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1
Opening of the meeting

The SA WG2 Chairman, Mr. M. Olsson opened the meeting which was hosted by the North American Friends of 3GPP in Montreal, Canada. The SA WG2 Chairman welcomed delegates to Montreal and provided the domestic arrangements.

2
Approval of the agenda

TD S2‑064176 Draft Agenda for the ad-hoc meeting. The draft agenda was introduced by the SA WG2 Chairman and was reviewed.

Conclusion:

The schedule for the meeting had been sent out by e-mail by the SA WG2 Chairman prior to the meeting. The agenda was approved.

2.1
IPR Call Reminder


The chairman made the following call for IPRs, and asked ETSI members to check the latest version of ETSI's policy available on the web server:

	The attention of the delegates to the meeting of this Technical Specification Group was drawn to the fact that 3GPP Individual Members have the obligation under the IPR Policies of their respective Organizational Partners to inform their respective Organizational Partners of Essential IPRs they become aware of.

The delegates were asked to take note that they were thereby invited:

-
to investigate whether their organization or any other organization owns IPRs which were, or were likely to become Essential in respect of the work of 3GPP.

-
to notify their respective Organizational Partners of all potential IPRs, e.g., for ETSI, by means of the IPR Statement and the Licensing declaration forms (http://webapp.etsi.org/Ipr/).


3
Incoming Liaison Statements

TD S2‑064200 LS (from CT WG1) on Usage of Tracking Areas (TA) in LTE/SAE. This was introduced by the SA WG2 Chairman. CT WG1 asks RAN WG3 to postpone a decision between the different concepts for the use of tracking areas at least until their meeting in February 2007, and to keep CT WG1 informed about further progress in the area of LTE/SAE that is relevant for CT WG1.

Discussion and conclusion:

This was provided to SA WG2 for information and was noted by this meeting.

8
SAE

TD S2‑064257 Latest version of TR 23.882 (version 1.5.1). This was introduced by the SAE Rapporteur (Vodafone). This included the updates to the TR from agreements reached at SA WG2 meeting #55.

Discussion and conclusion:

It was noted that there was a problem with the front page of the TR in Page Layout view which will need to be corrected. A Lucent change which had not shown revision marks had not been included, this should be checked later to see if the update is still needed and a contribution may be provided to include these changes. The draft TR was agreed as the latest version for further updates.

TD S2‑064260 Editorial update of TR 23.882. This was introduced by the SAE Rapporteur (Vodafone). Recently, there was an informal phone conference between IETF-NETLMM and 3GPP to review the status of some of 3GPP's IETF dependencies. The SA WG2 chairman circulated the minutes of this meeting on the SA WG2 reflector and asked for the requested updates to be made to TR 23.882.

Discussion and conclusion:

Some editorial changes were noted and this should be updated off-line. The contribution was revised off-line in TD S2‑064269 and again in TD S2‑064309 which was reviewed and approved for inclusion in the draft TR.
8.1a)
Functional allocation between MME and UPE

TD S2‑064219 MME / UPE Pools and S1 Connectivity. This was introduced by Ericsson. The purpose of this contribution is to discuss the question posed in the RAN WG3 LS to SA WG2 on the Pool Area concept and to propose answers to these questions. It is proposed to discuss the issues mentioned in this contribution and to capture the following conclusions, as well as the Pool Area definitions proposed in the relevant TRs (e.g. TR 23.882):

-
It should be allowed for a UE to keep the same UPE when performing mobility out of the MME pool area.

-
Overlapping Pool Areas should not be supported in SAE/LTE.

Discussion and conclusion:

It was asked if there would be a problem with eNodeBs needing security associations with UPEs throughout a whole network/country. It was clarified that scenario 1 should not be prevented but in many cases the simpler scenario 2 can be used. It was commented that this proposal would rely upon full IP connectivity, which is unrealistic when considerations like QoS and security need to be taken into account. It was responded that it was intended to allow scenario 2 when there is full IP connectivity. It was commented that this deals with overlapping UPE pools and it was asked whether the use of overlapping MME pools, as used in Rel‑5 to reduce relocation signalling load, had been considered. It was commented that it was too early to make a decision on scenario 2 as this should be studied to ensure it is feasible. It was also asked why scenario 2 is proposed in addition to scenario 1 as this adds to the number of implementation options over only allowing scenario 1. It was asked whether the MME and UPE pool area definitions from section 4 should be added to the TR. It was agreed that the definition itself was acceptable and the proposal was updated to include only this in TD S2‑064280 which was reviewed and approved for inclusion in the draft TR.
The following contributions contains some overlap in proposals and were introduced and questions for clarifications asked, followed by a general discussion and conclusion:
TD S2‑064198 Proposed MME/UPE functional allocation. This was introduced by Ericsson. This contribution shows how MME/UPE split can be performed, including functional division and resulting interfaces. The impact from MME/UPE split on the interfaces is discussed. This contribution is an updated version of S2‑063580 submitted to SA WG2#55.

Questions for clarification:

It was commented that the proposal reports no impact on S3, but there seems to be an impact on it. It was explained that it is assumed that forwarding is done to tunnel end-points and handled in the normal way which is hidden from the source. The impact on S5 during UPE relocation by MME/UPE separation was questioned. It was clarified that there should be no impact as this will be handled by existing functionality. It was also clarified that UPE - UPE functionality is handled by S5. The meaning of UE context management in the User Plane was questioned. It was explained that this will need to be developed more. It was asked that the terminology is clarified to indicate what type of information is intended to be included. It was acknowledged that this would need to be clarified as the work develops. Further discussion is reported below.
TD S2‑064235 Function grouping. This was introduced by ZTE. This contribution proposes the function grouping of MME, UPE, 3GPP Anchor, SAE MM Anchor and SAE PDN Gateway.

Questions for clarification:

There were no questions for clarification. Further discussion is reported below.

TD S2‑064243 Evaluation on MME separation. This was introduced by Siemens. The discussion about the different approaches to separate the MME or not bases often on arguments that are difficult to verify as there is so far no description available that outlines the different characteristics on some comparable level. In the following a table identifies the main differences between the two MME separation approaches and compares them also with combined MME/UPE. Also a comparison with the SGSN is included as the MME is sometimes compared with the control part of an SGSN.

