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1. Overall Description:

CT4 thanks SA2 for the LS on “Stage 2 Documentation Principles for SAE Specifications” in S2-073894 (C4-071516, C1-072280). It is also CT4 understanding that it is not necessary that stage 2 specifications provide complete lists of information elements for the messages, which are specified within procedure definitions.
CT4 however would like to ask SA2 to kindly reconsider the second and the third bullet point from the LS.
Bullet point 2 (quote): 

· Typically, none-key parameters that are only transferred on one interface will not be shown in the SAE stage 2. Additionally, information flows that traverse multiple nodes need not be shown in the SAE stage 2 when another stage 2 specification covers that situation (e.g. subscriber trace)
It seems useful to specify criteria for none-key parameter selection. One such criterion could be that the information elements that are necessary for protocol operation may be omitted. For instance, in order to setup an EPS bearer GTP protocol requires that peers exchange IP address and TEID pairs. Therefore, it is not necessary to explicitly mention these parameters within stage 2 messages.

On the other hand, some information elements that traverse multiple nodes and are covered by the same stage 2 specification, should be included into the message information element list. For instance, SGW needs to send PGW user plane IP address to MME, because it is necessary to deliver this address to the DSMIPv6 capable  UE. If the address is not mentioned in stage 2, its inclusion may be overlooked on S11 interface, because neither MME, nor the new SGSN after possible handover, nor eNB need PGW user plane IP address.
Bullet point 3 (quote): 

· Message and parameter names in Stage 2 specifications need not correspond to the ones in stage 3 specifications.
CT4 understands that aligning message and parameter names across all relevant specs might be complicated, but all concern WGs should try to keep these aligned. The reason is that the loose alignment approach will inevitably lead to serious misinterpretation problems. For instance, if TS 23.401, TR 29.803, TR 24.801 and TR. 804 would use different names for the same parameter how could it be ensured that there would not be incompatible implementations?
CT4 has already identified a problem with the current version of TS 23.401v1.2.1 (2007-09), which specifies that “MME Context ID” and “Servin Gateway Context ID” are exchanged by MME and SGW with Create Default Bearer Request / Response messages, respectively. The information elements however were not defined in TS 23.401.
It is CT4 understanding that these parameters refer to “MME’s S11 interface TEID for Control Plane” and “SGW’s S11 interface TEID for Control Plane”, respectively.
CT4 would like to ask SA2 to kindly confirm that CT4 understanding is correct, or to explain the meaning of “MME Context ID” and “Serving Gateway Context ID” information elements. If CT4 understanding is correct, CT4 would like to ask SA2 to consider renaming the above mentioned parameters e.g. to ‘TEID’ for both cases.
2. Actions:

To SA2 group.

ACTION: 
CT4 asks SA2 group to consider the following items:
1. The information elements, which are necessary for the protocol operation, should be omitted from the parameter list in the messages.
2. The information elements that traverse multiple nodes and are covered by the same stage 2 specification, should be included the parameter list in the messages.
3. If “MME Context ID” and “Serving Gateway Context ID” information elements in the message parameter list in TS 23.401 represent respective TEIDs, CT4 would ask SA2 to either rename them into ‘TEID’, or to remove from the list.

To CT1, CT3, RAN3, GERAN2 and SA5 groups.
ACTION: 
CT4 asks CT1, CT3, RAN3, GERAN2 and SA5 groups to contribute to aligning the message and parameter names with stage 2 specs and also across stage 3 specs.
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