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Abstract of the contribution: Drafting report for the offline discussion for the MSBit issue. 
Summary of SA2#81 offline lunch discussion
The task we got from the chairman was to try to resolve the issues that were seen in solution 7 (n MSBits as indication). The issues was mainly:
1) Restricts free selection of LAC values and MME Group IDs (independent of solution selected LAC values and MME Group IDs must be disjoint due to interoperation with Gn SGSN)
Using a fixed value range of LAC values respective MME Group IDs was questioned if being future proof. 
2) Merge of PLMNs can be an issue if operators select different number of MSBits as indicator.
3) Roaming between PLMNs (national) or network sharing with different number of MSBits as indicators. 

In the discussion it was seen as points 2) and 3) above, would be possible to solve mainly by configuration.
Point 1) was not possible to agree on, even if there was several proposal how to make it possible to get a more "free" selection of the split for MME Group IDs e.g. use different type of masks, not only using the n MSBits. An argument with the use of different type of "complex" masks was that it was not future proof i.e. could give future problems when deployments expands. Questions were also raised on how many MME Group IDs (number of MME pools) that could be foreseen in large network i.e. how large value range needs to be reserved for MME Group ID? 

The discussion went back to the requirement to have some type of explicit indication with long and short term solution. It was pointed out by some companies that long term and short term solution is not a true statement as also short term solutions have to remain in the products for long time. The explicit indication solution was discussed with different combinations of short term solutions but no agreement was achieved. 
In the end of the discussion, one idea that was brought up to avoids the discussion with long and short term solution. The idea was to standardize an explicit solution from e.g. rel-10 or rel -11 and then the companies that have the MSBit problem have to solve this in a none standardized way in deployed networks. 
It shall be remembered that the problem with MSBit is "only" related to idle mode mobility (TAU procedure)  and to terminals supporting IRAT handover (2G/3G/LTE). 

It was also pointed out by some companies that the problems A1 and B (eNodeB issues) was as important to get solved as the problem A2 (selection of old CN node) independent of solution selected for problem A2. Best would be to have a common solution for all problems. This was not agreed by all companies as some saw that problem A1 and B could be handled separately and not as important as problem A2. 

As no agreement could be achieved it was decided to continue the email group until SA2#82 and the proposal was to have a joint meeting with CT and RAN groups.
An idea for the restarted of the email discussion was:
- Go on to look into the solution 7 and detail the possibilities. Done by companies still interested in this solution and believing it can be a way forward.
- Look into the explicit indication solutions that already are documented and analyze an introduction from rel-10 or rel-11 and the effects this would have on the standard and on deployed networks.
For the restart of the email discussion I will coordinate a proposal with Nicolas.
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