3GPP TSG CT4 Meeting #50
C4-101973
Xi’an, P.R. China
23rd  – 27th August 2010
Source:
Ericsson
Title:
Use of BSS ID check 

Agenda item:
6.1
Document for:
APPROVAL
Summary
The TR for LCLS is progressing slowly and contains many complicated signalling sequences to support the BSS ID check proposals. The BSS ID check signalling sequences and processing is additional to the basic GCR only solution since if the BSS ID option is not supported by any nodes then a fall back to the GCR only solution is stated.

Given that for every signalling sequence and scenario additional consideration is needed for the BSS ID solution and the additional impacts to the CN nodes are to date quite substantial it is concluded that the deficiencies far outweigh the benefits.

This paper concludes that the BSS ID check is only required to solve a deficient BSS implementation and imposes significant impacts to the CN nodes and signalling interfaces that can be simply avoided if a more efficient GCR correlation implementation is adopted in the BSS.

Problems with BSS ID Check

As the TR now shows the BSS ID check solution adds significant additional signalling to attempt to overcome its fundamental flaw: it makes a decision whether a call is local or not and thereby informs the BSS whether or not to allow LCLS based on BSS ID data which can be out of date due to handovers.
Handovers can occur during call establishment and simultaneously at both ends of the call, both locally to one MSC or inter-MSC. All these scenarios need extra consideration to deal with the change to the BSS IDs to be signalled through the core network. This not only adds to the complexity and cost of the MSC implementation and signalling overhead it is also a significant standardisation task; the TR does not yet cover all such scenarios. The GCR only solution does not need any such specific considerations.  

Not only do the existing messages need to be sent more often than for the GCR solution but the solution also requires new, specific messages to correct the mismatch and to explicitly request GCR correlation in the BSS. Otherwise it is proposed to do nothing – i.e. leave the call non-LCLS. However this is clearly worse than the GCR solution which will allow LCLS in all cases that are feasible. 
Lack of proper requirements for BSS ID check 
As has been described already in C4-101618 there is no requirement for the BSS ID check from GERAN2 which should determine whether the BSS implementation of the GCR call leg correlation causes any significant processing load.  It is assumed that the requirement stems from a BSS implementation that adopts a sequential GCR check which is clearly the most inefficient method. However, if there is such a concern for high processing load to perform a GCR check then why is there no concern for this additional load for the first Assignment when the BSS ID check is positive? The first assignment will always result in a full scan of all records and always fail. This wasted processing load can be easily prevented by not requesting correlation for the first Assignment but the proponents of the BSS ID check do not require this.
Alternative Solutions

It has been shown both in C4-101618 and in C4-101964 (P-CR submitted to be incorporated into the TR) that there are a number of alternative solutions to implement the GCR correlation which can avoid excessive processing load in the BSS and therefore do not require the CN based BSS ID check.

The latest proposal is to include the oBSS ID within the call reference field of the GCR. This allows the tBSS to compare its own BSS ID with that received in the GCR. Provided no handover has occurred at the oMSC then this will accurately indicate if the call is local or not. If a handover at the oMSC has occurred then this may mean that the call could still be local and the BSS has the choice of whether to perform a full GCR check using which method the vendor chooses or to assume the call is not local and indicate this back to the MSC. It should be noted that the current proposals for the BSS ID check solution do not solve all cases of handover during call establishment and in many cases do not reach any better result but still requires complex support in the CN. The major benefit from the option to move the BSS ID check to the BSS is that this is where any implementation limitation lies and thus does not impose impacts to CN nodes simply to support some inefficient BSS implementations.
Conclusions

The CN based BSS ID check produces major impacts in the CN nodes purely to support inefficient BSS implementations. Continuing feasibility study and normative specification to include this option is delaying the progress of this work item. It has been shown that alternative BSS call leg correlation methods exist that do not require such support from the CN. Given that the entire problem stems from within certain BSS implementations and even the WG responsible for the BSS has not required such impacts on the Core Network, the CN based BSS ID check solution should be stopped.
