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1. Introduction:

RAN2 would like to thank SA2 for their liaison statements on Network Sharing in Rel-6 in TDocs S2-031590 and S2-033239. RAN2 discussed during RAN2#37 the implications and feasibility of a modified system information broadcast to support Shared RANs, considering all the assumptions indicated in the LS S2-033239.

RAN2 would like to provide SA2 with the following feedback and clarification in the sections below on the network selection issue for Network sharing in Rel-6 from RAN2 perspective.

2. Broadcast of multiple PLMN-IDs

The UTRAN system information broadcast has been made in a flexible and extendable way. New information, e.g. list of PLMN ID:s, can be added in a backward compatible way, so that it will be ignored by terminals of earlier releases. It is therefore clearly technically feasible to add broadcast of multiple PLMN-IDs.

It is RAN2 understanding that for operators not implementing Rel-6 network sharing, no multiple PLMN-IDs will be broadcasted. For instance one single bit could be used to indicate whether multiple PLMN’s are available or not (from Rel. 6 onwards), and the system impact would then be negligible.


As kindly indicated in the SA2 LS S2-033239, the number of PLMNs supported in Rel-6 should be at least five, if an extendible solution can be found, and if no extendible solution is feasible, the number of PLMNs supported should be ten. 5 PLMN-IDs (MCC+MNC) is clearly feasible. Even though RAN2 has some questions to SA1 and SA2: see section 5. The feasibility to allow for a larger number of network sharing partners will need a more detailed study by RAN2.

When the country code (MCC) is the same for all or several of the PLMN-IDs being broadcasted a simple coding scheme could reduce the amount of data to broadcast considerably e.g. make the presence of the country code part of a PLMN-ID optional, and mandate the UE to use the country code from the previous PLMN-ID when the country code part of a PLMN-ID is not present. RAN2 will be studying this proposal. RAN2 also understood that according to SA1 requirement, network sharing over country borders should be supported when needed, so that the MCC cannot be omitted completely. 

3. Indication to RAN of selected PLMN

Introducing an optional PLMN-ID IE in for instance the RRC:INITIAL DIRECT TRANSFER message can provide RAN with the indication of the selected PLMN-ID. The IE shall be included when the first attach (IMSI attach or GPRS attach) is made to the network. In subsequent INITIAL DIRECT TRANSFER messages, it is not needed since the routing (and PLMN) may be deduced from the Intra Domain NAS Node Selector IE.

4. Working assumptions 

RAN2 reviewed the working assumptions made by CN1 and SA2. RAN2 agrees with the working assumptions listed by SA2 in LS S2-033239. However, the mean to allow different NMOs for network sharing partners in the system information of the shared network will need a more detailed study by RAN2. Moreover, more broadcasting of multiple PLMNs will have impact on cell selection and cell reselection.

5. Questions

RAN2 would like also to ask  the following questions related to network sharing in Rel-6:

To SA1:

· What is the relationship between the R99 equivalent PLMN feature and the Rel-6 network sharing. Are they exclusive, complementary or can they both be independently deployed?

· Additional PLMN-IDs sent on the broadcast channel would potentially have impacts on the PLMN selection and the cell selection/reselection performance compared to the R´99 solution. SA1 should take this into account and inform RAN2 what kind of performance degradation might be acceptable.

To SA2:

Is the TMSI space shared amongst the CNs of the network sharing operators? If not, RAN2 would need to investigate potential impacts on the paging as well.
6.  Actions

ACTION: 
RAN2 kindly asks SA2 to consider RAN2 conclusions above that the extension of the UTRAN system information broadcast for at least 5 PLMN-Ids is feasible. Furthermore RAN2 asks SA2 to consider and answer the different questions above raised in RAN2.
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