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1. Introduction

This two and a half-day drafting meeting was hosted by Motorola. Seven contributions that where not discussed in Bristol due to lack of time were handled in this meeting. As usual in the drafting meetings for this feasibility study, the contributions on general aspects were handled first, and then those on more technical aspects.

In the discussions below, some sentences are underlined to highlight points on which further contributions are expected at the next drafting meeting.

Documents presented

1.1 Contributions from previous meeting (Bristol)

S2S-000035, “Operator criteria for evaluating alternatives for separating control and transport within the PS domain”, Orange, T-Mobil and Telia

This contribution introduces various criteria that are important to network operators that should be used in evaluating the benefits and drawbacks of the alternative proposals.

These evaluation criteria make the assumption that the alternatives under evaluation meet the technical requirements for the compatibility with existing functionality.

Discussion:

· Additional requirement: PS-MGW shall provide support of QoS.

· The 7th item implies that the SGSN split is already agreed. Selection criteria should be general. Telia: the basic reason behind this requirement is that the interfaces should be standardised. Suggested wording: “Allows for procurement of transport elements and control elements from different vendors.”

· Nokia: Is the 4th item a general requirement or for the transition period only? Ericsson: It relates to the multi-vendor procurement. Siemens: If a network supports a release it shall support all necessary updates Telia: It is actually a backward compatibility issue. Operators need to be able to still use existing nodes. New nodes working better might be possible but not required. Nokia: The wording does not clearly reflect backward compatibility. Siemens: The overall aspects must be compared. Split 4th item in backward compatibility and better use of architecture (i.e. cost). Ericsson: It is stronger than just backward compatibility; it is also about co-working of different nodes.
Rephrasing of item 4 to be discussed off-line.

· Lucent proposes to reword last bullet to make it clear that whatever solution is selected it should not preclude the use of MIP in the future.

Conclusion:

Off-line discussion in a small drafting group to get common understanding and produce a revised version of this document.

Revised in S2S-000087.

S2S-000087, “Criteria for evaluating alternatives for separating control and transport within the PS domain”, Split Architecture Drafting Group

Revision of S2S-000035.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000022, “SGSN server - PS-MGW approach, signalling flows on PDP context handling”, Ericsson

This contribution proposes an approach for how to activate, modify and deactivate PDP contexts in a split SGSN architecture, i.e. when there is an SGSN server and a PS-MGW.

Discussion:

· Samsung: In second bullet of PDP context activation procedure, selection of PS-MGW is mentioned. Does Ericsson plan to propose a specific selection procedure? Ericsson: The actual algorithm should not be standardised, we just show the information needed for the selection.

· Tellabs: For QoS handling between the SGSN server and the PS-MGW another alternative would be to have the SGSN server to know about the resource situation in the PS-MGW. Ericsson: It would imply more work to make the PS-MGW announce its capacity to the server, but it would be possible.

· Tellabs: Some general knowledge in the server about the QoS a PS-MGW can provide (e.g. for selection) might be beneficial. Ericsson agrees that some high level knowledge in the server is valuable.

· Nokia: Is it the intent to change the QoS mechanisms being currently discussed? Ericsson: It takes into account the current mechanisms; if new ones are defined they will be taken into account, if applicable.

· It was discussed whether it would be possible to have a many-to-many relationship between SGSN servers and PS-MGWs. Ericsson clarified that H.248 has a concept of virtual MGW which allows it.

· Lucent: The load in PS-MGW can vary a lot and makes it difficult to have a precise view of the actual load. Ericsson: There will be some hystheresis in the thresholds on which to reject new sessions.

· Siemens: Does the ‘/’ in ADD/MODIFY imply ‘or’ or ‘and’. Ericsson: It is one or the other depending on how PDP contexts are mapped to H.248 terminations.

· Siemens: Remove the last paragraph before figure 3, as it is confusing.

· Siemens: Is Ericsson planing to change the QoS negotiation mechanisms of H.248. Ericsson: No, H.248 already provides compatible mechanisms. The note about alignment with RANAP needs to be reworded, as it is not clear.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000079.

S2S-000079, “SGSN server - PS-MGW approach, signalling flows on PDP context handling”, Ericsson

Revision of S2S-000022.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000023, “SGSN server - PS-MGW approach, signalling flows on SRNS relocation”, Ericsson

This contribution proposes an approach for how to perform SRNS relocation in a split SGSN architecture, i.e. when there is an SGSN server and a PS-MGW.

