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Notes on the teleconference

1) Participants
Vodafone (Chris Pudney – convenor and note taker)

Siemens (Frank Mademann, Alex Vesely, Valeria Motolese)

T-mobil (Dieter Jacobsohn)

TeliaSonera (….   )

DoCoMo (Katsuhiro Noguchi, …)

Nokia (Antti Pasanen)

Nortel (Philippe Godin, Laurence Lautier)

Lucent (Sudeep Palat, Andy Bennett)

Alcatel (Nicolas Drevon)

02 (Nigel Lobley – part time)

Ericsson (Krister Boman, Anders Åhlen, Karl-Peter Ranke, Peter Ramle.)

2) Review/modify/agree agenda

This was accepted.

3) Allocation of documents to agenda items 

Agenda point 3: Vodafone: S2-050212.

Agenda point 4: 

Lucent – some slides on Iu-flex

Nokia – reissue of 25331CR2139r1

Nortel – discussion document

Ericsson – slides on SGSN in pool

Ericsson – slides on MSC reselection with and without Gs

Siemens – S2-050381

4) Review of problem (eg how to perform smooth load redistribution)

Vodafone presented the problem described in S2-050212.

Vodafone described one simplistic strategy for removing load from an MSC (A interface case) e.g:

The BSC re-routes Location Updates for 2 PLUs periods. After this time, only ‘frequent callers’ remain on the MSC. For the next PLU period, Location Updates and CM Service Requests are rerouted. After this time, all events are rerouted and the MSC can be removed from service.

On the Gb interface, Nokia commented that the Routeing Area Update Request message is unencrypted and hence could be re-routed independently of other signalling. Vodafone agreed that the RA update is not encrypted, but commented that the second message from the mobile (eg Auth and Ciphering response) is encrypted and is sent with the old TLLI and hence would seem to get routed to the old SGSN. Further, deeper analysis was welcomed.

Nokia described how (see CR2139r1 to 25.331) the release 5 RRC specification sends the NAS establishment cause information to the RNS for the “second domain establishment”. This was found to be useful for release 5 mobiles but leaves some issues for older mobiles.

For MT calls, Lucent wondered about getting the HLR to change its MSC pointer to a new MSC. (Post meeting comment: the new MSC will page with IMSI and the mobile will respond with IMSI in its initial message). Further analysis of this is welcome.

5) Overview of potential solutions

5.1 Lucent slides

Vodafone asked how the use of RNC relocation worked if mobiles were out of coverage when the relocation was performed. The response is that this state inconsistency is resolved the next time that the mobile makes radio contact.

Siemens commented that this was “RNC relocation to the same RNC” and this might be unsuccessful (as the current SGSN might either reject the attempt or merely keep itself connected to the RNC.) New functionality in both RNC and SGSN might be required. 

Network sharing/MOCN redirection was briefly discussed. This is not specified for the A and Gb interfaces. Also, it is only meant for pre-Rel 6 mobiles. The MOCN design was not intended to have many mobiles using it (eg only pre rel-6 inbound roamers). Overall, there was no enthusiasm for using this approach.

Siemens also commented that the Rel’6 mobile MOCN solution causes 2 Location Updates from each mobile in this situation.

5.2 Nortel’s document 

There seemed to be agreement that rejecting Location/Routeing Area updates with #4 doesn’t cause the mobile to delete the TMSI and re-attach. The later slides from Ericsson showed a solution that is better adapted.

Vodafone suggested that sending an LU accept would work. Siemens commented that the Network Sharing group had examined this but rejected this. Some analysis may be contained in TR 23.851. Siemens said that lots of TMSIs are needed, however Vodafone suggested that only one was needed. Later debate indicated that in the PS domain, the retrieval of the PDP/GMM context information from the old SGSN requires a unique ID (and hence many P-TMSIs would be needed). In the CS domain, the answer may depend upon whether or not inter-MSC signalling is used much at inter-MSC location update.

For the long lived PS connections, Siemens commented that there is an RRC connection release message for the case of “relocation when there is no Iur interface” and that this can be used to cause the mobile to perform an RA update. This message is normally sent after cell update, but this is probably not mandated so it looks like a good thing to abuse. Ideally, this message could be linked to periodic/movement based URA update or cell updates. It could also be used for mobiles that have been in cell-DCH for long periods (but its use would probably result in a few seconds of interruption to the data stream). 

Vodafone commented that it would be useful to find a solution that impacted as few nodes as possible.

5.3 Ericsson (Moving mobiles in SGSN pool)

This suggests sending a PLU accept message with a new PTMSI (from a different SGSN’s number range); indicating “force to standby” and a short “periodic routeing area update” timer value.

Lucent asked how does the serving SGSN know the load on the target SGSN? Ericsson answered that the OSS is involved, and, the OSS should be aware of all the SGSNs’ loads. 

Vodafone asked about use of an unused LAI in the RA Update Accept? Siemens stated that an accurate LAI is needed in the RAU Accept message because the new SGSN needs it to locate the old SGSN (in order to transfer the PDP contexts).

Is one whole bit from the NRI needed for this? Can we just configure one special value of NRI? Discussion indicates that we would need one NRI value per node.

5.4 Ericsson (MSC re-selection with and without Gs)

The Gs interface case was discussed. There did not seem to be a strong need for the serving MSC to reject the LU request and then have the SGSN to re-attempt to a new MSC. Instead, all that is needed is for the SGSN to just update its mapping table of TMSIs to MSC addresses.

It was noted that the Gs interface does not have A/Gb/Iu interface style Overload messages.

For the CS side (when no Gs interface is in use), the message sequence in slide 8 seems to work well. This uses a TMSI reallocation command to change the TMSI so that it points to a different MSC, and then the MSC sends a LA update Reject message with a cause value that causes the mobile to re-attempt 15 seconds later. 

6) A interface aspects

See above.

7) Gb interface aspects

See above.

8) Iu-cs interface aspects

See above.

9) Iu-ps interface aspects

See above.

10) Gs interface aspects

See above.

11) Future work 'plan'

It was suggested to hold another phone conference on the morning of 18/3/05.

12) AoB

The convenor thanked the participants. Good progress had been achieved in increasing understanding of the issues and the advantages/problems with different potential solutions.

