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1 Introduction

Several proposals have been made in order to allow network sharing to be selective depending on certain characteristics of the communication.

This contribution proposes a new solution compared to what has been discussed up to now in RAN3, based on something already supported in GSM where it is called SoLSA. Then the merits of the solution are shown, in particular the fact that it is the most flexible and generic among those presented so far, and its simplicity. It is therefore proposed that it is agreed.

2 Summary of the Ericsson proposal

The Ericsson proposal allocated one or several group membership to a UE on the Iu interface, and sets as a cell attribute the list of groups which are entitled to access the resources of that cell.

The intention of this is to allow a fine differentiation between users, but however there are a number of drawbacks:

· The number of groups in one PLMN cannot be very big

· The proposal impacts the O&M of the cell object

So, in short, a list of group memberships is given to a UE communication and to cells, and the combination of the two defines the access rights for the communication. What is proposed instead is to revert this (a sort of inverted mirror of the Ericsson proposal) and to simply allocate to a UE communication a list of Service Areas where access can be made or denied.

3 Description of the proposal

The proposal is the following:

· On the Iu interface, a list of allowed/forbidden Service Areas is allocated to a communication

· The information can be conveyed on the Iur, so that a DRNC can perform the same admission control on its resources

This proposal already exists in GSM and is called SoLSA. SoLSA comes in two flavours: Idle mode SoLSA, where restriction to certain cells applies to UE/MS in Idle mode, based on some broadcast information, and connected mode SoLSA (not as famous as Idle mode SoLSA), where the MSC provides to the BSC the list of cells where the UE/MS can be serviced. SoLSA was requested to operators for such functions as home cell (cell covering the subscriber house and where call fee was lower), or private cells e.g. an indoor deployment reserved for the corporate users of the building. However, since the selected solution was generic, other applications exist.

Because the number of cells that one SRNC covers is potentially the whole PLMN (with the Iur), SoLSA taken as it is would not be sufficient. It is therefore proposed to extend the notion of list of allowed/forbidden SA by some rules. The following is examples of elements of the list where access can be allowed or forbidden:

· One Service Area i.e. a cell or group of cells

· One Location Area or Routing area

· One PLMN

· A range of Service Areas i.e. all SA comprised between SA1 and SA2

· A range of Location or Routing Area

This should be sufficient to cover all operational scenarios in a simple way, by potentially applying rules on how Service Areas are defined.

4 Merits of the proposal

There are several extra merits to the proposal as compared to already presented solutions in RAN3:

· The proposal does not impact O&M at all

· The proposal does not introduce a new concept i.e. it is based on R99 concepts

· The proposal allows as many access rights as there are subscribers/users in one network, hence a finer differentiation

· The proposal introduces new functionalities already present in GSM that were lost when moving to 3G

· The proposal should have fewer impacts to MSCs, since it is based on a functionality already defined in GSM

· The system architecture for the proposal is already supported since it was defined for GSM

· The proposal exists in GSM, and is therefore working in case of 2G/3G handovers

There does not seem to be disadvantages of the proposal, since all operational scenarios should be covered. It should be noted that the list of rules provided in 3 can be complemented as needed (having to agree on rules beforehand could look like a drawback; however, it is believed that the simple rules already listed should be enough for operator needs).

5 Conclusion

If companies can agree that this solution provides the features of the other solutions with some more functionality and less impact, Nortel is willing to provide the relevant CRs.
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