Discussion:

· Siemens: The PS-MGW can forward up-link packets after step 13, but MS will start somewhere after 11. Does Ericsson have any estimation if the update of the PS-MGW will happen before the packets start arriving? Ericsson: This is a problem with the current architecture anyway and has to be checked in R’99.

· Since the Combined Hard Handover and SRNS Relocation procedure (2.1.2) is almost identical to the Serving RNS Relocation procedure (2.1.1), the description of the former shall be removed and replaced by a comment saying that it is very similar.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000080.

S2S-000080, “SGSN server - PS-MGW approach, signalling flows on SRNS relocation”, Ericsson

Revision of S2S-000023.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000026, “SGSN server - PS-MGW approach, signalling flows on detach”, Ericsson

This contribution proposes an approach for how to perform detach in a split SGSN architecture, i.e. when there is an SGSN server and a PS-MGW.

Discussion:

· Siemens: Shouldn’t the procedure also show the RAB release. Ericsson: this is a copy-paste from 23.060. Siemens: Even if not consistent with 23.060 it should be stated that RABs are released.

· Lucent: Step 3 is only applicable if there are PDP contexts active.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000081.

S2S-000081, “SGSN server - PS-MGW approach, signalling flows on detach”, Ericsson

Revision of S2S-000026.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000051, “SGSN server - PS-MGW approach, signalling flows on inter SGSN intersystem change”, Ericsson

This contribution proposes an approach for how to perform inter SGSN intersystem change in a split SGSN architecture, i.e. when there is an SGSN server and a PS-MGW.

(Revision of S2S-000024).

Discussion:

· Motorola: Could the new PS-MGW be the old one? Ericsson: They might be in the same platform but there will be two different logical instances of the PS-MGW.

· Lucent: Would it be faster if we could use the same instance? Ericsson: We will make the new connection before breaking the old one, then the signalling will anyway be needed. Alcatel: QoS negotiation will be saved. Tellabs: Even if the same MGW is kept, a new connection has to be established anyway. Ericsson: There is no point in showing all possible implementation optimisations. This shows the logical procedure, but nothing precludes implementing some optimised mechanisms, e.g. having the two instances in the same physical entity.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000055, “SGSN server - PS-MGW approach, proposal on how to handle CAMEL based charging”, Ericsson

This contribution proposes an approach for how to perform CAMEL based charging in a split SGSN architecture, i.e. when there is an SGSN server and a PS-MGW.

(Revision of S2S-000025).

Discussion:

· Lucent raised questions about accuracy of volume based charging, but these problems are independent of the SGSN split, and are to be handled by other groups (S2, S5, etc).

· Tellabs: triggers on timers and thresholds would be more flexible if handled with separate events. Ericsson: A note can be added to clarify that whether a general or specific event is used is up to the protocol development.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000082.

S2S-000082, “SGSN server - PS-MGW approach, proposal on how to handle CAMEL based charging”, Ericsson

Revision of S2S-000055.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000077, “Functionality between the SGSN Server and the PS-MGW”, Nokia

This contribution describes how GTP-C, as an alternative to H.248 on the Mp interface of alternative 1, can be used to create, update and delete PDP contexts in the PS-MGW. Minor modifications to GTP-C are required, e.g., to provide a mechanism for data volume reporting from the PS-MGW to the SGSN Server to support charging and CAMEL based services.

(Revision of S2S-000029).

Discussion:

· Ericsson: In 6.3 it says the traffic will increase; this seems to imply the overall traffic, but signalling over the Mp interface is only a small amount of it.

· Ericsson: There is one GTP-U tunnel to the GGSN and one to the RNC; how does the MWG know how to connect them to each other? Nokia: The NSAPI should allow to connect them together; the PS-MGW gets the same information as the SGSN today, then it is able to associate them.

· Ericsson: For Lawful Interception there will be three legs to connect; how will this be done with GTP-C? Nokia: This contribution does not address LI; further contributions on this will come in the next meeting.

· Discussion around how to show both options in the TR. What is important is the information flow and timing. Tellabs would support having generic flows and if specific procedures are needed, show them separately.
To move forward both of them will be included in the TR. Nokia and Ericsson will see if it is possible to combine some procedures.

· Ericsson: For instance Create PDP context seems to have only one TEID while two are needed. This needs to be clarified.

· Ericsson: reporting in case of CAMEL needs to be done both on time and volume limit, which is not considered here. Nokia will propose some refinements.

· Ericsson: what is the type of timing problems that may appear with CAMEL? Nokia: For instance if the SCP orders the release of a PDP context, it may take additional time until the PS-MGW actually releases it (compared to integrated SGSN).

Conclusion: Approved.

