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Abstract of the contribution: This is a report from the phone conference held the 2nd of November related to the MSBit issue.
Summary of offline phone conference 2nd of November
Previous to the phone conference Huawei and Alcatel-Lucent had submitted discussion papers on their respective proposed solution. Huawei presented their discussion paper “Flexible configuration for reserving MME group IDs”.

The following questions and comments related to the discussion paper were discussed at the meeting:
· (Nicolas/ALU) Shall same value range configuration in eNB be done from rel-8?
Answer: The eNB functionality is rather an optimization. The release 8 configuration will still work. The reason for updating the eNB is to avoid the full configuration of MMEGID/MMEC and NRI/LAC values. The eNB needs to know the split between MME Group Ids and LAC values, if only NRI (no LAC values) values shall be configured.
Huawei will clarify this in the eNB part of the discussion paper.

· (Nicolas) Is it mandatory by this proposal to configure the NRI over S1AP from the MME?
Answer: It can be discussed if it only shall be possible to configure NRI or if it also shall be possible to configure the full LAC/NRIs
· (Ivano/TI) Is the proposed bit mask completely configurable by the operator e.g. can it also be configured with “0” not only “1”?
Answer: Yes

Alcatel-Lucent presented their discussion paper “MSB (GID/LAC) issue explicit signalling”. The following questions and comments related to the discussion paper were discussed at the meeting:
· (Irfan/Motorola, Frank/Huawei) Related to solution X there were a long discussion how the GUMMEI and NRIs could be configured and how the routing functionality works?
Frank will produce some text to the problem they see in the Alcatel-Lucent solution X
(Nicolas) If there is a problem with solution X they will look more into the solution 4.
· (Songyean/Samsung) As the problem is only related to TAU and that the “EPS mobile identity” is also used in other NAS messages, it would be better to use an additional IE only in the TAU message. It was also questioned if it is backward compatible to add a 14 octet to the GUTI IE. 
(Chris/Vodafone) Adding a 14th octet should not be a problem, but it is better to leave this to CT1. Adding a new value in Type of identity would create an issue with backwards compatibility. If a reserved value is used it can be rejected.
It is shown that there exist possible solutions for an explicit indication but the detailed solution shall be leaved for stage 3.
· (Antti/NSN) Is it an explicit indication solution for problem A2 but for problem A1 it is not an explicit indication?
Correct, for problem A1 it uses the fact that MME Group IDs and LAC values are disjoint, see solution X.
(Antti) Is not the solution X and solution 8 in principle the same, giving the limitations that NRI values and MMEC must be coordinated?
(Nicolas) Solution X allows NRI and MMEC values to overlap, but will check offline regarding the solution 8.

· (Jiansong/AT&T) The Huawei solution with bit masks will reduce the possibility to freely select MME Group IDs and LAC values. It will also be different ranges for different operators. Using this bit mask will create a complex configuration. The Alcatel-Lucent solution with explicit indication will give full freedom to configure the MME Group Ids and LAC values. As this constrains was not put on the LAC values before rel-8 all kinds of values are in use.
(Chris) The Alactel-Lucent solution for problem A1 will also set limitations to selection of MME Group IDs and LAC values, the cleanest solution would be to add explicit indication to both NAS and RRC.
· (Anders/TS) The solution X seems to require more processor resources as it has to searches the whole list and not only a part of the list. The cleanest solution is to add an indication in RRC.
There was also a discussion if and how RRC could be updated and in which release/s, but it was not full clarified what was possible or not.

· (Gerry/Verizon) The problem has two sides; there already large networks that has challenges with pre rel-8 configuration and there is also rel-8 systems deployed with rel-8 terminals, with more and more to come. It is important that these terminals will work independent of solution selected.
· A large number of participants in the phone conference expressed an acceptance for the flexible configuration solution but not all affected parties were in the phone conference. 


The way forward was discussed and the agreement was:

· Both the Huawei and the Alcatel-Lucent papers should be updated with clarifications based on the discussion at the meeting. If further updates are needed this can be done via email discussion prior to the Jacksonville meeting. The Alcatel-Lucent paper focus on the solution X for the problem A1. 
· There should be prepared CR’s to stage 2 specifications for respective solution where needed. A proposal was to add a description of the selected solution in an annex in 23.401. 

· No LS to CT groups is needed as we are going to have joint meeting with CT groups in Jacksonville. Alcatel-Lucent informed that they are preparing CT1 CR on the explicit solution. The above discussion papers can be used as input to the joint meeting. 
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