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1. Overall Description:

CT4 thank SA3 for their LS on SAE Interworking with Pre-REL8 system (S3a071030) and for the attached analysis (S3a071031). 

CT4 have taken SA3s analysis into account and provide further evaluation as follows:

2. Impacts on pre REL8 HPLMN
CT4 understand the requirment from SA1 (S1-071887, S2-075344, S3a070999) to minimize impacts on the pre REL8 HPLMN. Based on this this requirement strong concerns have been raised by one company in CT4 with regard to SA3’s proposed solutions 1, 1b, 2, and 3 since these solutions were believed to impact the HPLMN architecture (IWF in HPLMN), the HLR procedures (K_ASME derivation, dynamic separation bit setting based on message origin), and potentially the MAP protocol (dynamic setting of separation bit based on new message content) and these impacts to frozen releases should better be avoided.

3. Static AMF bit setting

While the impact of solution 4 to the Pre-REL8 HPLMN is minimal (only configurational AuC setting) CT4 believe that the network gives the ME a false sense of EPS security with this solution. The CK, IK will still leave the HPLMN and can be converted to a K_ASME in any PLMN, which goes against the property that the use of the separation bit 1 enforcement wants to achieve (PLMN based key separation).  
4. Possibility to migrate to a full Rel-8 security solution

CT4 acknowledge that any solution that does not allow migration towards full Rel-8 EPS security is not desirable and therefore do not select solution 5.
5. Impacts on USIM
CT4s understanding of solution 6 is that this would impact the Rel-8 USIM. However a variant of solution 6 could possibly move the impact from the Rel-8 USIM to the Rel-8 ME which might be better acceptable by mobile operators. 
6. Conclusion
Before taking the final decision CT4 kindly ask 
· CT6 to analyse solution 6’s impact on the Rel-8 USIM and indicate whether this impact would be acceptable or avoidable (i.e. moved to the ME).
· SA1 to confirm the requirement of minimum impact of Pre REL-8 HPLMN without compromising EUTRAN security. 
2. Actions:

To Working groups.

ACTION: 
CT4 ask SA1 group to analyse whether the impacts of solution 1, 1b, 2 and 3 to the HPLMN are considered acceptable in order to fulfil the requirements interworking with Pre REL-8 HLR not compromising EUTRAN security.
ACTION: 
CT4 ask CT1 group to analyse solution 6 outlined in S3a071031 and indicate whether there is an impact on the layer 3 protocol. 

ACTION: 
CT4 ask CT6 group to analyse solution 6 outlined in S3a071031 and indicate whether the impact on the Rel 8 USIM is acceptable and/or avoidable. 
ACTION: 
CT4 ask SA3 to note that CT4 will take the final decision after receiving response from CT6. 
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