But off-line discussion should take place on how to handle the two options (i.e. H.248 and GTP-C) from an editorial point of view. Also some refinements shall be provided by Nokia in further contributions, according to the issues raised during the discussion.

1.2 Contributions on general aspects

S2S-000048, “Scope of the Feasibility Study”, Alcatel

This contribution adds some clarifications to the scope of this feasibility study.

Discussion:

· Telia: The proposed modification seems to refer to the Mp interface; if there is an interface no one is obliged to implement it, but if there is a split, then the interface must be open.

· Alcatel: The scope doesn’t mention explicitly that one alternative might be to not standardise any split.

· Telia: It is obvious that the result of a feasibility study is to see if it is feasible or not.

· Siemens: It wouldn’t hurt to make it clear that the result might be that the split is not standardised.

Conclusion:

Off-line discussion to try and come with a better wording.

To be revised in S2S-000084, which Alcatel withdrew without presentation.

S2S-000084, “Scope of the Feasibility Study”, Alcatel

Revision of S2S-000048.

Conclusion: Withdrawn without presentation.

S2S-000049, “Implications of the one tunnel approach”, Alcatel

This contribution seeks to highlight a number of issues concerning the benefits listed in TR 23.873 with regards to the one tunnel approach.

Discussion:

· Siemens: The ‘when possible’ is not acceptable in the benefits, as the description explains when it is possible. This is already stated in the drawbacks. Alcatel would then like to see the criteria for decision clearly identified in the open issues. Siemens: A contribution to the next meeting will address this.

· Ericsson: The MGW could be implemented in the GGSN and therefore the number of hops will be the same as in the one tunnel approach and processing demand would be comparable. Siemens: there is redundant functionality in SGSN and GGSN.

· Nokia: GTP packets have to be opened in the PS-MGW, which is more than just routing.

· Motorola agrees that one tunnel introduces less delay, but the benefit is applicable in some cases only.

· Tellabs: You anyway need a node to terminate ATM. Siemens: A normal router can do that.

· Tellabs: Location handling produces an increased load in the GGSN.

· Alcatel: will remove the ‘when possible’ and the text in parenthesis, and add in the open issues that the criteria for decision between one or two tunnels needs to be clearly identified.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000089.

S2S-000089, “Implications of the one tunnel approach”, Alcatel

Revision of S2S-000049.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000064, “Impacts of SGSN split WI still to be studied”, Lucent Technologies

This contribution seeks to highlight a number of issues that require further study when considering the SGSN split alternatives in TR 23.873.

Discussion:

· Ericsson: The statement that the SGSN split will not result in an increased capacity is wrong. Lucent: Increased signalling implies reduced capacity. Ericsson: The load of the SGSN is distributed over two nodes and the possibility to combine the CS and PS-MGW increases the overall capacity. Telia: Adding a node necessarily increases the overall capacity. Siemens: It is actually the addition of an element that increases capacity; it is not a specific advantage of the SGSN split.

· Tellabs: Better scalability is the main argument for increased capacity. Siemens: Scalability through separate dimensioning is possible today by implementation. Tellabs: One-to-many relationship allows dynamic resource sharing, which is not possible with a single node.

· Convenor: Since some companies believe there will be an increase of capacity and some others not, then would it be acceptable to change the ‘will’ by a ‘should’.

· Conclusion: “Dynamic sharing of resources should result in an overall increase of capacity”.

· Lucent withdraws the drawbacks part, as they are covered by contributions to this meeting.

· Ericsson: Isn’t the CAMEL issue covered by the contribution S2S-000055 (revised in S2S-000082)? Lucent: it’s more about future features. This point will be reworded.

· Ericsson: What does Data Retrieve mean? Lucent: Avoid charging packets twice during SRNS relocation.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000085.

S2S-000085, “Impacts of SGSN split WI still to be studied”, Lucent Technologies

Revision of S2S-000064.

Discussion:

· Tellabs: Add also that the scalability participates to the increase of capacity, not only the dynamic allocation of resources. Lucent: This comes back to adding more equipment, which then adds capacity.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000065, “Evaluation of Split Architecture vis-a-vis Network Operator Criteria”, Lucent Technologies

This contribution examines how the Split Architecture (SGSN, GGSN) concept meets the criteria set out by certain Network Operators. It then makes a recommendation on how to progress this work.

Discussion:

· Motorola: This contribution tries to change the scope of the feasibility study and adds many unnecessary issues; it is therefore not acceptable. Lucent: This contribution addresses the selection criteria.

· Ericsson: The GGSN split was put in an annexe for later consideration. GERAN discussions are ongoing and handled in RAN groups.