Questions for clarification:

It was asked why the option b) was stated as being more comparable to and RNC than an SGSN. It was clarified that the difference in functionality is more frequent handover signalling. It was mentioned that this comparison was used to remove the view that this is comparable to the One Tunnel solution. Further discussion is reported below.

TD S2‑064289 Tunnel movement signalling between eNB and UPE. This was introduced by Motorola on behalf of Motorola, Qualcomm and Lucent. This contribution we provide analysis to recommend that there should be direct eNB to UPE signalling for tunnel setup, movement, teardown and error handling. MME should not to be involved in these transactions.

Questions for clarification:

It was clarified that for option 1, eNodeB changes need to be signalled to both the MME UPE. Further discussion is reported below.

TD S2‑064277 Comparison of combined vs split MME/UPE. This was introduced by Samsung. The advantages and disadvantages of the Combined MME/UPE node were discussed in S2‑062282 (SA WG2#53). In this document we further discuss the complexities and latency issues with respect to the split MME/UPE model. In the next section we discuss different procedures and discuss the additional complexity achieved due to split MME/UPE.

Questions for clarification:

It was asked whether operator controlled barring would really be needed with every handover, as this could be done at bearer set-up. It was clarified that for SAE, it is not the same as UMTS where the whole set of routing restrictions is provided, but the list of routing areas is given on a hop-to-hop basis. It was questioned whether the routing area restrictions are used within a single operators network and the need for this was questioned. Further discussion is reported below.

General discussion and conclusion:

TD S2‑064198 (Ericsson): It was suggested that a note is added to indicate that the UPE needs also to have connections for charging and lawful interception entities. It was recognised that this contribution needed further discussion and clarification. The contribution was discussed off-line to clarify the functional table rows and was revised in TD S2‑064290 which was reviewed. It was clarified for Option c) that the NAS signalling goes to the MME, which causes transactions from the MME to UPE, so the UPE always has the NAS signalling information. It was questioned whether there would be MME involvement for lawful interception signalling traffic. It was commented that lawful interception needs to receive events and the only question is whether the authentication will need to trigger a separate event. It was commented that packet forwarding from the UPE is still for further study. With these comments, the proposal was approved for inclusion in the draft TR. It was noted that some companies wished to study whether the UPE receives all events liable for lawful interception, or whether additional MME-UPE signalling is required.
TD S2‑064235 (ZTE): It was concluded that this relates more to the overall architecture and was noted.

TD S2‑064243 (Siemens): It was proposed that the comparison table be added to Annex C of the TR. It was commented that the relaying function introduced by option c) through the MME is not included in the table. It was agreed to discuss the completion of the table off-line and the table was updated in TD S2‑064291 which was reviewed. For the UE attach, the "e.g." should be moved to the correct cell. It was agreed to add the note as given in this report (see TD S2‑064290) for the lawful interception row. Other signals were marked "FFS" and the proposal was revised accordingly in TD S2‑064304 which was approved for inclusion in the draft TR.
TD S2‑064289 (Motorola, Qualcomm and Lucent): It was commented that the argument used here can be reversed as determination of software releases and error handling are more complex in option 1). It was commented that the software versions can be solved using X2 and error handling can be performed via the GGSN. It was clarified that handovers which change the UPE is not included in this discussion as this is equivalent for both options. It was mentioned that security and eNodeB context transfers are not covered in this proposal. It was commented that for the eNodeB handoff where the UPE is not changed is a common occurrence and should be optimised. The eNodeB-UPE direct connection for handoffs part of the proposal was agreed and the set-up part should be further discussed. The proposal was revised in TD S2‑064292 which was reviewed. Some companies were uncomfortable with this proposal as it does not show the complete handover procedure, including details of how Annex H would be updated and the impact on the signalling for co-located UPE-MME. It was decided to clarify that this is for the intra-UPE handover case and a noted should be added that the control for eNodeB ‑ MME for intra UPE Handovers without MME change the control for eNodeB occurs between the eNodeB and UPE without passing through the MME. The proposal was revised in TD S2‑064305 which was approved for inclusion in the draft TR.
TD S2‑064277 (Samsung): It was clarified that multi-vendor scenarios were likely for UPE and MME. It was also commented that the split solution would allow the operator to choose UPE on a per-UE basis. This contribution was related to the decision on UPE-MME split which was not included in the scope of this meeting and so the document was then noted.

8.1b)
Information flows

Due to lack of time at the meeting this agenda item was not handled. The following document may be re-submitted by the authors, if appropriate, to a future meeting:

TD S2‑064233 Handover From SAE to pre-SAE (ZTE).

TD S2‑064234 Inter UPE mobility for Option C (ZTE).

TD S2‑064244 MME/UPE relocation (Siemens).

8.2
Overall architecture

Proposals on this agenda item were introduced and questions for clarification made, followed by a general discussion and conclusion.

TD S2‑064221 SAE architecture recommendation and way forward. This was introduced by Lucent Technologies. This contribution describes a solution for the evolved system architecture, which divorces the technology specific aspects of the evolved system from the intersystem anchoring and "long -range" mobility aspects. The main architecture options part was discussed under 8.2i).

Questions/clarifications:

It was clarified that the co-location of the 3GPP Anchor with the UPE was based on the need for a high degree of signalling if it is not co-located for legacy systems. 

TD S2‑064224 A way forward for SAE. This was introduced by Huawei. The study phase of the System Architecture Evolution work is drawing to an end, and it is now time to agree on a way to proceed the work to the specification phase in Rel‑8.

Questions/clarifications:

It was asked how the work item can be split up at this stage. It was clarified that this is not proposing a split of the feature but to separate the work to better track the progress and to work on items of different maturity under different work building blocks, the overall Feature Work Item is not intended to be split. Further clarification on this should be discussed off-line.

TD S2‑064250 Proposed Way Forward: SAE Principles. This was introduced by T-Mobile on behalf of T-Mobile, Vodafone and Qualcomm. This contribution proposes two WIs, and their content, to structure SAE specification work.

Questions/clarifications:

It was clarified that the structure of the 3GPP Work Program is to split Features into Building Blocks for control and tracking of the work and the parent Feature is not complete until the dependent Building Blocks are complete. It was argued that in this case the Feature is not defined. It was commented that the architecture should be agreed before Building Blocks are defined. It was clarified that the tasks that need to be performed are the re-use of GPT and the enhancements and evolution needed for the All-IP scenario.

