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1. Introduction
This contribution is summarizing the current status on active mode mobility between E-UTRA and UTRA / GSM in SA2.
2. Description of alternative solutions

Currently 4 different solutions for mobility between E-UTRAN and UTRA / GSM are listed in the updated TR from the SA2#51 meeting.
Alternative A:

· Assumes that the 2G/3G SGSN is connected directly to the SAE Inter-AS Anchor and mobility is handled below the user IP layer.

Alternative B:

· Assumes the Inter-AS Anchor and UPE is co-located and the 2G/3G SGSN is connected directly to the SAE Inter-AS Anchor / UPE, mobility is handled below the user IP layer.
Alternative C:

· Assumes that the mobility between 2G / 3G Access and SAE / LTE are handled on the user IP layer, with help of IP layer signalling (e.g. MIPv4, MIPv6) between the UE and the Inter-AS Anchor. 

Alternative D:

· Is similar to Alternative C in that MIP is used for mobility between 2G / 3G Access and SAE / LTE, but also similar to Alternatives A/B in that the IP layer in the terminal is kept unaware of the mobility and no MIP signalling/tunnelling is performed over the radio interface in pre-SAE / LTE system.

Common for all alternatives:

· 2G/3G MME – SAE MME signalling is performed to prepare the target system of the handover in order to reduce the interruption time experienced by the end user. 

· Signalling is also performed between the target MME and the target RAN in order to prepare/allocate resources in the target cell.

3. Comparison of alternatives

Initial comparative text has been added to the TR 23.882 for Alternative A, B and C, further additions can be expected at future SA2 meetings. The text highlights the following issues with alternative C compared to alternative A and B which are based on existing 3GPP procedure:

Editor’s note: Text also covering some initial comparison of alternative D has been added by the editor of this contribution.

· A new IP address needs to be allocated by the target system and communicated to the UE in the preparation phase. This means that the UE IP stack is involved in the procedure and that the UE would be involved in user plane route reconfiguration. This would not be the case in Alternative A, B and D.
· A noticeable difference to handover solutions A and B is that in solution C GTP-U tunnels have always to be created from scratch (in the direction SAE ( pre-SAE) and deleted completely (in the direction pre-SAE( SAE) during the handover. This may also be the case in Alternative D. The impact on latency is FFS.
· Solution C and D requires enhancements to the pre-SAE system at least in two areas: GTP-U tunnel creation/deletion and in IP layer handling In solutions A and B only the former part is needed. The impact of this difference in roaming and migration is FFS.  

· The data forwarding tunnel in alternative C and D, if required, is assumed to be realized also on the IP level. For handover solutions A and B this is not further elaborated, assuming GTP-U tunneling this would reuse existing functionality in the pre-SAE system. In alternative C and D it would require new functionality. Further, data forwarding can be activated separately for secondary PDP contexts (same IP address, but different QoS). With IP forwarding this requires further study, MIP and extensions are based on IP address only. 
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