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1. Introduction

This document discusses both IMEISV and BMUEF issues. It presents some very initial thoughts and is the subject for further discussion and modification by Vodafone.

2. IMEISV on Iu

During the lifetime of the first few RNC software releases, the number of mobile types in circulation may be fairly low. In addition, not all detected faults will relate to functionality that is implemented by that RNC vendor.

As a result, during this timeframe, handling issues related to specific TAC+SVs may be possible by software patches alone.

If/when more faults are determined, later RNC releases will need more sophisticated means for updating “TAC+SV-fault” information. However, this is likely to be handled by existing RAN O+M interfaces and operational procedures (eg similar to changing RNC/BSC parameter settings).

Proposal

a)
this concept is used to develop text for section 6 on the ”IMEISV version of 23.195”.

3. BMUEF

BMUEF to TAC+SV information needs to be made available to both SGSN and MSC. In order to cope with SRNS relocation, complete information for all RNC vendors within the PLMN is needed at all the SGSNs and MSCs.

Given the lack of standardisation of existing O+M interfaces, it seems unsafe to rely on O+M to provision this information on SGSN and/or MSC.

Hence a standardised interface to the MSC and SGSN will probably be needed to handle BMUEF/TAC+SV information. 

3.1
totally new interface to MSC and SGSN

Considering “cost” and “time to market” issues, it is probably not a good idea to develop a totally new interface to both MSC and SGSN.

3.2
Ze interface

This is/was a COPS based interface for automatic distribution of MAP security keys to MSCs and SGSNs. Its performance requirements (eg about one update per week) seem roughly adequate. However, specification of the stage 3 for Ze has just been aborted by TSG-CN!

3.3
MAP

Both SGSN and MSC have MAP interfaces - at least to the HLR! For rapid deployment, some reuse/abuse of MAP seems worthwhile of consideration.

3.4
New Network Entity: Faulty IMEISV to BMUEF registry

As many network operators do not have EIRs it is unacceptable to at least some of these operators to terminate the MAP signalling for BMUEF/TAC+SV information on an EIR.

Hence a new network entity is proposed: the FIB registry. 

As part of the BMUEF architecture, it should be mandatory for the MSC and SGSN to cache the TAC+SV to BMUEF information and NOT to interrogate the FIB registry for every location update from every mobile. 

This should result in, say, a 100 000 fold reduction in signalling load on the FIB registry compared to the signalling normally sent to an EIR.

In addition, the availability requirements of the FIB registry are different to that of an EIR: eg if the FIB registry does not respond to requests from the MSC, then the MSC uses its cached information.

To ease development of the standards and products, it might (or might not!) be considered to simplify things if the standards permit only the following:

i)
a standalone FIB registry for operators without an EIR.

ii) 
for operators with an EIR, that the FIB function shall be collocated in the EIR.

Further study is needed on this concept, but:

It is proposed that:

b)
the concept of the FIB registry with standardised interfaces to SGSN and MSC is added to section 6 of the ”bitmap version of 23.195”.

c) 
the FIB registry is clearly distinguished from the EIR.