TD S2‑064268 Resolving the architecture debate - proposed way forward. This was introduced by Nokia on behalf of Nokia and Ericsson. This contribution outlines a proposed way forward for moving the SAE architecture work into normative specification phase. It is proposed to adopt the approach described here for the SAE/LTE architecture and further SAE work planning. This allows the SAE/LTE specification to proceed without undue delays while still allowing further study on aspects that clearly require more discussions.

Questions/clarifications:

It was commented that the work item should not be split before a single architecture has been agreed in order to avoid any split giving advantage to any candidate architecture proposals. It was clarified that the bullets under proposal 2 was a study phase reflecting the proposals in the DoCoMo architecture proposal. It was clarified that the idea is to split the work tasks to separate those where there are agreements or stability and those where further study and discussion is needed to come to agreements in order that the stable work can be completed and allow the CT WGs and RAN WGs to continue their work. It was clarified that the "study phase" of step 2 could be moved into a specification phase and the progress of the step 1 part should allow step 2 to start immediately. It was reported that the proposal in TD S2‑064265 encompasses the study phase contents.
General discussion and conclusion:

It was proposed to try to draft a WID to produce a specification with a full scope but which would only capture work as it was agreed. It was questioned how the existing TR should be handled, whether to abandon work on it or to use it to continue documentation of the studies ongoing. It was noted that TSG SA had asked for the TS for March 2007, but it was unlikely to be ready by then and more likely was June 2007 for information and September 2007 for approval. It was agreed to draft a WID to describe the work to be done and produce a TS to document only the agreed items (i.e. not options) and to develop a full structure and scope for the TS before sending it to TSG SA for information. Also either a new TR will be created, or TR 23.882 continued to be used, to contain all the items which cannot be agreed within the timescale for the TS and is not included in other specifications. It was explained that the Feature WI is owned by SA WG2 rather than SA WG1 is because the ownership of Features reflects the group with the co-ordination role of the work. The contributions above were noted. A WID update was drafted off-line in TD S2‑064279 which was reviewed. It was asked whether the new would be an extension of the One Tunnel work. It was clarified that this needs further study and discussion. Issues which are documented in the TR and are subsequently resolved will be moved into a TS, whether this is placed in the SAE TS, or another TS, will depend on the issue itself. It was asked whether this WID is dependent on the decision on the architecture question (TD S2‑064295). It was clarified that this is independent of this, but of course, if no decision is made, the progress of this WI will be difficult. The WID was revised to update the title to reflect the Stage 2 work commences, source it SA WG2 and to add further supporting companies in TD S2‑064296 which was approved.
TD S2‑064256 Principles for drafting SAE architecture. This was introduced by Samsung. This paper propose to endorse principles when SAE architecture diagram is drafted.

Discussion and conclusion:

It was commented that it is necessary to show physical positioning to show which functions are to be co-located. Samsung argued that the e-mail discussion had agreed that the logical entities should be shown in a single architecture diagram. It was pointed out that section 4.2 is entitled "Logical Architecture". It was commented that the logical architecture will not help in the agreement of the physical architecture because it tends to hide the differences between the physical architectures. NTT DoCoMo asked whether there were any problems identified in the analysis given in the "IP-Friendly" companies' presentation. It was stated that at least the user plane entities differs and this will have a large impact on implementation. This was used for discussion of the alternative architecture proposals and was noted.

China Mobile were not attending the meeting during this agenda item due to flight problems so the following contributions were not handled:

TD S2‑064239 SAE key requirements to meet (China Mobile, ZTE).

TD S2‑064240 Possible way forward for SAE (China Mobile).

8.2f)
3GPP non-3GPP interworking/mobility aspect

TD S2‑064211 IP Mobility Aspects. This was introduced by QUALCOMM Europe. This contribution addresses the mobility management requirements aspect and the comparison table in the TR.

Discussion:

It was clarified that this contribution was written before the SA WG1 discussions and does not take them into account directly. 

TD S2‑064230 Proposal on Network-Based Mobility Management for 3GPP-non3GPP mobility. This was introduced by NTT DoCoMo. This contribution proposes to add requirements agreed in SA WG2#54 to the section 7.8.3 of TR 23.882. It is also proposed to add the text that evaluates the characteristics of the mobility management approaches, i.e. network-based and host-based mobility management, from the mobility requirement perspective.

Discussion:

It was commented that this includes requirements which are covered by SA WG1 and should not appear in the architecture document as a new requirement. Compatibility with the Stage 1 requirements should be ensured and the TR aligned. NTT DoCoMo agreed to draft text to align the documents. It was commented that overlapping text  is not as important for this TR as conflicting text, which needs to be removed. The applicability of the section 5 requirements also needs clarification as the scope of the mobility management is unclear. It was decided to do some off-line drafting to achieve alignment and consistency.

General discussion and conclusion:

The table for Mobility Management approaches comparison was discussed. It was asked whether this was intended to influence the IETF work. NTT DoCoMo explained that this was a separate issue (the conference call notes should be taken in the context of the NetLMN proposals for Mobility Management). The inclusion if PMIPv6 was also discussed. It was explained that this is included to cover mobility functions which cannot be done with PMIPv4, such as optimal routeing. It was decided to remove the reference to NetLMN and to make a reference to the ongoing work in the body instead. TD S2‑064211 and TD S2‑064230 were used as a basis for off-line drafting, providing a joint contribution in TD S2‑064271 which was reviewed. It was commented that the added tables contain a lot of information and should be considered a work in progress for consideration off-line to determine the completeness and correctness of them with respect to agreed requirements. It was clarified that the requirements given do not provide any relative importance to each requirement. It was commented that requirement 8 should replace the transport overhead requirement 7, rather than an additional requirement. It was decided to check each section to see what could be agreed now:

Section 2: The final 3 references were dependent on the agreement of some of the other changes. Reference [6] should be updated to RFC 4555. The dual-stack MIPv4 reference should also be updated.

Section 5: There are many open issues on this from the merged contributions and should be left for e-mail review. It was agreed that the requirements should be numbered, rather than bulleted. "LTE Access" should be removed from the requirement to minimise the transport overhead and the transport overhead for the last mile of mobility management should be removed. It was agreed not to make the changes to the transport and signalling overhead bullets. The IPv4/IPv6 requirement should be clarified. For the final requirement, the meaning of "mobility management entity" was unclear.

