3GPP TSG CT Meeting #64
CP-140274
Sophia Antipolis, FRANCE; 11th – 12th June 2014
Source:
HTC, Samsung, Huawei, HiSilicon
Title:
Discussion on the applicability of a network services among equivalent PLMNs
Agenda item:
TEI12
Document for:

Discussion

Background:
This discussion paper aims to discuss and clarify the concept of equivalent PLMNs to understand that if a service/feature is not supported by a registered PLMN, whether it implies that the same service/feature is also not supported by PLMNs in the equivalent PLMN list.
Simply put: Does the concept of equivalent PLMNs imply equivalency for services?

History:
This issue has been discussed in CT1 since CT1#85. The issue has always been postponed out of each CT1 meeting for further discussion. A conference call was held on 10th December 2013 to try and progress the issue, and comments were received on the CT1 reflector to confirm the understanding of the EPLMN concept. At CT1#87, CRs were agreed with one sustained objection.
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	24.301
	Agreed with one sustained objection
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	24.008
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Discussion:
CR SP-010150 introduced the concept of the equivalent PLMN for both GSM and UMTS network where it is necessary for a mobile station to treat selected PLMNs with different PLMN codes as equivalent to each other at PLMN selection, handover, cell re-selection. The excerpt about the equivalent PLMN requirement from 22.011 is captured below.
3.2.2.1
General

It shall be possible to handle cases where one network operator accepts access from access networks with different netw
ork IDs. It shall also be possible to indicate to the UE that a group of PLMNs are equivalent to the registered PLMN regarding PLMN selection, cell selection/re-selection and handover.
1.
According to the stage 1 requirement:

a) Equivalent PLMNs are equivalent to the registered PLMN regarding PLMN selection, cell selection/reselection and handover purpose i.e. equivalent PLMNs are identical to the registered PLMN for mobility management procedure. 
b) It is not mentioned that a PLMN in equivalent list is identical to the registered PLMN for service related aspects. For example: it is not mentioned that when a service (e.g. IPv6 support) is supported by the registered PLMN then all the PLMNs in the equivalent PLMN list shall support that service (e.g. IPv6 support).
c) It is not mentioned that if all PLMN in the equivalent PLMN lists shall be of same release as a registered PLMN. For example if a registered PLMN is compliance to Rel-8 then it doesn’t mean that all PLMNs in equivalent list shall be compliant to Rel-8. Some PLMNs might be compliant to earlier release than Rel-8. Therefore those pre Rel-8 compliant networks didn’t support feature provided by rel-8.

Fact: Stage 1 doesn’t mandate that the services provided by PLMNs in the equivalent PLMN list are identical to the registered PLMN.

2.
Stage 3 implementation 

In the past, CRs were agreed to session management that implied that if a feature (e.g. IPv6) is not supported by the registered PLMN, then the UE shall not be able to request use of this feature until it moves to another PLMN which is not in the list of equivalent PLMNs.

An example of a session management procedure where such a change was agreed is:
TS 3GPP 24.008

6.1.3.1.3
Unsuccessful PDP context activation initiated by the MS

If the SM cause value is #50 "PDP type IPv4 only allowed" or #51 "PDP type IPv6 only allowed", the MS shall not automatically send another ACTIVATE PDP CONTEXT REQUEST message for the same APN that was sent by the MS using the same PDP type, until:

-
a new PLMN which is not in the list of equivalent PLMNs is selected;

-
the PDP type which is used to access to the APN is changed;
-
the MS is switched off; or

-
the SIM/USIM is removed.

3.
Consequences 
If we go by current stage 3 implementation, the MS is not allowed to try for a session management procedure in other PLMN of the equivalent PLMN list, if it was rejected in registered PLMN. Hence the user will not be able to get packet service even if a PLMN other than registered PLMN in the equivalent PLMN list provides that service.
Proposal:
1) It is requested that CT confirms the understanding that the equivalent PLMN concept is limited to the PLMN selection, cell selection/reselection and handover procedure. 

2) It is requested that CT confirm that if a registered PLMN doesn’t support a service (e.g. doesn’t support IPv6) then this does not automatically imply that an equivalent PLMN also does not support that service.

3) If CT confirms 1) and 2) above, CT is asked to approve the CT1 CRs in C1-142273 to C1-142276
