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Way forward on LCLS

The co-sourcing companies suggest the following way forward for the LCLS WI:
· An extension sheet will be submitted for the closing GERAN#44 plenary to request an extension until GERAN#46 (may 2010).
· A corresponding LS will be sent to TSG CT and TSG CT WG4, asking those groups to request an extension to continue also the normative work for LCLS in CT4 until CT#47 (March 2010)
· In the LS, GERAN could highlight its first preference to have the full solution for LCLS specified in Rel-9. However, taking into account CT4 feedback in their C4-094252 LS - highlighting that the large number of impacted core network specifications could not be updated in the Rel-9 timeframe – GERAN could ask CT groups whether a phased approach could be acceptable, e.g. an approach where in Rel-9 a solution for the ‘single MSC’ case is considered and, if required, the normative work for supporting LCLS for ‘MSC-in-pool’ is postponed to Rel-10. This would avoid the need to specify in Rel-9 all the related inter-MSC signaling and would then potentially lower the effort for CT4. 
· GERAN should make clear that, if a phased approach will be considered feasible and agreed by CT/CT4, they are aware that the potential solution defined in Rel-9 (e.g. for the correlation of the call legs) needs to be fully reusable when LCLS for ‘MSC-in-pool’ will be supported. This means for instance that A interface signaling needs to be future-proof.
· Regarding the correlation method, GERAN2 could provide the following further comments in the LS back to CT/CT4:

1. GERAN2 believes that both solutions for the “Correlation IE” in A-interface signaling (either GCR in Solution A or Call-Leg-Information in Solution B) are equally feasible on the BSS side. 

2. Until a solution is specified for inter-MSC signaling (to support LCLS for ‘MSC-in-pool’), no Correlation IE will be assigned by the tMSC and sent to the tBSS for a call originated in another MSC area. This allows the BSS not to attempt any useless correlation. And it’s future-proof, since there will always be the case when a given MSC does not support LCLS and/or Correlation IE propagation among different MSCs
3. The Assignment Request message used for the first establishment of the first leg of the call (likely the oCall Leg) could be defined in a way that the BSS does not attempt any useless correlation. For instance, in the GCR case, the MSC could also include e.g. a new IE indicating this is the “first leg of the call” (or some other indication informing the BSS not to attempt any correlation). In the Call-Leg-Information case the MSC could simply not include anything. 
