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TD S2‑105911 MSB=1 Operator discussion report. This was introduced by the Convenor (NTT DOCOMO). Background:

When the UE moves from GERAN/UTRAN to E-UTRAN the GUTI provides a mapped P-TMSI and RAI:

-
GUTI=<GUMMEI><M-TMSI>

-
GUMMEI=<MCC><MNC><MME group Id><MME Code>

-
Mapped GUMMEI=<MCC><MNC><MME group Id=LAC><MME Code=8 MSB of NRI>

Discussion for Today:

'Explicit Signalling' Camp wants to discuss:

-
How can R8/R9 RRC and NAS specs be updated?

SA WG2 Chair proposal for the solution to make everyone equally (un)happy…

Proposal from SA WG2 Chairman:

[Release 10]


Add extra IE to indicate Inter-RAT mobility in both NAS and AS Layers


These extra IEs are mandatory in the UE but optional in the network.

[Rel-8 / Rel-9]


NO extra IE, leave protocol untouched


Each operator provides own solution in any way they see fit.

MSB=1: Some OP conditions for the compromise:

NTT DOCOMO can accept this proposal ONLY IF:

-
Explicitly clarify that CN of the OPs already deployed MSB=1/0 rule (or other solution) does not need to introduce the 'Extra Signalling' solution.

-
Explicit text such that NW deploying Rel-10 (or after) MUST still deploy one of the R8/R9 solutions for the support of Pre Rel-10 UEs, at least for roaming purposes.

Telecom Italia would like to have one of the R8/R9 solution (Huawei proposal?) standardised.

-
But Orange and AT&T say this solution doesn't fit for them

-
Convenor's proposal:

->
Have one NW based solution standardised in R8/R9, but still allowing possibility to deploy any other solution to meet operator needs.

With these conditions fulfilled, can we agree on SA WG2 Chairman's proposal?.

Discussion:

Ericsson asked which proposal is to be considered, adding that no solution should be worked on for Rel‑8/Rel‑9 as work should concentrate on Rel‑10. Huawei asked for which NAS and AS layers this would apply, all RATs or URTAN/LTE. NTT DOCOMO replied that at least for UTRAN. Orange commented that the Rel‑8/Rel‑9 solutions had already been discussed so would not be a lot of effort. A Rel‑10 solution could be deployed on a case-by-case basis. Telecom Italia commented that the flexible explicit bit solution from Huawei was a backward compatible solution and is preferable to a non-compatible Rel‑10 solution. Alcatel-Lucent commented that the extra IE is ignored by non-supporting networks and will not introduce compatibility problems. Alcatel-Lucent commented that there is no 'clean' solution which will not impact the UE in the long term. Huawei commented that as long as there are Rel‑8/Rel‑9 UEs in the network a solution to support them. AT&T commented that CT WG4 developed a non-backward compatible solution and AT&T and Orange have made it clear that they cannot support the flexible bit solution. Orange commented that they do not support having a non-backward compatible solution in the network. Motorola asked what the impact would be if a pre-Rel‑10 UE roams into a Rel‑10 network without support for them. NTT DOCOO replied that the UE would not know whether signalling should go to the MME or SGSN. Alcatel-Lucent commented that a fix needs to be implemented in Rel‑10 networks to handle Rel‑8/Rel‑9 UEs and the fix needs to be mandated in the specifications.

It was clear that two solutions will need to be deployed, a quick fix and a full solution, which needs to be future-proof. Telecom Italia commented that it is very unlikely that there will be tens of thousands of MMEs in a network, so the need for large-scale future-proofing is a  theoretical issue. China Mobile commented that the Rel‑8/Rel‑9 fix would be a short-term solution. It was clarified that the Access Strata solution would be for two RATs.

It was suggested to have explicit indication for Rel‑10 and that Rel‑8/Rel‑9 'quick fixes' should not be made normative, but only included for information on possible deployment. Vodafone commented that S1-AP may also need to be updated with AS and NAS updates. NTT DOCOMO commented that their condition of deploying support for Rel‑8/Rel‑9 UEs in Rel‑10 networks was essential. Ericsson commented that it is a standard requirement that functionality enhanced in Rel‑10  is backward compatible. Vodafone commented that it would be useful if the solution can be implemented early ('early implementation').

Telecom Italia suggested having the explicit indicator and flexible bit rule in Rel‑10 onwards, that is the MSB=0/1 is replaced by the flexible bit solution from Rel‑10 onwards. AT&T commented that if this was optional then no operator supporting MSB=0/1 would update the network to the flexible bit solution. 

It was agreed to use the explicit indicator solution for Rel‑10 (i.e. the SA WG2 Chairman's proposal in the slides) and to develop CRs to include the explicit signalling solution from Rel‑10 onwards for review. Telecom Italia were asked to develop their proposal to replace the MSB=0/1 with the flexible bit solution for further discussion.

