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1. Introduction
CT4 is working on TR 29.891.
2. Reason for Change
In TR29.891 the requirements for the N4 Interface are listed and possible solutions are analysed.
Two solutions are described:

Enhance  Rel-14 PFCP prortocol:

Pros:

-
Only one protocol for CUPS and N4 interface

Cons:

-
Unnecessary IEs and references to Sxa/Sxb/Sxc interface in case of pure 5GC where only N4 interface will be used.

-
Unnecessary IEs and references to N4 interface in case of EPC

In addition:
Extensions for the N4 interface have  to be backward compatible Sxa/Sxb/Sxc.

Future extensions  to EPC need to be backward compatible to N4 interface and the same  for extensions to N4 need to be backward compatible to EPC.
New Protocol based on PFCP  with a new port number

Pros:

-
the PFCP protocol will not be impacted by N4 requirements;

-
the N4 protocol will not be impacted by new Sxa/Sxb/Sxc requirements;

-
the N4 protocol still benefit from the work done for PFCP while being totally independent for the future.
Cons:

-
a new port number must be allocated;

-
a new specification must be done;

-
the UPF will have to support two protocols for interworking with EPC: PFCP with PGW-C and PFCP-N4 with SMF;

-
a combined SMF/PGW-C will have to support both protocols.
3. Conclusions

If the current PFCP is chosen future extension to the N4 interface or Sxa/Sxb/Sxc have to be always backward compatible to both systems EPC and 5GC. This also means that extensions which are completely or partly valid for both systems have to be introduced only once.
4. Proposal

It is proposed to agree the following changes to 3GPP TR 29.891 1.0.0.
* * * First Change * * * *

7.3.1.2
Evaluation

Pros:

-
Only one protocol for CUPS and N4 interface
-
Extensions valid for 5G and EPC have to be incorporated only once.
Cons:

-
Unnecessary IEs and references to Sxa/Sxb/Sxc interface in case of pure 5GC where only N4 interface will be used.

-
Unnecessary IEs and references to N4 interface in case of EPC
-
Future extensions have to be always backward compatible to both architectures.
* * * Next Change * * * *

7.3.2.2
Evaluation

Pros:

-
the PFCP protocol will not be impacted by N4 requirements;

-
the N4 protocol will not be impacted by new Sxa/Sxb/Sxc requirements;

-
the N4 protocol still benefit from the work done for PFCP while being totally independent for the future.
-
Evolutions in the different architecture can be handled independently.
Cons:

-
a new port number must be allocated;

-
a new specification must be done;

-
the UPF will have to support two protocols for interworking with EPC: PFCP with PGW-C and PFCP-N4 with SMF;

-
a combined SMF/PGW-C will have to support both protocols.
* * * Next Change * * * *

7.4
Conclusions

If the current PFCP is chosen future extension to the N4 interface or Sxa/Sxb/Sxc have to be always backward compatible to both systems EPC and 5GC. This also means that extensions which are completely or partly valid for both systems have to be introduced only once. Based on the parameters provided by the controlling node the UPF can detect if the controlling node is SGW-C, PGW-C, TDF-C or SMF.
It is concluded to chose solution 1 and enhance 3GPP TS 29.244 to support N4 interface.
* * * End of Changes * * * *

