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1. Overall Description:
SA2 have reviewed the TR R3.012 V0.1.1, and wishes to provide the following guidance from the system architecture point of view.

a)
SA 2 have noted that the LS in R3-021136 states ”not all solutions currently discussed within RAN 3 are completely reflected in this TR”. However the discussion in SA 2 has only focussed on the information in the TR. If RAN 3 has new solutions, then SA 2 would be like to receive information on them.

b)
In order to improve understanding of the solutions, it will be very useful if the TR :
i)
describes the interactions with multiple underlying GSM networks;

ii) documents the assumptions about MSC and SGSN boundaries;

iii) describes the interactions with handover between 2G and 3G networks (in both directions);


iii)
indicates any expected impacts on CN; and


iv)
more fully describes the usage of Equivalent PLMN and (national) roaming restriction functionality and 
              the corresponding changes for the different solutions proposed for connected-mode.

c)
Commonality with per subscriber handover control needs to be considered
. There was interest to assess the possibility to utilise the  ‘connected mode’ functionality which is part of the R’98 SoLSA standards. There was also interest in ensuring that the R’5 UMTS solution was not incompatible with the ‘connected mode’ SoLSA functionality.

d)
As far as possible, impacts of likely future requirements should be considered. From an SA 2 perspective, when roaming restrictions are on a per subscriber basis it seems likely that that “access rights control” also needs to be provided per subscriber. From a RAN perspective, this means that control signalling from the CN is needed. From a CN perspective, this means that HLR information is needed and that control will originate from the anchor-MSC.

· Control from the anchor-MSC means that any limitations (e.g size of messages) that relate to practical E-interfaces configurations need to be taken into account. RAN 3 might wish to receive CN 4 guidance on this issue.

· HLR information is needed means that any update in the HLR need to be taken into account. RAN 3 might wish to receive CN4 guidance on this issue.

f)


Overall, it was not possible to conclude on a firm recommendation on any of the proposed solutions. Information on the above points should help in coming to a conclusion.

2. Action

RAN 3: to use this guidance in their future work and continue the dialogue with SA 2.

CN 4: to try to provide information on E interface capabilities and on HLR impacts and MAP impacts to RAN 3 (with a copy to SA 2)

3. Date of Next SA 2 Meetings:

SA 2 #25 
24-28 June 2002

Finland.

SA 2 #26
19-23 August 2002
Toronto, Canada.

� (At the 3GPP “idle mode” workshop in Helsinki in Feb 2001, some operators clearly required the ability to selectively control cell reselection and handover from GSM to UMTS. This lead to the introduction of  LU reject cause #15 to handle idle mode. In that workshop the dedicated mode was left FFS.)








