally provided to the MSC as part of the attach procedure: hence changes to 29.018 and/or changes to MSC functionality may be needed.

c)
Although most debate has focussed on RAN functionality, it should be noted that the mobile’s functionality towards the 3G-SGSN is markedly different to that towards the 2G-SGSN. What method would the SGSN use to determine the mobile’s capabilities from the IMEISV?

d)
At inter-SGSN SRNS relocation, would the ‘source’ 3G-SGSN need to pass the IMEISV to the new 3G-SGSN?

2.2
Use of new RRC signalling to pass IMEISV from UE to RNC

Several delegates felt that it would be natural “to leave the RAN to sort out its own issues”, for example, by adding the IMEISV (or just the TAC/FAC/SVN parts) to messages which carry the UE Capability information to the RAN. This raised the following issues:

a)
This seems to require changes to be made NOW to the R’99 mobiles and has interesting consequences for mobiles which have already been built/designed. 

b)
How should the IMEI be handled at relocation/GSM to UMTS handover? Would this require changes to the GERAN radio and A interface standards, and, what impact would it have on Call Setup times in GSM?

2.3
How does the RNC use the IMEISV to derive the mobile’s capabilities?

This was felt to be an internal RAN matter, however, similar problems might occur with, for example, the GSM Iu mode and so common solutions with GERAN might be interesting.

2.4
Allocation of SVN

The current rules for allocation of SVN seem to be unclear. For example, while the “Manufacturers shall allocate individual serial numbers (SNR) in a sequential order” there are almost no rules on the use of the SVN.

a) Is it worth specifying within 3GPP a format for the allocation and update of SVN? (eg that SVN starts at 0 and is increased by 1 for each update?)

2. Actions:

To RAN and RAN 2 

SA2 are aware that RAN is investigating several other mechanisms for handling the above concerns.  However, given the long delivery times that are likely to be associated with any network based mechanism, SA2 invite RAN and/or RAN 2 to consider ‘sponsoring’ a feasibility study that involves the impacted groups (eg SA 2, GERAN 2, GERAN 5, RAN 2, RAN 3, CN 1, CN 4, T1).
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