· Convenor: RAN is out of the scope of this feasibility study. Lucent withdraws point 1.

· Ericsson: CAMEL has been addressed. If specific issues are missing, the wording should address them. Siemens: This is already listed in the open issues. Lucent withdraws point 2.

· Ericsson: Is your point 5 a correct interpretation of ‘phased introduction’? Lucent: It means that introducing SGSN server without PS-MGW makes no sense. Telia: It is obvious that both have to be introduced together. Lucent withdraws point 5.

· Ericsson: Point 6 is not worded properly; it should say something like “whether additional advantages can be gained by splitting GGSN and GERAN is a matter for FFS”.

· Ericsson: Point 7 is not relevant in a standardisation document. If something is standardised it is supposed to inter-work. Lucent withdraws point 7.

· Ericsson: Point 9 should be re-worded to say “evolution towards MIP shall not be precluded”.

· Telia: Point 3, i.e. the roaming issue is valid even with the current architecture (without split). Lucent: In addition there is a change of MGW. Siemens: Roaming is already at least partly covered. Ericsson does not understand which scenario Lucent considers where roaming involves the PS-MGW. Lucent: will try to clarify what scenarios they consider and come back with a better wording.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000086.

S2S-000086, “Evaluation of Split Architecture vis-a-vis Network Operator Criteria”, Lucent Technologies

Revision of S2S-000065.

Discussion:

· Ericsson: In point 3, which traffic case do you consider between PS-MGWs? The SGSN is not in the user data path at SRNS relocation. Lucent withdraws point 3.

· Ericsson: Point 5 has been covered in contributions S2S-000080, 51 and 52.
Lucent withdraws point 5. 

· Ericsson: Concerning point 6, the GGSN split is in an informational annex and it is proved that interfaces ‘external’ to the SGSN are not modified. Convenor: There is nothing agreed about a split of the GGSN it is therefore out of context to be forward compatible to something that doesn’t exits, nor is agreed. Lucent: withdraws point 6. 

· Telia: Point 10 questions the feasibility study itself. It is the goal of the FS to see if there is any benefit. Lucent withdraws point 10, but points out that they question the benefits of any separation.

Conclusion: Not approved.

S2S-000072, “Scope of the TR”, Siemens

The scope of the feasibility study is too focused on the split SGSN approach as this was the initial starting point. The scope should be generalised to cover both studied approaches. Especially, the text on H.248 should be an example.

Discussion:

· Telia: Instead of removing ‘server’ in the second paragraph, state “between new functional entities and other entities”.

· Motorola: Remove ‘e.g. H.248’, as the phrasing does not imply a master-slave relationship. Ericsson: It doesn’t hurt to have it as an example.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000088.

S2S-000088, “Scope of the TR”, Siemens

Revision of S2S-000072.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000068, “Input for the Summary”, Siemens, Nokia

A table showing the allocation of functionality to entities of R99 and to the entities of both approaches as well as another table comparing both approaches are proposed for the summary chapter.

Discussion:

· Siemens proposes to not discuss it here but let time for delegates to check it at home.

· Ericsson: These tables could be taken as a base for further work by other companies to complete them.

· It will be included in an informational annex with an editor’s note clarifying that it is there for further discussion.

Conclusion: Approved.

Will be inserted in an informational annexe until it becomes stable enough to be included in the main body of the TR.

1.3 Contributions on technical aspects

S2S-000050, “SGSN server - PS-MGW approach, signalling flows on Routing Area Update”, Ericsson

This contribution proposes an approach for how to perform Routing Area Update in a split SGSN architecture, i.e. when there is an SGSN server and a PS-MGW.

Discussion:

· Siemens: It would be nice to have a note saying that the tunnel endpoints are set up but the Iu connection is not active.

· Alcatel: It is often stated “in PMM IDLE sate”; how is it done when not? Ericsson: This is according to 23.060. This procedure is also used for SRNS relocation, but as a simplified RAU.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000090.

S2S-000090, “SGSN server - PS-MGW approach, signalling flows on Routing Area Update”, Ericsson

Revision of S2S-000050.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000052, “SGSN server - PS-MGW approach, signalling flows on intra SGSN intersystem change”, Ericsson

This contribution proposes an approach for how to perform intra SGSN intersystem change in a split SGSN architecture, i.e. when there is an SGSN server and a PS-MGW.

Discussion:

· Lucent: The prefixes ‘old’ and ‘new’ for the PS-MGW are not really needed. Ericsson: That’s how it is written in 23.060.

