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1. Overall Description:

CT4 would like to thank SA2 for their LS asking for our feedback on the issue of Inter-RAT handover and Inter-RAT Release with Redirection between an E-UTRAN and a UTRAN.
As requested, CT4 have analyzed the possibility that an SGSN could decide whether an UE is prohibited to change the RAT from a UTRAN to an E-UTRAN in a vPLMN, as per the SA2 scenario shown below:
---Excerpt from LS S2-123398/C4-121517---
It is the view of SA2 that there are three cases that the UE is forbidden to access an E-UTRAN:
· Lack of an E-UTRAN roaming agreement,
· Lack of EPS subscription data,
· "E-UTRAN not allowed" in the subscription profile.
---Excerpt End---

CT4 has considered whether the current specification could be used for such decision making at the SGSN, however, it was identified that the current specification does not cover all the scenarios in question, in particular, for the preRel-8 SGSN case.
So we need to consider the case of the "Lack of an E-UTRAN roaming agreement":
It is CT4’s view that the SGSN could decide on the eligibility of LTE roaming by analyzing the UE’s IMSI to obtain the PLMN ID and check some pre-configured information locally, e.g. a configuration table of PLMNs for which LTE roaming agreements do not exist. This would lead to a new behaviour in the SGSN which needs to be specified within the Stage2 specifications. It is believed that this approach is the only way to support this scenario, as it exists currently within a preRel-8 SGSN. A "Protocol enhancement approach" was also considered but this needs to be supported by both the home and visited PLMNs. It is CT4’s view that any solution would be best constrained inside the vPLMN in order to avoid any extra complexity, e.g. a capability exchange, and to allow an immediate solution for the already observed problem in current deployments.
For the case, "Lack of EPS subscription data” and “E-UTRAN not allowed in the subscription profile":
It is CT4’s view that from Rel-8 onwards there are existing parameters (e.g. Access-Restriction-Data) of the protocols (MAP and Diameter) which could be used to allow  a decision by an S4-SGSN and GnGp-SGSN on whether a subscriber is allowed to access an LTE network or not. That is also valid for the deployment scenario where the HLR and the HSS are split. Changes to the behaviour of the HSS and/or HLR, would be required, i.e. to send the parameter value “E-UTRAN not allowed” to the SGSN and to allow the SGSN to make use of this value and not to discard it when it is received. For preRel-8 SGSNs, the parameter value “E-UTRAN not allowed” does not exist in the protocol definition, therefore it would require additional changes to MAP. 
The "Pre-configuration information approach" is not feasible from CT4’s point of view as the table within the SGSN would be on a per UE-basis, not on a per PLMN-basis, and thus not scalable.

2. Actions:

To the SA2 group.

ACTION: 
CT4 asks SA2 to take above feedback into account and provide guidance and requirements as necessary to solve this serious issue.
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