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CN4 has received liason statements from RAN3 (N4-020818 and N4-020865) and SA2 (N4-020872) on the subject of Network Sharing.

The first liaison statement from RAN3 asks SA2, CN1 and CN4 to offer an opinion as to 

‘… whether all the Subscriber Access Information is located in the Anchor MSC which will provide relevant information to the target RNC during a Handover in CS Domain or the relevant Subscriber Access Information is present only in the Non-Anchor MSC which provides it to the target RNC at the time of this Handover’.

Related to this, in the second LS, RAN3 asks CN4, CN1 and SA5 to 

‘Review Section 6.8.1 of the attached TR to confirm the RAN3 understanding of the handling of neighbouring LAs at the MSC, and to confirm the feasibility of the additional requirement that a CN node needs to get access right information on LAs from a neighbouring CN’.

SA2 have responded to the first LS, stating 

‘SA2 believe that the Anchor-MSC will provide the Subscriber Access Information to the target RNC’.

Nortel believe that the SA2 response is the only realistic solution but are concerned about the quantity of data that may have to be conveyed across the E-interface as a result.  As pointed out in CN4 LS to RAN3 (N4-020699), 

‘… the size of the Access Rights information will be constrained by the size of the BSSMAP messages, that is 256+2 octets as defined in 48.006 section 9.3.3.’

RAN3’s decision to select SNA as the Shared Networks solution (which Nortel supports) does place a high burden on the E-interface if Access Rights information is held at the Anchor-MSC, as SA2 proposes.  Section 6.8.1 of TR R3.012 states that the new requirement for configuring CN nodes with the Access Rights of neighbouring LAs is not new to CN nodes.  This is correct, but currently CN nodes ONLY have to know the Access Rights of adjacent nodes, where as for a Shared Networks solution to work with Anchor MSC providing Access Rights information in Handover, MSC-A would need to have knowledge not only of the roaming rights that Operator A has with Operator B (for handover to MSC-B), but also the roaming rights agreed between Operator B and Operator C, should a subsequent handover to MSC-C be required.  In fact, Anchor-MSC would need to have knowledge of the Access Rights for all possible contactable MSC’s of all the operators with Network Sharing agreements with the Anchor-MSC Operator, and conceivably all the MSC’s neighbouring these, regardless of operator.  Not only would Anchor-MSC need all this information, but it would have to be sent over the E-interface during Handover.  

As a result, it is possible that the length of message required to communicate the information from Anchor-MSC to Non-Anchor MSC would exceed the length limitation that CN4 highlighted in our LS to RAN3.  Further, N4-020699 went on to say that

‘The possible evolution towards subscription based Access Rights information confirms the assessment for impact on the MAP E-interface to transfer the Access Rights from Anchor MSC to Non Anchor MSC for handover/relocation.’

Nortel believes that the concern that CN4 expressed with regard to the quantity of data to be conveyed across the E-interface is something that remains an issue in the specification of Networking Sharing mechanisms.  To that end Nortel believes that CN4 needs to reiterate this concern to RAN3 and SA2.  

Proposal

· CN4 sends a LS to RAN3, SA2 (Cc: CN1) reiterating our concern with regard to the size of the data to be communicated over the E-interface, and proposing that Access Rights information should be kept as ‘light’ as possible.  This may require study of the scale of the information that is required to be conveyed between MSC’s during Handovers in Networking Sharing scenarios.