· Samsung: It should be stated in the text that a combined 2G-SGSN/SGSN server is an implementation option. Ericsson: This is already stated in the introduction. Siemens: The case where 2G and 3G cells compose a same RA must be covered in the standards; it is then an implementation choice whether to support this or not.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000053, “SGSN server - PS-MGW approach, proposal on how to handle Iu release”, Ericsson

This contribution proposes an approach for how to perform Iu release in a split SGSN architecture, i.e. when there is an SGSN server and a PS-MGW.

Discussion:

· Lucent: It says “this is done for each PDP context”; could it be possible to release only some of them? Ericsson: The Iu release implies always all the PDP contexts.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000054, “SGSN server - PS-MGW approach, proposal on how to handle reestablishment of the Iu connection”, Ericsson

This contribution proposes an approach for how to perform reestablishment of the Iu connection in a split SGSN architecture, i.e. when there is an SGSN server and a PS-MGW.

Discussion:

· Tellabs: In case of non-graceful termination of the MS, what will happen? Ericsson: This will be detected by the network by standard means, and then at PDP context deactivation the event will be removed.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000057, “SGSN server - PS-MGW approach, proposal on how to handle charging”, Ericsson

This contribution proposes an approach for how to perform charging in a split SGSN architecture, i.e. when there is an SGSN server and a PS-MGW. Proposals for how to perform CAMEL based charging are presented in a separate contribution (S2S-000055).

Discussion:

· Siemens: Where is the CAMEL budget handled: in the SGSN server or the PS-MGW? Ericsson: in the PS-MGW. Siemens: It is not clear what ‘reporting of charging data’ means; is it the volume info or just the event? Ericsson: It’s either a volume reached or a time threshold. It was proposed to change ‘data’ to ‘information’.

· Alcatel: In 2.1.1 the PS-MGW deals with the time duration. Isn’t it up to the server to monitor the time? Ericsson: At the time threshold, volume has to be reported as well. Therefore they are related and the PS-MGW must also monitor the time.

· Tellabs would like to see a note saying that alternatively time and volume thresholds could be set separately. Below figure 1, a note will be added saying that this event could alternatively be two separate events, one for time and one for volume.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000094.

S2S-000094, “SGSN server - PS-MGW approach, proposal on how to handle charging”, Ericsson

Revision of S2S-000057.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000058, “SGSN server - PS-MGW approach, RAN considerations”, Ericsson

This contribution brings a discussion material and a proposal for the section on RAN considerations for alternative 1 in the TR 23.873.

Discussion:

· Siemens: GERAN also offers Gb for support of 2G terminals. Ericsson will add a clarification on this.

· Motorola: In the second bullet, the last ‘signalling’ shall be removed.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000095.

S2S-000095, “SGSN server - PS-MGW approach, proposal on how to handle charging”, Ericsson

Revision of S2S-000058.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000059, “SGSN server - PS-MGW approach, proposal on how to handle Lawful Interception”, Ericsson

This contribution proposes an approach for how to perform lawful interception in a split SGSN architecture, i.e. when there is an SGSN server and a PS-MGW.

Discussion:

· Tellabs: The three-leg mechanism is specific to H.248 and is not supported by GTP-C. This is an example of an architectural impact of the choice of the protocol on Mp (referring to the LS from N4).

· Ericsson asked Nokia whether they have considered if the GTP-C option for Mp will allow this. Nokia has not addressed this yet, but will bring an appropriate contribution to the next meeting.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000060, “SGSN server - PS-MGW approach, security considerations”, Ericsson

This contribution brings a discussion material and a proposal for the security section for alternative 1 in the TR 23.873.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000061, “O&M considerations”, Ericsson

This contribution brings a discussion material and a proposal for the O&M section for alternative 1 in the TR 23.873.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000062, “SGSN server - PS-MGW approach, how to handle abnormal cases”, Ericsson

This contribution brings a discussion material and a proposal for the section on abnormal cases for alternative 1 in the TR 23.873.

Discussion:

· Motorola would like to see an introducing sentence stating that H.248 is considered here because it is a master-slave type of protocol. Ericsson will discuss off-line with Motorola to find an appropriate wording.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000096.

S2S-000096, “SGSN server - PS-MGW approach, how to handle abnormal cases”, Ericsson

Revision of S2S-000062.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000063, “SGSN server - PS-MGW approach, considerations on QoS and compatibility, and cleaning up alternative 1”, Ericsson

This contribution handles the QoS section and the compatibility section for alternative 1 in the TR 23.873 when H.248 is used on the Mp interface. 

