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Notes on the call

1
Participation

Vodafone (Chris Pudney – convenor and note taker)

Siemens (Frank Mademann)

TeliaSonera (Ulf Nilson, Shahab Lavasani )

Ericsson (Hans Rönneke, Anders Åhlen, Peter Ramle.)

Nokia (Antti Pasanen)

Nortel (Philippe Godin, Laurence Lautier)

Lucent (Sudeep Palat, [Andy Bennett ?])

Alcatel (Nicolas Drevon, Rolf Bauer)

2
Review/modify/agree agenda

The draft agenda that had been emailed to the participants was agreed – with the modification of treating the Nortel and Alcatel documents at a similar time.

3
Allocation of documents to agenda items 

- notes from last meeting – to agenda item 4.
- Nortel powerpoint – to agenda item 6.
- Ericsson document on CN solution - to agenda item 6.
- Alcatel document - to agenda item 6.
- original Vodafone concept in S2-050212- to agenda items 5 and 6.
4
Review of notes from last phone call

The convenor asked whether there were any questions or comments to these. 

It was clarified that the concept of “releasing the RRC connection with a cause value that causes the mobile to perform an RA update” did not relate to the Nortel document, but had been raised as a separate concept during the discussion.

Post meeting change: the Ericsson delegates were added to the participants list.

5
Brief review of problem (eg how to perform smooth load redistribution)

As virtually everyone had been involved in the previous conference call, the convenor only briefly covered this point.

6
Overview of potential solutions

6.1
Discussion topics

The agenda listed the following as points to be considered:

a) how many nodes need upgrading to implement the solution?

b) A interface aspects

c) Gb interface aspects

d) Iu-cs interface aspects

e) Iu-ps interface aspects

f) CS domain MO calls, MT calls, hi-activity users.

g) long lived Iu-ps connections (those in URA-PCH and those in Cell-DCH)

h) simultaneous Iu-ps and Iu-cs connections

i) Gs interface aspects

j) impact on 'number of bits within TMSI'.
6.2
Ericsson’s discussion paper on a CN solution

6.2.1
General

The overall intention is to have “avoid the RAN to extract Non Access Stratum information”. 
No choice was made on whether CN-centric solution or RAN-centric solution.

In the case of CN-centric solution provisional conclusion of the debate seems to be that:

Provided each CN node has (at least) one spare ‘NRI value’ allocated to it within the RAN, then the CN nodes can cause the load to be re-distributed without O+M intervention at the RAN.
In the case of RAN-centric solution, there is no need to reserve NRI values, but Gb interface issue should be solved.

6.2.2
CS domain

The spare NRI values permit the serving MSC to allocate a TMSI with an NRI from the range allocated to the target MSC, yet, still permit the target MSC to identify the old MSC to retrieve the IMSI.

Post meeting note: can this be achieved with “one NRI per CN node”, or, does it really need “one whole bit” of the NRI ?
Alcatel pointed out that the MSC side solution, doesn’t solve the case of highly-active mobiles. Lucent indicated that we can reject the MO attempts from highly active subscribers with CM service reject (IMSI unknown in VLR); and then reallocate the TMSI and reject the LA update.

6.2.3
PS domain

Ericsson clarified that the timer value in the Periodic RAU accept message would be set to a small number of seconds. In response to questions, Ericsson said that they had successfully tested this with many mobiles.

There was common agreement that the PRU timer should only start when any ongoing data flow stops.

On the PS side, Ericsson describe that the source SGSN IS selecting the actual target SGSN (and not just asking the RAN to select ‘some other SGSN at random’). It does this by setting a value in the NRI to point to the new, target SGSN, and, within the other P-TMSI bits there is sufficient information to allow the new SGSN to retrieve the context from the old SGSN

For the Gb interface, Vodafone asked whether the PTMSI reallocation complete message would be sent with the old TLLI or the new TLLI? In the latter case, the message might be routed to the new SGSN. Ericsson believed that this message would go on an existing TBF and hence be routed to the old SGSN (and even if it wasn’t, that the situation recovered itself). FURTHER ANALYSIS/CHECKING OF THIS IS NEEDED.
6.2.4
Gs interface

Vodafone and others felt that the solutions in this paper added quite a lot of complexity to the SGSN. A simpler solution might be to just use O+M to update the routing tables in the SGSN.

Vodafone noted that we might still need separate routing tables in the SGSN for the Location Update Request and Detach messages.

Further work is needed on the Gs interface solution.

Subsequent debate indicates that the Gs problem seems to be common to both ‘CN centric’ and ‘RAN centric’ approaches.
6.2.5
General

Vodafone commented that care is needed to ensure that our solution does not result in all the inactive subscribers being moved onto ‘one MSC’ (leading to VLR capacity problems) and all the active mobiles being left on another MSC (causing processor load issues).

Vodafone and Siemens commented that the addition of ‘load status’ messages to the Iu/A/Gb/Gs interfaces might be useful. This might be preferable to the existing ‘overload messages’ which are intended to be used  when something has already gone wrong. 

6.3
Nortel slides on RAN centric approach 

In this set of 4 slides, it is suggested that, for the re-routeing of long lived Iu connections, the RNC sends Iu-release request to the MSC/SGSN to prompt the release of the Iu and RRC connections.

To get the mobile to promptly re-connect to a new SGSN seems to require the RRC connection release to carry the “perform immediate RA update” cause value (introduced in R’99 for inter-RNC movement without Iur).

Nokia stated that care is needed to ensure that mobiles are released at different times (to avoid a peak in RA update load). Vodafone suggested that overload could be avoided if the release was performed at the next periodic URA/Cell update.

6.4
Alcatel document on RAN centric approach

This document describes a similar concept to the Nortel one for R99 mobiles: using existing RRC establishment cause for idle mode mobiles, and triggering an RRC Release via Iu Release in case of long living PS sessions. The main differences were related to the cause values and the absence of relocation process needs. No modifications are required to RRC messages, RAN-CN interfaces and CN-CN interfaces. 
Siemens commented that the RAN centric solution for the Gb interface is rather messy, and, Vodafone concurred with this. Common solutions for 2G and 3G would be nice.
It was also said by the majority that the relocation process with target RNC = source RNC is only a possible enhancement; the mechanism can work without it. 
7
Future work 'plan'

a) aim to reach agreement in the SA 2 meeting in May (RAN 3 are co-located)

b) the convenor to write up the meeting notes (Vodafone).

c) For the SA 2 meeting in Beijing:

- provide fuller documentation of the RAN centric approach (joint activity by Alcatel and Nortel ) 

- provide fuller documentation of the CN centric approach (Ericsson) 

- provide a comparison table of the two approaches (Lucent)

- try to develop Gs interface solutions (everyone/anyone ?)

d) It will be useful to get CT 1 (ex CN 1) to verify the mobile behaviour. Ericsson are to distribute their ideas onto the CT 1 (copy to this team/SA2) email list “soon” with the aim of getting feedback (either from CT 1, or, by CT 1 delegates talking to their SA 2 colleagues) into SA 2’s Beijing meeting. 

e) As about half the people in the teleconference are not regular SA 2 delegates, it was agreed to have another teleconference on Tuesday 19th April at 0930 Central European Time.

8
AoB

The convenor thanked the participants. Further good progress had been achieved in increasing understanding of the issues and the advantages/problems with different potential solutions.

