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Introduction

During the CT WG 1/3/4 meetings in Vancouver, the SAE work plan for Rel-8 and the topics to be covered by each WG were discussed in respective Working Group. The work split based on the current WG division seems to be as follows:
· CT1 responsible interfaces: S1 and all related work and security towards UE etc.

· CT3 responsible interfaces: S7, S9, SGi, Rx* (FFS, not yet any identified impacts from architecture work)
· CT4 responsible interfaces: S3, S4, S5 (GTP and IETF), S6a (HSS), S6c/d (AAA), S8a, S8b (IETF) S10, S11,Wx*, Wm*, Wn*, Wa*, Ta*. 
S2a/b/c could be seen divided into multiple WGs based on current work responsibilities.
Note that the list only includes current agreed reference points in SA2; there may be additional reference points or removal of reference points based on the progress of the work.

Discussion 

The current situation is quite unbalanced and CT4 has the biggest load of work, whereas CT3 load deemed not much. Balance of work load should be desirable in order to avoid bottlenecks in certain groups and to secure the completion date for Release 8 within acceptable time frame. In order to balance the work within the WGs and to decrease the workload in CT4, some reassignment of tasks may help.
Current SA2 specification 23.402 v020 provides the following guidelines in relation to S2a/b/c and S5/S8b-IETF based:

“The SAE system shall support IETF based network-based mobility management mechanism (e.g., PMIP) and host-based mobility management mechanism (e.g., MIP) over S2 reference points.
The SAE system shall support IETF based network-based mobility management mechanism (e.g., PMIP) over S5, and S8b reference points.”

Also, current SA2 specification 23.401 v021 provides the following guidelines in relation to S5:
“Functional split of PDN SAE GW and serving SAE GW shall be the same regardless of the use of IETF or GTP based protocols between them.”
Different options can be considered:

CT WG1: S2a/b/c. When these are considered to be host based Mobility protocols, then these should be handled in CT1. In addition to LTE access specific work already identified as part of CT1 work. CT1 shall also have the responsibility for any additional network to/from terminal protocols/functions that may arise from SAE work. 
CT WG3: three options are proposed:

· 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.
Option 1 above has the advantage of new interfaces being started in a Working Group that have not been there before. Then the CT4 competence remains intact and new competence will be developed in CT3. The disadvantage of Option 1 is that the overall competence and the integrity of the “one common architecture, regardless of choice of protocols (GTP/IETF) over S5 and S8” would be more difficult to maintain and inter-group dependencies would create more coordination problems.
Option 2 above would imply moving specific AAA capabilities to CT3 that are quite independent of the rest of the work and does not adversely affect other work. In this case, it is expected that CT3 may/should also take over maintenance of current AAA specifications for I-WLAN.
Conclusion
In order to have the right work balance amongst the CT WGs, this contribution invites CT Plenary to discuss the issue, and to mandate CT1/CT3/CT4 to plan a joint session in their May meeting to continue this discussion and provide CT#36 with an agreed work division. It is also highly recommended that other Rel-8 work, e.g. additional Rel-8 IMS work to be started in CT WGs, is considered in this evaluation, as CT4 seems to be affected greater than other WGs.   
