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Introduction

During the CT plenary meeting# 35, CP 070220 was presented outlining possible ways of distributing work amongst the CT groups.  It was agreed to have this discussion within the CT groups – possibly with a joint session. The work split based on the current WG division seems to be as follows:

· Option 1: Place the IETF based S5 and S8b to CT3 (with understanding that SA2 does enough detailed work, so that NO functional differences are introduced in CT WGs)

· Option 2: Place the S6c/d, Wx*, Wm*, Wn*, Wa*, Ta*  to CT3 

· Option 3: Apply both option 1 and 2

CT WG4 also then takes responsibility of S2a/b, when network based mobility protocols are developed.

Note that SA plenary and SA2 guidance has been that the protocol choices in various reference points like Host based S2a/b/c, IETF based S5/S8b, and S2a/b shall be the same, even though they may have different subset of functions depending on the where it is being applied. It is believed that different reference points using GTP should not have major differences between them.

It is important to consider the expertise available in each group when allocating work and good grouping of topics is more important than creating equal sized working groups. Hence it is preferable to put work where the expertise is, not causing delegates to move within groups as often they are the same delegates.

Bearing this in mind, we analyse the various options suggested:
Discussion

Option 1: Place the IETF based S5 and S8b to CT3 (with understanding that SA2 does enough detailed work, so that NO functional differences are introduced in CT WGs)

Current SA2 specification 23.402 v020 provides the following guidelines in relation to S5/S8b-IETF based:
“There are two variants of S5 (GTP, IETF) and different Information Elements may be needed for both solutions; however this difference should be minimised as it effects the S6a (common interface for both GTP, IETF) solution. This is part of the approved S5 reference point requirements within TS 23.402.”
Work around the S6a interface shall be based within CT4 group. This may cause delegates, especially those interested in the IETF based S5 interface to move within groups. This may not be ideal as there may be potential impacts of simultaneous work happening within two different groups impacting another interface controlled by one group. 
Additionally, it would be inappropriate for CT groups to make any assumptions about QOS capabilities of these interfaces.
Option 2: Place the S6c/d, Wx*, Wm*, Wn*, Wa*, Ta*  to CT3
This would involve transfer of the AAA functionality to CT3.  Currently CT3 lacks expertise in handling issues related to the aforementioned interfaces. It should be noted that minor enhancements with respect to SAE work are likely; preferably handled by people responsible for the definition of these interfaces.
Option 3: Apply both option 1 and 2

This may not be suitable option as discussed above.

Conclusion

It is evident that neither option 1 nor option 2 significantly rebalances the work within CT groups. We do not see the clear need for such a complication and believe it is more efficient to keep the current split. It should be noted that CT4 has divided work based on interfaces whereas CT1/CT3 have opted to divide work based on functionality. Therefore the extent of work represented may be misleading and we welcome further discussions within each group to determine if the group can cope with proportional amount of work.