Section 7.8.3.3: The re-ordering of Host-based and network-based solutions and the list itself was agreed. The requirements needed more time for consideration and should be discussed by e-mail. If this is resolved, the tables can then be updated and reviewed. The changes which were acceptable were placed in TD S2‑064307 which was approved for inclusion in the draft TR. The requirements and tables of 7.8.3.3 should be set to reference the numbered requirements of section 5. This will be placed in TD S2‑064308 and sent as a basis for e-mail discussion.
TD S2‑064178 Informative Annex on 3GPP-Mobile WiMAX Interworking (Revision of  S2#55 - S2-063594). This was introduced by Intel on behalf of Intel, Nortel and Motorola. This contribution proposes text for an informative Annex to TR 23.882 describing 3GPP-WiMAX Interworking.

Discussion and conclusion:

It was commented that the inclusion of WiMAX as a supported 3GPP Access System is not a decision for SA WG2 to make and the relevant groups should make this decision before including it as an access system in SA WG2 documents. It was argued that WiMAX could be included as a non-3GPP Access in this way by including the example procedures in an (informative) annex to the TR. It was suggested that if the text is modified to remove the specific "WiMAX" references in the figures, this could be included as a generic example for non-3GPP Access. It was proposed after off-line discussions to change the Annex title to "non-3GPP access" and adding a note that this shows WiMAX as an example. It was also proposed that a generic non-3GPP Annex is added and a section included to show which schemes work with different types of non-3GPP Accesses. It was commented that the document should only show the interface to non-3GPP Accesses and the WiMAX Architecture should not be included or referenced, to show which interfaces are used for non-3GPP Access systems. A list of which schemes work best for specific accesses could be added in order to aid the selection process for access schemes. It was commented that the contribution appears to be specifying the S2a interface and this should not be specified only for WiMAX but as a generic Third-Party interface. This was discussed off-line and a drafting group provided an updated contribution in TD S2‑064273 which was reviewed. It was commented that this seemed to leave the WiMAX specific aspects and it was expected to be made into a generic non-3GPP access annex. Also it should concentrate on S2a only. It was commented that the agreement had been to put the generic aspects for non-3GPP access into the main body of the TR and to add an informative annex only to show the specific differences needed for technology-specific interworking. It was decided that no agreement for this proposal could be reached as it stood at this time and the proposal was noted. 
TD S2‑064270 Reconsideration for Non-3GPP Access Prioritization in SAE. This was introduced by Intel on behalf of Intel, NTT DoCoMo, NEC, Azaire Networks and Starent Networks. There is the strong desire and more basic agreement to complete the full standardization of SAE within the Rel‑8 timeframe. As a result, this contribution urges SA WG2 to carefully reconsider how to efficiently reach this goal.

Discussion and conclusion:

It was asked whether this is assuming that the SAE work will be finished before RAN WGs. It was explained that the non-3GPP work is advanced and should be given a higher priority, comparable with LTE work in order to ensure that the market requirements are fulfilled for SAE/LTE. It was proposed that this should be discussed under the "way forward" agenda item. It was decided that this would be taken into account under the appropriate agenda item discussions and the contribution was then noted.

The following contributions were not handled due to lack of time and may be input by the authors to a future meeting if still relevant:

TD S2‑064229 Architecture Principles for Mobility Management (NTT DoCoMo).

TD S2‑064183 Operator Controlled Access Selection in  inter-3GPP and non-3GPP Mobility (Orange).

TD S2‑064207 PCEF for 3GPP and non-3GPP mobility (Resubmission of S2-063697) (Nokia).

TD S2‑064217 Non-3GPP IP access mobility (Panasonic).

8.2g)
Identification of open reference points and functionality required over the open reference points

Due to lack of time at the meeting this agenda item was not handled. The following documents may be re-submitted by the authors, if appropriate, to a future meeting:

TD S2‑064177 3GPP AAA Server in SAE architecture (Revision of  S2#55 - S2-063593) (Intel, Nortel, Motorola, LG Electronics).

TD S2‑064218 PCC aspects of SAE and roaming (Ericsson).

8.2h)
Identify fundamental architecture questions

Due to lack of time at the meeting this agenda item was not handled. The following document may be re-submitted by the authors, if appropriate, to a future meeting:

TD S2‑064204 3GPP/non 3GPP anchoring situation in roaming architecture with home routed traffic: impact on S8 interface (Alcatel).

8.2i)
Describe the main architecture options

It was and decided to check the available proposals on this agenda item and have a general discussion, in order to try to come to some agreements and conclusions on the main architecture options.

NOTE:
The term "IP-Friendly" is used here to denote the companies who headed their contribution in this way, it does not imply that any companies are against the use of IP.

TD S2‑064267 SAE Architecture Alternative A. This was introduced by Nokia on behalf of Nokia and Ericsson. This contribution proposes to specify a logical SAE architecture with GTP based mobility supporting LTE and pre-SAE/LTE accesses, and its inter-working with non-3GPP accesses. This proposes a conclusion for the SAE architecture TR.

Discussion:

There was a discussion on this proposal and it was decided to also check the other contributions and consider this proposal later. After the approval of TD S2‑064295 this contribution was noted.
TD S2‑064272 SAE Architecture proposal (Annex of S2-064264). This was presented by NTT DoCoMo on behalf of Cisco, DoCoMo, Intel, Motorola, NEC, Nortel, Panasonic, Samsung and Sprint. This provides a presentation of the proposals provided in TD S2‑064267. The IP Friendly companies' architecture fully encompasses the Ericsson/Nokia's architecture with the following additions:

1)
S8 IF: for the evolution toward the All IP Network (harmonized with 3GPP2 Packet Data NW Evolution,    WiMax NW reference model, NGN, etc.).

2)
S5b IF: for implementation flexibility.

Discussion:

It was clarified that the use of GP+ interface is for the cases when the 3GPP Access anchors have not been fully implemented. It was asked whether this proposal had been seen by the GSMA as it modifies the current roaming procedures and the GSMA should have an input on this. It was noted that the GSMA would need to do some work on roaming agreements for evolution from GPRS to IP architecture. It was clarified that the S5 interface shown in the figures should be S5b. After the approval of TD S2‑064295 this contribution was noted.
TD S2‑064264 Proposal on SAE architecture. This was provided by NTT DoCoMo, Motorola, Nortel, Samsung, Cisco, NEC, Intel, Sprint and Panasonic. This contribution describes one candidate of SAE architecture.

