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S1 thanks N1 for their reply to our LS on Requirements for Network Selection (N1-00155). S1 has reviewed the LS and would like to  answer to the different points raised in this LS. For clarity purposes, the questions are repeated below, each one followed by our answer: 

(1) As the new PLMN selection also applies to a R99 MS roaming in a R98 GSM network, should the MS assume as default that a network not indicating the new system info on speech support is an old network supporting speech?

Yes.

(2) Due to the split of 23.022 into 23.122 (CN1 specific topics) and 03.22 (SMG2 specific topics) 23.022 is cancelled and 23.122 comes instead. Because of this the references to 23.022 needs to be replaced by references to 23.122. please note that 23.122 also has a title different to 23.022, when updating section 1.1 References in TS 22.011. 

S1 thanks N1 for the indication. Editorial CRs will be drafted accordingly.

(3) From a technical viewpoint it is more difficult to handle two PLMN Selectors lists than one, because the storage requirements on the SIM and the mobile may be increased and it needs to be defined how to handle duplicate entries. Also it is likely that whichever list has lower priority in practice will not be used very often.

S1 has already informed T3 about the modifications. Limitations to these lists are specified in 31.011.

(4) In our opinion the new introduced "Operator Controlled PLMN Selector" field should not take precedence over the old now so-called "User Controlled PLMN Selector" field, because otherwise the MS behaviour concerning the Automatic PLMN selection is not any longer understandable for the user, as the users choice is probably overridden. For example it would not any longer be sure that a PLMN preferred by the user due to its cheaper price conditions is selected is available, but the more expensive one that is listed in the "Operator Controlled PLMN Selector" takes precedence.

SA#6 has decided to reverse the priority of the lists already.

 
Furthermore the aim of the " Operator Controlled PLMN Selector " given in the LS from S1 : "This will cater for those cases where the Home Environment operates more than one access technology and may use more than one network identity code."  is already fulfilled with the old PLMN selection rules, as two PLMNs with different Mobile Network Codes are treated as two independent PLMNs also if they are both owned by the same operator. This is because the HPLMN could be extracted from the IMSI and the HPLMN has the highest priority.

S1 would like to clarify that the purpose of the “Operator Preferred PLMN List” is that it cannot be modified by the user. 

(5) The new PLMN selection mode "C) Home Environment Specific Network Selection Procedure" is inserted in the middle of the old section "B) Manual network selection mode ", with the result that the last four paragraphs of the section "B) Manual network selection mode " are now not any longer applicable to B) but to the new section C). Was this the intention of S1?

This will be corrected in a CR attached to this document.

(6) What was the reason that a network supporting speech service could be prioritised, but not vice versa a network supporting packet service? As there is the possibility to implement a PS only capable MS, this seems to be as useful as the prioritisation of the speech support. 

This requirement was agreed to prevent legacy voice terminals from being attached to packet only networks. This requirement was introduced by American operators who want to deploy EDGE Compact.

(7) The technical requirements of the new introduced PLMN selection mode "C)  Home Environment Specific Network Selection Procedure" are not very clear to N1. Is the intention of this feature to introduce a kind of downloading a customised PLMN selection procedure? And in order to be able to define such a procedure we like to ask for the "set of requirements, indicated by certain parameters", as the kind and number of parameters needed to be implemented are not specified. 

This will be clarified in a CR attached to this document.

As the PLMN selection procedure is tested by official type approval test case N1 would like to stress its concerns, that a MS with such a updated PLMN selection probably loose its type approval. 
As a conclusion of these comments N1 does not see the feature feasible for R99.

S1 does not believe that such a procedure would affect type approval.

(8) Currently the MSs are not allowed to distinguish between GSM 900 and GSM 1800 bands when performing PLMN selection. Changing this requirement would have significant impact on multiband operation feature.

(9) Based on the assumption, that cells operating in the GSM 900 band are offering the same services to the MS/user then these operating in GSM 1800, N1 does not see any use to distinguish between different GSM bands, but only between GSM and UMTS cells, as UMTS offers a enhanced service. S1 is kindly ask whether there is really a necessity to distinguish between different radio bands within GSM.

This requirement appeared useful to balance the load between the two bands for operators who have access to GSM900 and GSM1800. It was also expected to speed up the selection of a PLMN. However, mechanisms already exist to allow operators to achieve the load balancing and this requirement seems to have impacts on the Terminal implementation which would have to be studied. As a consequence, this requirement to be able to distinguish between GSM bands is abandoned for release 1999. This will be reflected in a CR attached to this document.

(10) As the new introduced PLMN selection rules are also applicable for R99 GSM only MS's, a default radio access technology should be defined for backwards compatibility to older SIM cards which do not specify any radio access technology. 

The assumption is that by default all the access technologies the UE is capable of, will be searched.