Also, this contribution cleans up alternative 1 in the TR with respect to the issues that are now addressed and handled by previous contributions using H.248 on the Mp interface.

Discussion:

· Sonera would like to see some text about the future steps of the evolution of the architecture. Ericsson will investigate this and provide an appropriate contribution to the next meeting.

· Lucent: Concerning the chapter on charging, the load issue on the Mp interface is still there, therefore this text should not be removed. Ericsson: I haven’t seen so far a proof that there will be such high load. Siemens: Some text about the load on Mp should be kept. Load on Mp due to charging depends on the availability of MGWs, i.e. in case of low availability more frequent updates are needed so as to not loose data. Ericsson will provide some text reflecting this issue.

· Siemens: Where exactly has been addressed the resource management task? Ericsson: It is discussed in several places. Siemens: Has the dynamic allocation of resources between controllers been addressed? Tellabs: This is not an open issue but rather a possible optimisation to be investigated. Ericsson will try to provide some contribution on the topic, but the open issue is removed.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000097.

S2S-000097, “SGSN server - PS-MGW approach, considerations on QoS and compatibility, and cleaning up alternative 1”, Ericsson

Revision of S2S-000063.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000066, “Open issues of the One Tunnel Approach”, Siemens, Nokia

A number of inputs solve or clarify the open issues listed for the One Tunnel Approach in 23.873 v020.

Discussion:

· Ericsson: Does the remark about SNDCP-PDCP translation apply also for the user plane? Siemens: A contribution on this was not ready for this meeting. This open issue will remain until the related contribution is presented.

Conclusion: Approved, but keeping the penultimate open issue (to be done by the editor).

S2S-000067, “Benefits and Drawbacks of the One Tunnel Approach”, Siemens, Nokia

An anticipation on future use of packet bearer services is introduced for better evaluation of the advantages. Additional advantages are identified. Some clarifications are provided for advantages as well as for drawbacks.

Discussion:

· Ericsson: What is this comparing to? Siemens: To R’99.

· Ericsson: The migration is a necessity not a benefit. To be removed.

· Tellabs: Referring to the last benefit item; is it something not possible today? Siemens: It is not possible today, as the IP packets are not seen by the SGSN, only the GGSN sees the decapsulated packets.

· Tellabs: The first drawback shall spell out all the conditions in which it is not applicable.

· Ericsson: Why one aggregation point less is a benefit for traffic engineering? Usually aggregation points are an advantage for traffic engineering. Siemens agrees to remove it for now and try to come up with further development.

· Ericsson: The first and second benefits are related; it is better to combine them. Agreed.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000098.

S2S-000098, “Benefits and Drawbacks of the One Tunnel Approach”, Siemens, Nokia

Revision of S2S-000067.

Discussion:

· Ericsson: Isn’t charging dependent on PLMN already possible today? Siemens: It is a question of which domain the IP packets come from (at the Gi interface).

· Ericsson: Backwards compatibility is a prerequisite not an advantage. It was decided in Stockholm that this kind of statement should not be mentioned as benefit. Siemens agrees to remove it.

· Tellabs: Add also that one tunnel is not applicable if R99 nodes are involved. Siemens: It is obvious that all nodes have to be updated. Telia: It is an advantage if applicable with all nodes; if not then it is clearly a drawback. Ericsson: Add a note saying that the benefits are compared to R99, and add in the comparison that SGSN split is applicable without changing other nodes while one tunnel imply update of both nodes. Siemens will add “and also when interworking with R99 GSNs”. 

· Ericsson: The deleted drawback is still valid, since even if LI is today optional in the GGSN, the load on the SGSN is moved to the GGSN, which is then a concentration point. Siemens: It is dependent on how the network is deployed/implemented. The only drawback is that the optionality becomes mandatory. Ericsson: It removes the option of dispersing the load between SGSNs and GGSNs. Ericsson accepts that only the mandatory point is added.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000099.

S2S-000099, “Benefits and Drawbacks of the One Tunnel Approach”, Siemens, Nokia

Revision of S2S-000098.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000069, “Overview chapters for the One Tunnel Approach”, Siemens, Nokia

After merging the proposals made by Nokia and by Siemens an updated description for the One Tunnel Approach is provided here.

Discussion:

· Ericsson: In the second paragraph of the introduction, clarify that it is compared to the current R99 architecture.

· Ericsson: Clarify in the introduction and maybe in the note below the figure that if the GGSN is outside the visited network, then it’s a standard SGSN.