Discussion:

This was covered by the presentation in TD S2‑064272. After the approval of TD S2‑064295 this contribution was noted.
TD S2‑064221 SAE architecture recommendation and way forward. This was introduced by Lucent Technologies. This contribution describes a solution for the evolved system architecture, which divorces the technology specific aspects of the evolved system from the intersystem anchoring and "long -range" mobility aspects.

Discussion:

It was clarified that this proposal should address the needs of companies who wished to deploy a single-node system. The contribution contains principles which are close to both alternatives currently proposed. It was commented that this proposal describes a method with a small number of entities and clearer architecture figures.

TD S2‑064278 Proposed Way Forward; SAE Architecture Template. This was introduced by T-Mobile on behalf of T-Mobile and Qualcomm. This Proposed SAE Architecture is based on the proposed SAE Way Forward principles illustrated in TD S2‑064250 In that SAE principles approach the further SAE work is proposed to be split into two separate Work Items:

WI-A: SAE Architecture for LTE Access The main scope of WI-A are the S1 and S10 interfaces and the required functionality at the interface termination points within the core network.

WI-B: SAE Interworking between 3GPP and Non-3GPP access systems The main scope of WI-B are the S2 interfaces.

Discussion:

It was commented that the "IP-Friendly" architecture can encompass this proposal. The meaning of Gn' and Gn'/S5 interfaces was questioned. It was clarified that this was to indicate that the interface is to be based on the original interface with a minimum of differences. It was commented that S5 is defined as it is not related to non-3GPP roaming. Intel indicated that the architecture proposal was acceptable but the WI separation would need further discussion. It was clarified that the working assumption mentioned in the contribution was for the support of UPE and MME separation. It was clarified that the new names introduced for reference points were not intended to change the already agreed assumptions and were used for clarity of the proposal. After the approval of TD S2‑064295 this contribution was noted.
General discussion and conclusion:

It was proposed that the basic principle should be not to exclude different companies' implementations and comments on this were requested. It was responded that this would depend on the divergence of requirements as a large number of options should also be avoided. It was proposed that the proposals in TD S2‑064267 could be joined with the proposals of the "IP-Friendly" companies to provide the base architecture. It was proposed that open interfaces should be used wherever possible. It was commented that care needs to be taken not to allow different functional groupings to be possible which lead to closed systems where multiple-vendor systems cannot be made. It was commented that the S8 interface should be further studied because there is no agreement for this from the major operators involved in international roaming. It was pointed out that NTT DoCoMo and Sprint are proponents of the S8 proposals. It was commented that the SAE architecture needs to meet the requirements of both legacy and third party accesses and the "IP-Friendly" proposed architecture does not prevent the continued use of GPRS by operators who wish this.

It was considered that further off-line discussion should be held on this overnight and the "Way forward" discussion papers should be considered in the meantime (agenda item 8.2). The drafting group provided a summary of proposals in TD S2‑064281:

TD S2‑064281 SAE architecture discussion. This was introduced by Samsung. This is to discuss possible convergence between two views on SAE architecture.

Nokia, Ericsson et al architecture proposal (logical view):

-
3GPP anchor: Function that anchors the user plane for mobility between 3GPP access systems, and includes GTP interface to SGSN in the GPRS Core.

-
SAE MM anchor: Function that anchors the user plane for mobility between 3GPP access systems and non-3GPP access systems. When S8 is used, then functions are based on GTP. When S2 is used, functions are based on IETF mobility protocols.

-
SAE PDN gateway: Function for IP connectivity with PDNs/Service Domains (IP address allocation for user data traffic, PCEF and LI for user plane traffic, interfacing with the PCC and charging systems). It also handles 3GPP access bearers, by terminating the bearers or by associating them with the user data traffic.

DoCoMo, Intel, Samsung et al architecture proposal (logical view):

-
3GPP anchor: Function that anchors the user plane for mobility between 3GPP access systems, and includes GTP interface to SGSN in the GPRS Core. It handles pre-LTE access bearers, by terminating the bearers or by associating them with the user data traffic. (Note that the LTE access bearer termination and/or association with the user data traffic is a UPE function, which is collocated with 3GPP anchor.)

-
SAE MM anchor: Function that anchors the user plane for mobility between 3GPP access systems and non-3GPP access systems. It also handles the mobility for UPE/3GPP anchor relocation.

-
SAE PDN gateway: Function for IP connectivity with PDNs/Service Domains (IP address allocation for user data traffic, PCEF and LI for user plane traffic, interfacing with the PCC and charging systems).

Discussion and conclusion:

It was commented that the first figure appears to be an implementation rather than a logical architecture. It was explained that there was a wish to show some implementation issues. It was clarified that the differences were the use of S5b and S8b and the opening of 2 interfaces. It was commented that the second proposal includes the first proposal and it could be presented to TSG SA showing that the first option needs to be done and some companies wish also to have the second option, asking whether this should be done by SA WG2 or not. It was pointed out that in the second architecture there is no flow awareness in S8b and the flows would need to be analysed at 2 points for charging policy and QoS enforcement reasons. There was some discussion whether the S9 interface was mandatory in the second architecture.

It was commented that the result of the second architecture is that it introduces options for implementation and this is what some companies are not comfortable with. Samsung argued that the S8a is a migration/evolution interface and S8b is a future-proof roaming interface. It was argued that the development of S5a and S5b, or S8a and S8b should be similar from a signalling flow viewpoint and they should be worked on together, with the aim to have them identical from a Stage 2 point of view and the issue would become a Stage 3 protocol choice issue. Doubt was raised over the expectation of identical flows on the S8a and S8b as they involve different mechanisms. It was also stated that if the difference was only a protocol choice, then the change to the new architecture would not be worth doing. It was argued that separating the SAE MM Anchor would allow it to be used as a Home Agent which is seen as an advantage. It was also noted that charging information would need to be provided in addition when using S5b. The SA WG2 Chairman reminded delegates that TSG SA had requested the SAE work to be complete by June 2007, which leaves only 4 meetings for SA WG2 to work on this and it is important that progress can be made starting from the next meeting in January 2007. It was suggested that this could then be done by e-mail correspondence in order to be able to show TSG SA the work needed.

