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Documentation





First of all I want to put foreward four documents which I found helpfull:


PRD TG25 to be found in the GSM association’s infocentre;


Report no. 1 from the UMTS forum (internet: http://umts-forum.org/index.html)


Oftel consultation on MVNO (internet: http://www.oftel.gov.uk//competition/mvno0699.htm)


ITU recommandation E.212 (not publicaly available on the internet)





The TG25 has a figure 1; the roaming role model for UMTS which I could not download. I would hope Pinar could provide us with a better copy. Also I would hope the GSM association could get hold on the ITU E.212 document. I was told by our Dutch ministry for telecom affairs this would prove an interesting document. Pinar, can you try to obtain this document?





Although these documents prove to be usefull, they don’t provide me with a clear answer to my questions. Essential though is, to play any role in the role model, a party needs to have it’s own IMSI (meaning an own mobile country code MCC and an own mobile network code MNC). This was a very clear conclusion drawn by Oftel in the docuemnt mentioned (chapter 2, items 2.8/2.9 and 2.10).





Although this Oftel document relates to the potential introduction of a Mobile Virtual Network Operator, it has a significance for the discussion on the UMTS role model. The MVNO could be the service provider in the UMTS model. It could even become a sort of roaming broker, although not necessarily in a way we would expect it to be!





Before I go into details in that discussion there are some things that need to be clearified on what roles can be distinguished in UMTS. The roles of the service provider and the roaming broker can be found in this exact terminology in all documents. The UMTS documents mention a role for a network operator, whereas the PRD TG25 has many other roles. These include mobility provider, home mobility provider, serving network mobility provider and serving network.





To my understanding the home mobility provider is close to our HPLMN as the serving network mobility provider is close to the VPLMN. It is not clear to me what the exact difference is to the serving network. Another option is the TG25 service provider is not the same as in UMTS. Maybe the TG25 service provider is the UMTS value added service provider. This could mean the TG25 mobility provider is the UMTS service provider. If that is the case in TG25 roaming is based upon service providers to have the roaming agreements instead of the networks having the roaming agremeents. This has a significant impact on the existing situation!





I kindly invite everyone to take a better look into this document to see if anyone of you understands it. On the other hand, it is not clear whether these entities still apply. I will try to find out, but if anyone has contact with the former 3GPP people, please let me know.











Role model





Finally I would like to elaborate a bit further on the impact of the role model. It is clear to me there are two important elements we need to take into account; the radio spectrum and the MCC&MNC as part of the IMSI. Every 2G operator has a licence from the national regulator which contains of a radio spectrum and a MNC code. The radio spectrum can only be granted to a limited number of national and/or regional entities. This would either be the the network operator/ serving network or the (home) mobility provider.





The MNC can be allowed to many more entities. So it is very well possible the serving networks will have the spectrum, but the mobility providers will have the MNC codes. As long as the serving network and the mobility provider are one entity (legal company) there is no impact on today’s situation. However, if they are different entities, more scenario’s could occur. TG25 clearly states one or more mobility providers can contract one single serving network. Not clear is whether a mobility provider can contract more serving networks.





This concept is getting very close to the concept of the MVNO. I therefore suggest we take a deeper look into this model, presented in the consulation document by Oftel. There are some basic questions we shoul be adressing:


can a MVNO become a member of the GSM association?


can foreign operators enter into (one-way) roaming agreements with UK MVNO’s?


can MVNO’s piggy-back on UK operators’ roaming agreements (maybe a requirement by Oftel?)?





These are very essential questions for the GSM association; maybe more difficult ones than the ones on interstandard roaming. Unless people disagree with the view that in the UMTS role model there could emerge entities which have no licence but who have a unique MCC/MNC code, this MVNO model can be used as a predecessor.





Roaming Broker





Another discussion on the IMSI is for the roaming broker to get an own MCC and/or  MNC code. I have ruled out other options like for the roaming broker to get a third of the IMSI range (MCC, MNC, RB for roaming broker). So every customer could be identified by it’s roaming broker. This is not usefull since networks are supposed to have agreements with multiple roaming brokers, and you can’t put two numbers in one position. By giving a roaming broker an own MCC and MNC this would imply customers roaming on networks which have no bilateral roaming agreement with the HPLMN, would get a temporary IMSI from the roaming broker. 





This is exactly how ICOroam works!! The result is every customer will have multiple IMSI’s; one by it’s HPLMN and one for every roaming broker his HPLMN has an agreement with or to whose services this customer will subscribe (depending on the HPLMN’s policy). Anyway, the result will be a hughe demand from the ITU for MCC codes like the satelite operators have today. A roaming broker cannot work with existing local MCC codes because of the very nature of their work; international roaming broking.





Only through this I could imagine we get automatic roaming with no additional tests between unknown networks who want to roam through a roaming broker. Without it, I think the concept of the roaming broker is little more than the existing Comfone concept. I doubt whether this would have been worth all discussions on the roaming broker issue!


 