· Tellabs: How can you offer a smooth migration if you change the protocol in an interface? Siemens: This could be allowed by a new GTP version, or by new optional elements. The new nodes can derive from new optional elements whether the new functionality is supported or if they have to fall back to the older release.

· Ericsson: In 2.2.1.3, second paragraph, clarify that it has no impact on R99 GGSN, and also add “in this scenario two tunnels are used”.

· Ercsson: In 2.2.3, a note shall be added saying that when one tunnel is not applicable, the same protocol stack as in 23.060 is used.

· Alcatel: In 2.2.1.3, last sentence, some control functions will also be added in the GGSN, not only transport functions, e.g. LI. Siemens: it is already a national option in the GGSN.

· Tellabs: Can a xGGSN interwork with R99 SGSNs? Siemens: Yes, as the messages are identical. Ericsson: There is some new information that has to be transferred from the cSGSN to the xGGSN via GTP-C (e.g. bearer usage for CAMEL). Therefore the xGGSN must know that the cSGSN can do it. Siemens: the cGGSN will learn it at the beginning.

· Ericsson: Does the cSGSN know beforehand which GGSN has the control functionality or not. Siemens: Yes, this must be configured.

· Tellabs: We probably need to wait for signalling flows that prove this approach really allows a smooth migration.

· Motorola: The bubble ‘IP transport network’ is an interworking function between ATM and L2/L1. Siemens: It could be ATM in both sides.

· Ericsson: The SGSN today has all the information to provide appropriate QoS mapping. If the SGSN is not there, then it must be ensured that there will be appropriate support for QoS mapping between ATM and other L2/L1. Nokia: Even today there might be different L2 in the Gn network. Ericsson: Yes, but on Gn, diffserv is mandated, while not on Iu.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000092.

S2S-000092, “SGSN Overview chapters for the One Tunnel Approach”, Siemens, Nokia

Revision of S2S-000069.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000070, “Information Flows for the One Tunnel Approach”, Siemens, Nokia

After merging the proposals made by Nokia and by Siemens the corresponding information flows are provided in this contribution.

Discussion:

· Ericsson: Referring to 2.1.2, how often would a location report procedure happen? Siemens: These location based services are new then we don’t know, but on the Iu the load problem would also arise (at change of RA or cell).

· Tellabs: How will the xGGSN know that it has to fall back to two tunnels when moving to a R99 SGSN? Siemens: For instance through a new IE missing in PDP Update procedure. Tellabs: The mechanism for detection of capabilities of SGSN must be addressed and documented.

· Ericsson: How will real time handover be supported by the one tunnel approach? Siemens: work on bi-casting is still ongoing in RAN groups and it is not clear yet how it will be realised.

Conclusion: Approved.
S2S-000071, “Various chapters for the One Tunnel Approach”, Siemens, Nokia

For the merged proposals made by Nokia and by Siemens this contribution provides content for some chapters.

Discussion:

· Ericsson: CAMEL handling is very similar to what is done with the PS-MGW.

· Ericsson: All the functionality for LI and charging has to be maintained in the cSGSN to allow for the fall back to two tunnels. Siemens: Clarified that the events are anyhow handled by the SGSN. Ericsson: This same comment applies for charging, i.e. volume charging must also be supported in SGSN for the fall back case. Siemens: A general comment is already there at the beginning saying that the procedures described apply only to the one tunnel case.

· Ericsson would like to see the CAMEL prepaid section cover the complete CAMEL case, not only the volume based. Siemens will provide a contribution to the next meeting.

· Tellabs would like to have a note stating that the SGSN must know which GGSNs in the network support the one tunnel mechanism. Nokia will contribute on this to the next meeting.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000093.

S2S-000093, “Various chapters for the One Tunnel Approach”, Siemens, Nokia

Revision of S2S-000071.

Discussion:

· Siemens would like to use the term ‘functionality’ in the added sentences.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000100.

S2S-000100, “Various chapters for the One Tunnel Approach”, Siemens, Nokia

Revision of S2S-000093.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000073, “Open issues of the Split SGSN Approach”, Siemens

The lists of the SGSN server and the PS-MGW functionality should be extended by the MGW management and control functionality and the Iu release procedure, respectively.

Discussion:

· Siemens withdraws the removal of the increased capacity, as it has already discussed in another contribution.

· Ericsson: Does the term ‘registration’ refer to the initial start-up phase. Siemens: Yes.

· Ericsson: The resource control at the SGSN server is part of the PS-MGW selection. Siemens removes ‘resource control’.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000102.