It was commented that the completion date for PMIP was not known and it may not be ready in time. NTT DoCoMo reported that they estimated it to be complete in 1 month. It was requested that the work needed for each interface is identified. The SA WG2 Chairman responded that if this is still to be discussed at the next meeting, this will detract from actually doing the work, and some agreement on the overall architecture and work item or similar showing what needs to be done is needed from this meeting to be worked upon in the January meeting. Samsung argued that the specification of the S8b will open up for a more future-proof roaming architecture. CATT also argued that S5b would allow for a consistent user experience when roaming between different Access systems. It was suggested that the need to specify a MME-UPE interface should also be asked of TSG SA. The TSG SA Chairman summarised that the two issues here are the fact that roaming has worked in the past as there was a single roaming interface. Coupled with this is the request to allow roaming with non-3GPP systems and this would be difficult if the S8b interface is not specified. This is not a technical issue and should be raised to TSG SA where the more "political" representatives of Members can make a decision. The proposal was re-edited as a proposal for TSG SA decision and reviewed on-line (figure 2 was renamed Architecture B). NTT DoCoMo clarified that the "IP-Friendly" companies wished to specify S5a and S8a as well as S5b and S8b (i.e. both the upper part and lower part of the architecture) with equal priority. This was considered a clarification to be made at TSG SA as it would confuse the figure. It was clarified that the question to TSG SA would be whether the lower part should be specified in SA WG2, without any phasing or prioritising of the work. After some discussion it was agreed to keep both Architecture figures in the document, tell TSG SA which open reference points it is agreed should be specified and to ask TSG SA whether reference points S5b and S8b should also be specified. The final proposal was provided in TD S2‑064293 which was checked off-line and revised in TD S2‑064294 and reviewed:

TSG SA is kindly requested to answer the following question:

Which of the above architectures should be taken as the SAE architecture to be standardized? Architecture A or Architecture B?

Note: SA WG2 has agreed that 3GPP need to specify the following open reference points S1-MME, S1-UPE, S2a, S2b, S3, S4, S5a, S8a, SGi

Note that Architecture B encompasses Architecture A with the addition of open interfaces S5b and S8b.

Note that the need for S11 interface between MME and UPE is still being studied (for both architectures) and is expected to be resolved in SA2 independently of the answer to the question above.

It was proposed to add the requirement to run IP Mobility over S8a. It was argued that architecture A is not intended for IP Mobility, and S8b was designed for this in Architecture B. It was commented that S8a is for IP Transport and any mobile IP messages can be put through the IP tunnel when required for roaming from non-3GPP network to LTE. The proposal in TD S2‑064294 was then updated to remove the revision marks and make the source SA WG2 in TD S2‑064295 which was approved. (This will be provided to TSG SA #34 as TD SP‑060816). The TSG SA Chairman reported that his questions need to be phrased as yes/no questions to TSG SA and they will be formulated in this way to TSG SA: First, Does TSG SA want 3GPP to specify Architecture B?, if this does not receive a positive result, then the question "Does TSG SA want 3GPP to specify Architecture A?" will be asked.
It was noted that the text provided in the discussion part of this document which are not reflected in the TR are not fully discussed and agreed in SA WG2.
8.4
QoS (v in SAE WP)

TD S2‑064266 LS (from RAN WG2) on UL/DL Rate Policing in the eNB. This was introduced by Ericsson. RAN WG2 has already agreed that for LTE there will only be "per UE grants" and no "per UE per RB grants". This means that the network has to at least trust the UE to serve each radio bearer in priority order set by the network. This behaviour will be validated by conformance testing. However, "per UE grants" makes it difficult for the eNB acting alone to shape the uplink traffic to the UL-MBR per bearer on the air interface. Likewise, this makes it difficult for the eNB acting alone to shape the uplink traffic to the UL-GBR per bearer on the air interface which is required for bearers with UL-MBR greater than UL-GBR at certain congestion levels, or in "cell edge" scenarios. However, the eNB could enforce UL-MBR or UL-GBR per bearer on S1 by means of dropping or delaying uplink packets in the eNB after transmission over the radio. Alternatively the UE could shape the traffic to the UL-MBR or UL-GBR without dropping packets in the eNB. In this context, RAN WG2 would like to get a better understanding on the following questions:

Q1:
Which layer(s) of which node(s) are responsible for ensuring the UL‑MBR per bearer (e.g. AS of UE, eNode B, etc.)

Q2:
Which layer(s) of which node(s) are responsible for ensuring the UL‑GBR per bearer for bearers with UL‑MBR greater than UL-GBR at certain congestion levels, or in "cell edge" scenarios (e.g. AS of UE, eNode B, etc.).

Discussion:

It was asked whether it was not clear that only the UE can be responsible for the UL‑GBR. It was clarified that some companies in RAN WG2 saw other scenarios where the UE is not responsible for the UL‑GBR. It was commented that the radio aspects were really a RAN WG2 issue. It was clarified that SA WG2 should provide guidance on the expectation for enforcing the GBR values in the UE. It was explained that if there was a GBR of, say, 5k and a MBR of 12k, then the eNodeB should control the switching of the codec to the 5k rate to shield the GBR traffic from being impacted by non-GBR traffic. It was commented that, in order not to waste radio resources, the UE can be allowed to control this unless it is a non-trusted entity, when the eNodeB would be capable of doing this. A related contribution which may help to answer this LS was provided in TD S2‑064246 which was reviewed:

TD S2‑064246 Network-Based QoS, Policy, and Bearer Control in SAE/LTE. This was introduced by Ericsson on behalf of Ericsson, Samsung, Nokia, TeliaSonera and Cingular Wireless. The SA WG2 TR for SAE reflects the agreement that QoS, Policy, and Bearer management in SAE should primarily be initiated and controlled from the network. This contribution discusses implications for the specification of E UTRAN.

Discussion:

It was clarified that the UE should only be given the bearer-level control functions which are really needed to guard against rogue UEs. There was some discussion over the roles of the UE and eNodeB on the enforcing and managing of the rates. It was argued that the UE needs to manage the rates for multiple-QoS bearers and the eNodeB should be given the task of policing the rates.

