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Introduction 

This document analyses the consequences of the LS from SA3 (S1-082038 = S3-080837) on migration to EPS from pre-Rel-8 systems. In this LS, SA3 narrows down the number of alternative solutions to three and leaves it to CT1 and CT4 to make the final selection among these. Although SA1 was only cc’ed in this LS we believe that a reply in particular to CT1 and CT4 giving guidance on the acceptability of these solutions from an SA1 point of view would help to ensure that this work can be completed within the Release 8 timeframe. 

SA3 writes that “whatever solution is chosen to support migration from pre-Rel-8 HLRs/HSSs, all HLRs/HSSs in a given network will have to be modified according to the chosen migration solution before the first user can access an E-UTRAN network.”

We conclude from this statement that it is required for a stepwise migration that the complexity of the first migration step is significantly lower than the complexity of going directly from pre-Rel-8 systems to Rel-8 compliant systems. We analyse the three solutions proposed by SA3 with respect to this requirement and conclude that only two of them fulfil it. 
Discussion

When introducing new equipment, e.g. HLR or HSS, relating to a new release in an operator’s network one would customarily assume that only one piece of equipment has to be upgraded to the new release at a time, while the others of the same type may remain unchanged. This would have the advantage for the operator that the upgrade can be performed step by step, and experience can be gained with the new type of equipment without affecting the entire system at once. 

This approach is, however, not fully possible with the introduction of Rel-8 HLRs and HSSs supporting EPS. Note that SA3 states “whatever solution is chosen to support migration from pre-Rel-8 HLRs/HSSs, all HLRs/HSSs in a given network will have to be modified according to the chosen migration solution before the first user can access an E-UTRAN network.” The rationale for this statement can be found in SA3 documents sent to SA1 earlier, cf. S1-080136 sent from SA3#49bis in Dec 2007. We do not want to go into the technical details here. 

From SA3’s statement quoted above it is clear that the best possible migration solution towards HLRs and HSSs supporting EPS is a stepwise solution, which allows operators to upgrade only one HLR or HSS to the new release at a time, while the other HLRs and HSSs are modified as little as possible in the first migration step. In other words, the following requirement holds: 

· REQUIREMENT: it is required for a stepwise migration that the complexity of the first migration step is significantly lower than the complexity of going directly from pre-Rel-8 systems to Rel-8 compliant systems.

When analysing the three solutions selected by SA3, labelled solutions 1b, 4 and 6b, we found that solution 1b “is identical to the full Rel-8 solution from a security point of view.” (Quote from SA3’s LS). The only difference to the full Release 8 version is the continued use of MAP instead of DIAMETER. We therefore have strong doubts that solution 1b fulfils the above requirement. 

Conclusion

It is certainly within the responsibility of SA1 to determine requirements on the migration from pre-Rel-8 systems. It is proposed that SA1 agrees the requirement formulated in the preceding section and informs CT1, CT4 and SA3 accordingly. We further suggest to communicate our doubts that solution 1b fulfils this requirement. 

