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Introduction

SA2 has received an LS from GERAN asking comments to their Feasibility Study on "A/Gb mode evolution". 

As an input document to this topic, Vodafone has kindly provided comments in advance in S2-022327. To further facilitate the SA2 discussions, Nokia has summarized its comments in the sections below.
General considerations

It is usually a difficult task for a WG to review and provide comments on another WGs specification or report. It is therefore our preference to keep the discussions strictly tied to the specific mandate and scope of the TR at hand. Our understanding is that the FS focuses on aspects of evolving the Gb interface to support conversational class traffic. 

This evolution has wide-ranging architectural impacts, thus SA2's involvement is instrumental before going any further in any 3GPP WG. A wide consensus is needed involving all relevant WGs - first and foremost GERAN and SA2. In fact, it would be the most appropriate to conduct a a similar level of activity on the topic, as in the beginning of year 2000 where a joint meeting has decided not to evolve Gb towards realtime services.

Nokia considers this consesus decision from year 2000 as the benchmark for any further 3GPP specification activity, unless it is changed by a decision backed by at least the same level of wide-ranging 3GPP forum.

Comments on specific sections of the FS

4.3.2 Architectural Guidelines

This section seems to outline the main motivation behind Gb evolution, namely that an evolved Gb is more easily introduced in phases than the Iu-mode.

It is Nokia's understanding that a possible evolved Gb specification does not provide means for a more phased introduction of network features, as introduction of conversational class service presents a huge evolution step of its own. In fact, the capabilites of introducing a new feature in phases rather seems to be a vendor-specific implementation and delivery capability, thus it is not affected by 3GPP specifications.

4.4 Security

Nokia has this far not identified any specific security issues for evolved Gb from SA2 perspective, but this seems to be the territory of SA3 where there is an ongoing discussion on this topic. It should be noted, however, that various security concerns have been raised, the main of which being to provide as far as possible the same security level as in UMTS.
4.5 Open issues

The FS identifies the "Functional split" as a major open issue. It is Nokia's understanding that the functional split between the 2G CN and the BSC shall be kept intact.

The modifications needed for SNDCP and LLC need to be very well understood also from the architectural point of view. It is clear that the overhead coming from SNDCP+LLC is far too great to support conversational class services, thus modifications will be needed. The level of modifications that would be required depends on the performance targets for conversational services. Reduction of headers for a meaningful and acceptable performance for conversational services would impose modifications on SNDCP that would in turn lead to a basically separate protocol stack on the Gb interface.
Just to note that the solution of using a "tranparent LLC" would effectively lead towards a different split on functionality from today’s Gb since at least ciphering would need to be moved to another protocol layer.
Although not directly related to the SA2 scope, but as a background comment to the topic, Nokia believes that changes on radio interface protocols (RR, RLC/MAC, PHY) could be briefly described as Iu-mode radio interface protocol stack minus ciphering. So it should be closely looked at and analyzed whether such changes would really be worth the effort, and what savings does it bring to the system.
5.3 Handover 

This item needs to be looked at carefuly in SA2, as it might imply rather significant architectural changes and new inter-working scenarios compared to what we have today. There is a need to look at and analyze the particular solutions in detail to determine its feasibility.

Our understanding is that handover will require changes on both CN and the BSS, in practice affecting all protocols (SNDCP, LLC, BSSGP, RR, RLC/MAC, and even Physical Layer).
Proposal

Nokia has both architectural and protocol related concerns with respect to evolving Gb beyond streaming class. Thus we propose to take up this matter in the context of a joint GERAN/SA2 meeting where all the relevant stage-2 and stage-3 level items can be raised and discussed. This forum could then decide whether there is a need to change it's earlier decision with respect to Gb evolution.
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