3GPP TSG SA WG2 Architecture — S2#46
S2-051295

9 - 13 May 2005

Athens, Greece

Title:
Iu flex load re-distribution: comparison and proposed conclusion

Source:
Vodafone

Agenda Item:
6

Introduction

Since the SA 2 meeting in Budapest in Jan ’05 there has been considerable technical analysis and useful technical debate on the different mechanisms for the load redistribution requirements raised by S2-050212.

It is now time to make a decision on which route to adopt.  

This document provides some crude analysis to aid a conclusion. Other companies may provide more sophisticated analysis.

Discussion

One goal of the solutions for the MSCs offloading the load off themselves is that the O+M systems for other nodes should not be involved. 

Analysis of the Gs interface shows that Periodic Location Updates are not currently sent on this interface. Hence, if the Gs interface is in use and an operator wishes to move load off an MSC, then the operator needs to use the SGSN O+M interface. 

This is just as difficult (or just as easy) as using the RNC/BSC O+M interface.

Given that an operator who is using pooling already has to enter “CN load sharing” information into the RAN (and SGSN if Gs is in use) in order to make “basic Release 5” Iu flex work, it seems easiest to keep with this concept for the “smooth load re-distribution” function.

The only significant problem with this approach is the Gb interface where SM and GMM signalling cannot be distinguished. Given that the PCU and A interface handler within a BSC are likely to be separate, there is probably little difficulty in adopting a different solution for Gb to that used for the A interface.

For the Gb interface, it is proposed that load redistribution is performed by the serving SGSN sending an RA update accept message containing a non-broadcast RAC to the mobile. This RAC is unique to that SGSN (this is different to the broadcast RACs which are shared across multiple SGSNs when Iu/Gb flex is in use). The mobile will then perform another RA update and the BSC routes it to a different SGSN. The old RAC is used by the new SGSN to uniquely identify the old SGSN.

Alternative more detailed analysis and comparison is possible and might lead to different conclusions.

Conclusion

The overall performance differences between the different technical solutions are not too great. The above discussion gives our current preference, however, the important thing is now to make a decision. A revision of the CR in S2-050212 is submitted to this meeting.