Conclusion:

It was commented that RAN WG2 have a working assumption to distribute grants on a per-UE basis and the eNodeB is responsible for policing the bit-rates and the UE is given the management of distributing the QoS on its bearers in order to preserve radio resources. It was noted that rate adaptation for IMS needs to be studied as it is not clear how this will work, given that no packet-loss information from the target application cannot be relied upon at the source UE. It was decided to discuss off-line what response can be sent to RAN WG2 and this was drafted in TD S2‑064284 and was reviewed. It was commented that the scheduling mechanism is a RAN WG2 matter. It was suggested that the question was only about provision of grants on a UE-basis and only this should be answered here. It was suggested that the reply should only say that the UL control should be located in the Network wherever possible, that the UE is considered to be a non-trusted entity and that SA WG2 considers it important to avoid unnecessary use of resources, so mechanisms should be developed with this in mind. It was suggested that the policing in the eNodeB will only work when the remote party behaves correctly as the end-to-end working of AMR is not fully understood in SA WG2. The LS was revised off-line in TD S2‑064301 and again to TD S2‑064306 and was reviewed. The March 2007 meeting date should be added and the action clarified to ask for answers rather than guidance. The importance of minimising network control complexity should be listed individually to emphasise it and radio resources consumption should be removed. Revision marks were removed and the LS revised in TD S2‑064310 which was approved.
TD S2‑064265 LS (from RAN WG2) on Rate-Adaptive Real-time Media. This was introduced by Ericsson. At RAN WG2 #56 it was discussed how GBR SAE Bearers with MBR greater than GBR should be controlled assuming that a rate-adaptive source (e.g., video streaming) would utilize such a GBR bearer. It is understood that rate-adaptive sources respond to packet drops by reducing their send rate, e.g., from a codec rate corresponding to MBR to a codec rate corresponding to GBR. RAN WG2 is discussing the possibility of introducing a function that drops or delays packets (e.g., at certain congestion levels, or in "cell edge" scenarios) as one alternative to shape the uplink traffic. The two options are to either locate that function in the UE or to locate that function in the network side (e.g. eNB or UPE).
Discussion and conclusion:

This was provided to SA WG2 for information and was noted.

The following LSs were postponed to the next SA WG2 meeting (January 2006). Delegates were asked to review them in good time for easier handling at that meeting:

TD S2‑064274 LS (from RAN WG3) on Radio Access Network Sharing in SAE/LTE.

TD S2‑064275 LS (from RAN WG3) on LTE-MBMS Discussions in RAN WG3.

TD S2‑064276 Reply LS (from RAN WG3) on Reply-LS on: Definition of Pool Area for LTE.

8.4a)
Progress the "Label Approach" for Roaming and Multivendor scenarios including mobility to/from pre SAE systems

TD S2‑064190 Bearer Type as Label Characteristics. This was introduced by Ericsson on behalf of Ericsson, Qualcomm Europe and Siemens. During the e-mail approval following the SA WG2 #55 meeting it was agreed that there is a need to standardize a mapping table of "Standardized Label ‑‑> Label characteristics". However, it could not be agreed whether the bearer type (GBR or Non-GBR) should be one of the elements that define Label characteristics. This contribution intends to clarify the issue.

Discussion and conclusion:

It was clarified that the intent was to facilitate cell planning by not allowing a single Label to mean GBR bearers in some cases and non-GBR in others. It was explained that this will not conflict with admission control for bearers. It was agreed to add a note to clarify that some indication of bit rate requirements may be sent. The contribution was then revised in TD S2‑064283 and was reviewed and approved.
TD S2‑064212 On the usage of the "Label". This was introduced by Qualcomm Europe. QoS for LTE/SAE is currently defined in TR 23.882 as based on the so-called "Label" approach Here, it is reported that:

-
"Need two levels of mappings: (1) SDF ‑‑> QCI (S7), and (2) Label ‑‑> Label characteristics; and

-
"Label characteristics = <Label type (GBR or Non-GBR), delay budget (left over in eNB per packet (UL+DL)); loss tolerance (of traffic per SAE bearer); other(FFS) >"

The present paper discusses the usage of the "label", particularly in reference to the roaming case. The specific usage described in this paper also related to the UE initiation of QoS at IP level.

Discussion and conclusion:

It was commented that this proposal should be for use in cases where there is no other solution available and does not modify the agreed mechanisms. It was asked whether such a non-standard QoS request would imply charging issues. This was considered further off-line and the authors asked to re-submit this to a forthcoming meeting. The contribution was then noted.
TD S2‑064215 On the "DSCP" label characteristic. This was introduced by Qualcomm Europe. As a result of various discussion during the SA WG2 #55 meeting, and the subsequent e-mail approval it was agreed that there is a need to standardize a mapping between "Standardized Labels" and "Label characteristics". It was left FFS whether there would be the need for additional characteristics This contribution discusses the presence of the DSCP parameter among the label characteristics.

Discussion and conclusion:

It was clarified that "recommended DSCP" is for Network usage, not Radio usage. It was commented that this was an implementation issue for static mapping of labels to DSCP classes by operators and need not be specified. This contribution was then noted.

TD S2‑064216 On the "delay tolerance" label characteristic. This was introduced by Qualcomm Europe. As a result of various discussion during the SA WG2 #55 meeting, and the subsequent e-mail approval it was agreed that there is a need to standardize a mapping between "Standardized Labels" and "Label characteristics". It was agreed to include the "delay budget" as part of the label characteristics. This contribution discusses some clarifications to this parameter.

Discussion and conclusion:

An example of an application which requires different delay was requested. It was clarified that the previous text stated "UL + DL" and this was an attempt to clarify this, rather than provide application examples for their use. A suggestion for the improvement of the definitions of the UL and DL parameters was provided. It was asked whether these parameters could be fixed time values or pointers to values configured into the eNodeB. The proposal was revised in TD S2‑064282 and was reviewed. It was commented that the budget figures are not clear. It was clarified that the actual figures should be determined by RAN WG2 and it is difficult to add anything in the TR without their advice, but it was also recognised that without any figures it was difficult to formulate the questions to RAN WG2. It was proposed that this proposal is noted at this time and attached to the LS to RAN WG2 asking RAN WG2 to review and complete the definitions. It was also commented that the UL budget description should clarify that this is for successful transmission and not for first transmission, in case of failures. It was decided to revise the proposal to add the clarifications in TD S2‑064297 which was noted and will be attached to the LS to RAN WG2 which was drafted in TD S2‑064298 (see below).