S2S-000102, “Introduction of the Split SGSN Approach”, Siemens

Revision of S2S-000073.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000074, “Transport plane for the Split SGSN Approach”, Siemens

The transport plane is a useful figure to describe the approaches, although the transport plane of the Split SGSN approach is the same as in R99. Furthermore, it supports the comparison between the different approaches.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000075, “Benefits and Drawbacks of the Split SGSN Approach”, Siemens

The benefits and drawbacks of the “Split SGSN” need some clarification.

Discussion:

· Ericsson don’t understand the meaning of the third bullet in the benefits. Siemens: We don’t understand from where the efficient allocation of resources come. We see only some possibility on the Iu interface. Ericsson: The amount of bandwidth allocated to each logical MGW can be distributed as needed.

· Ericsson: In the second bullet of the benefits, ‘evolution’ refers to the evolution of MGW technology and deployment.

· Siemens will not change 2nd and 3rd bullets of benefits, but Ericsson will provide appropriate clarifications at the next meeting.

· Ericsson: In the drawbacks, the second to the last and the last bullets shall be combined as they say the same thing.

· Ericsson: Combine second and penultimate bullets.

· Tellabs feels it is exaggerated to state that it increases the overall load of the network. It is misleading. Motorola: It is new signalling over a new interface; the existing signalling does not change. Siemens: It results in an increase of the load on the physical links. Add ‘due to a new interface Mp’.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000103.

S2S-000103, “Benefits and Drawbacks of the Split SGSN Approach”, Siemens

Revision of S2S-000075.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000091, “Additional advantage for SGSN – PS-MGW split”, Ericsson

The ongoing work in the feasibility study for transport and control separation discussed the advantages and drawbacks of the approaches. This contribution proposes an additional benefit for the Alternative 1: SGSN server – PS media gateway approach.

Discussion:

· Siemens: Do you see any particular requirements on H.248 to support this option. Ericsson: The Mp interface should operate exactly the same as with a non-co-located GGSN and PS-MGW.

· Nokia: In case of SRNS relocation, if the SGSN server cannot control this PS-MGW, wouldn’t the whole connection be lost. Ericsson: The connection will not be lost; if the SGSN server cannot control this PS-MGW, it will just select another one.

· Siemens: Could you elaborate on the phased deployment? Ericsson: It is possible to start with separate PS-MGWs and gradually deploy combined nodes.

· Siemens: Include the picture with a short text below it.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000104.

S2S-000104, “Additional advantage for SGSN – PS-MGW split”, Ericsson

Revision of S2S-000091.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000101, “Relation between SGSN server and PS media gateway”, Motorola, Ericsson

The relation between SGSN server and PS media gateway is identified as a master-slave relation. This relation implies that the H.248 protocol is proposed over the Mp interface between the SGSN server and the PS-MGW for alternative 1 of TR 23.873.

Discussion:

· Nokia: Was there a doubt that H.248 was suitable. Ericsson: No. It clarifies why the H.248 is a candidate protocol, since two candidates exist now.

· Alcatel: It is not needed to state it here. This belongs to the comparison between H.248 and GTP-C.

· Nokia: It has not been proved that GTP-C is not suited for a master-slave type of interface.

· Ericsson proposes to remove the mention that H.248 is suitable, but keep the reference to a master-slave relation. Nokia questions whether this is really a master-slave relationship.

· Cisco: Believes H.248 should be mentioned in the text as a suitable protocol.

· Agreed to remove “and H.248 …”

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000105.

S2S-000105, “Relation between SGSN server and PS media gateway”, Motorola, Ericsson

Revision of S2S-000101.

Conclusion: Approved.

Other issues

The convenor rapported that he was invited to presented TR 23.873 v0.2.0 to CN4 at their ad-hoc meeting on the 10th to 12th October in Stockholm. As a result of this presentation, CN4 produced a liaison statement to SA2 (N4-000840). This LS was presented by the convenor in S2S-000076, for information.

The LS will be received officially by SA2 in the November meeting; where it will be discussed and a response will be sent to CN4.

This document was noted.

2. Conclusion

This meeting was very productive as a significant progress was made. The TR is rapidly maturing and the major issues have now been identified if not addressed. The next drafting meeting should largely focus on completing the summary part of the TR, in particular by completing the comparison tables which are included in an annex of the TR for the time being. Several points on which further contributions are expected have been discussed and are underlined in these minutes.

The revised version of TR 23.873, i.e. version 0.3.0, integrating all the approved contributions, will be presented at SA2#15 for approval to be raised to version 1.0.0.

The next drafting meeting will take place during the SA2#15 meeting in Makuhari, Japan, (13-17 November 2000) in the form of a two-day drafting session.
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