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1. Discussion

SA2 has during the Network Sharing work found two configuration approaches for shared networks, the GWCN and the MOCN. 

The GWCN is basically an evolution of the existing way to share networks - the shared part of the network is basically a VPLMN without e.g. GGSN and the two or more CN operators are HLPMNs with “collapsed” networks containing only GGSN’s. Conceptually the CN operators subscribers are therefore always in a VPLMN. Mechanisms such as Equivalent PLMN-Id were added to enable network sharing using this concept. With GWCN, mechanisms are introduced to enable network selection as in conventional networks and separation of generated charging data. Adding new mechanisms to support GWCN is a trade off between enhancing network sharing and deviate from the original concept of shared-VLPMN-collapsed-HPLMNs.

The MOCN is a new way to configure shared networks, where sharing is done over Iu. That is, only RAN is shared and each CN operator has its own complete core network. For MOCN mechanisms are added in RAN to route messages to one of the CN operators. Existing Iu-flex mechanisms can partly be used for such routing, but in some situations (i.e. for non-supporting UE’s) a new “redirect” mechanism is needed to transfer UE’s from one CN to another. 

The mechanisms introduced by GWCN to enable network selection as in conventional networks can also be used by MOCN. The mechanism to separate generated charging data is however not needed in MOCN since each CN operator has a complete CN network and thereby full control of the whole charging infrastructure. 

From an operator point of view the MOCN gives more possibilities to control the network and configure it in a competitive way. From a vendor point of view the MOCN may give less architecture and product impact, especially when future possible requirements on an evolved shared network is considered.  With this in mind, it should be important to resolve the outstanding issue of redirection for MOCN.  

2. Proposal

The redirect alternatives for MOCN have been discussed during a number of SA2 meetings without coming to a conclusion. The two main alternatives (“redirect via RNC” and “redirect via CN node Iu relay”) both include complex and difficult protocol considerations. It is therefore proposed to let stage 3 working groups dig deeper into the two alternatives. It is proposed liaise the two alternatives to RAN3 and CN4 for evaluation.

A draft LS proposal is attached in this discussion papers zip-file together with TR 23.851.
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