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1
Introduction

R3-122736 [3] considered the options for providing Inter-RAT roaming restrictions based on WF agreed in [1], and scenarios identified in LS[2]. This contribution [3] concluded that use of E-UTRAN Service Handover IE was adequate to support the required restriction. We look at this conclusion and make some considerations.
2
Discussion
First observation from [3]:
Observation1: The E-UTRAN Service Handover function can already be used to restrict UE access to E-UTRAN in case the UE requests/uses at least one bearer.  
While this is correct – although it is not clear why this per RAB restriction is directly equivalent to the per UE restrictions contained in 29.272. Nor was it proposed to change this to a per UE restriction. This optional IE – E-UTRAN service handover IE may not be implemented in every system so could involve further CN/RNC impact to use.
Also, because this IE has not been designed for this, it also doesn’t work in following cases: 

-
RABless handover;

-
redirection with or without RABs.

Second observation from [3]:

Observation 2: In cases where the E-UTRAN Service Handover is supported, the case of UTRAN to EUTRAN bearer-less redirection during LAU/RAU can be addressed by RNC where RNC prevents release with redirection of signalling only connections. 

This relates to the bearer-less redirection, to support this, both E-UTRAN Service Handover must be supported and the RNC updated to prevent release with redirection of signalling only connections. This adds extra complexity to the RNC although no stage 3 changes are involved. This impact to RNC of modifying existing behaviour is at least heavier for implementations than handling a new separate IE (cleaner).

Moreover, the scenario of redirection triggered also when RABs are established seems to be overlooked by observation 2 which is therefore not technically correct.

Finally, not only the bearerless but even the scenario of one RAB setup does not work with the “service handover solution” proposed in [3]: indeed, if the RNC receives the “no HO to LTE” for this RAB, how can it differentiate between the “normal use” of service HO (i.e. HO allowed but w/o relocating that RAB) and the “abusive use” proposed in [3] (i.e. no relocation at all).
Third observation from [3]:
Observation 4: For cases of UE access restrictions the Forbidden Inter RATs IE provides the same information as the E-UTRAN Service Handover IE without addressing additional relevant scenarios 
This is clearly not the case as it addresses the bearer-less scenario, also it address more of the access restrictions UE based, whereas E-UTRAN Service Handover does not address UE based scenarios, only RAB based. For example Service Handover doesn’t address redirection cases as already commented.
Further more from the table in 29.272 and access restriction list in 23.008 2.4.18, the use of forbidden IRAT IE allows addressing of more scenarios than just E-UTRAN not allowed, and can be expanded in future to cover other RATs, whereas use of E-UTRAN Service Handover is confined to just E-UTRAN not allowed.
Table 7.3.31/1: Access-Restriction-Data

	Bit
	Description

	0
	UTRAN Not Allowed

	1
	GERAN Not Allowed

	2
	GAN Not Allowed

	3
	I-HSPA-Evolution Not Allowed

	4
	E-UTRAN Not Allowed

	5
	HO-To-Non-3GPP-Access Not Allowed


3 Conclusion
In summary the Service Handover solution proposed in [3]:

-
doesn’t work for relocation w/o RAB,

-
doesn’t work for all redirection cases (with or without RABs),

-
modifies existing implementation of RNC which is even worse than implementing a clean separate new handling of a new IE,

-
doesn’t work for the case of one RAB setup in RNC with Service Handover field set to “no HO to LTE” because it interacts with the existing service handover functionality implemented today,

-
is not future-proof to address other RAT restrictions.

It is proposed to eliminate the bad solution proposed in [3] and adopt the solution with the new Forbidden inter-RAT IE[4].
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