TD S2‑064298 LS on the definition of the "eNB delay budget" as a Label Characteristic.

Discussion and conclusion:

It was decided to remove the third question and state the current assumption only as normal text. The February ad-hoc meeting should also be added to the list of meetings. The LS was revised in TD S2‑064303 which was approved.
TD S2‑064252 DiffServ Service Classes as SAE QoS Labels. This was introduced by Nortel. A follow-up on the "meaning of Label" discussion from Busan. It proposes that DiffServ Service Classes (defined in IETF RFC 4594) be used as the SAE QoS Label. Also proposed is a definition of "high-level characteristics" associated to a Label, as well as mapping between Labels and Rel‑7 GPRS QCIs.

Discussion and conclusion:

It was asked how the label would be implemented. This is a stage 3 issue, but it had been agreed that it would be a scalar and transformed into a number if bits. It was asked whether provision is made for support of new services which are not included in the initial set. It was clarified that the RFC would contain best practices and changes to the RFC should be made via the IETF to produce an industry-wide change. Nokia commented that this was a good starting point, but the issue of having control over the definition of new labels without going through the IETF needs to be resolved. Ericsson agreed with this as it is preferable not to create another IETF dependency by adopting the RFC directly. It was explained that any independence would mean that 3GPP would need to define service categories also and duplicate the work of the IETF, which would delay the start of this work. Nortel argued that it would be advantageous for 3GPP to define labels to propose to the IETF instead. It was commented that this proposal is about what the labels look like and not which labels should be defined. It was thought that this issue needed further discussion off-line and the contribution was noted. Members were asked to consider this and provide contribution to future meetings.

TD S2‑064253 Further Considerations on the Label. This was introduced by Nortel. This paper is a follow-up on some Busan discussions regarding the user segregation based on "user privileges". It touches on various topics, such as the GBR type of a Label or the usage of ARP.

Discussion and conclusion:

It was commented that the label applies to the positive QoS and negative QoS is outside of the label in this contribution which is agreeable. It was clarified that the idea was to ensure that the number of labels is not increased by defining new label sets for different user-categories (i.e. the label is associated with the underlying traffic). The emergency services user would therefore not have a special label to indicate their personal user status, but would use the high priority labels for their applications. It was considered that this needs more discussion in order to determine the impacts of the proposals and the contribution was noted.

8.4c)
Definition of the Parameters of the SAE QoS Profile and the Expected Usage in the eNB and UE

It was decided to allow a short presentation and questions for clarification of these documents and allow off-line discussion and return to this agenda item later in the meeting:

TD S2‑064188 SAE QoS Profile: Need for ARP. This was introduced by Ericsson on behalf of Ericsson, Nokia, Cingular Wireless, QUALCOMM Europe, Siemens and T Mobile. During the e-mail approval following the SA WG2 #55 meeting it was agreed to include the Allocation Retention Priority (ARP) parameter in the SAE QoS profile. However, the scope of the ARP could not be completely agreed at the meeting. This contribution intends to clarify the issue.

Questions for clarification:

It was agreed that the deletion in the note should remove "FFS and ARP" and the proposal was revised in TD S2‑064285 which was approved for inclusion in the draft TR. The text should also be cleaned up and this was proposed in TD S2‑064286 which was reviewed. The text stating that 3GPP will specify the mapping tables (label-values to label characteristics) and the label values was questioned and it was asked if non-standardised label values will also be specified in the mapping table. It was clarified that it had not been agreed to do this at present. The contribution was then approved for inclusion in the draft TR.

TD S2‑064191 Use Case Analysis of Preferential Packet Discarding. This was introduced by Ericsson. One of the FFS in TR 23.882 V 1.4.0 related to QoS is whether differentiated packet discarding of packets of the same bearer should be supported in SAE/LTE. This contribution provides an analysis of the need for such a mechanism for services with rate-adaptive voice/video sources. In the discussion section it is concluded that:

-
rate-adaptive audio/video services in general, i.e. not only video streaming, are most typically realized without preferential packet discarding, and
-
there might only be limited benefit in operating a rate-adaptive service and preferential packet discarding, and
-
even if rate-adaptive services such as video streaming would be provided in combination with preferential packet discarding then still a solution based on preferential packet discarding within the same SAE Bearer would be inferior to a solution based on two SAE Bearers.

It is therefore proposed to adopt the text proposal provided in S2-064192.

Questions for clarification:

It was commented that there is an RFC which is contradicted by this proposal. Ericsson responded that 3GPP do not need to follow all RFCs on the subject. Nortel argued that 3GPP should not specify mechanisms against the fundamental functionality in DiffServ. Ericsson responded that there is no use-case for using this functionality in 3GPP. It was decided to discuss this issue further off-line and report conclusions at the next meeting. TD S2‑064191 was then noted.
TD S2‑064192 Drop Precedence Levels: Text Proposal. This was provided by Ericsson on behalf of Ericsson, Nokia, Cingular Wireless and Siemens. One of the FFS in TR 23.882 related to QoS is whether differentiated packet discarding of packets of the same bearer should be supported in SAE/LTE. However, differentiated packet discarding is already supported by the agreed Label approach. There seems to be no added value from adding an alternative mechanism such as differentiated marking of packets of the same bearer. However, such an alternative mechanism would add complexity. It is therefore proposed to that SA WG2 concludes on this subject and agrees to the following text proposal.

Questions for clarification:

This was a text proposal related to TD S2‑064191 and was noted.
TD S2‑064254 On Per-Packet Drop Precedence over S1. This was introduced by Nortel on behalf of Nortel, Lucent, IP Wireless and Samsung. A follow-up on the Drop Precedence discussion from Busan. It addresses some of the comments raised during the meeting and recommends (again) the use of per-packet Drop Precedence (DP) indication over S1.

Questions for clarification:

There were some questions again on the divergence from DiffServ and the need to implement all of it's features. It was decided to discuss this issue further off-line and report conclusions at the next meeting. TD S2‑064254 was then noted.
TD S2‑064193 SAE QoS Profile: Scope of GBR and MBR. This was introduced by Ericsson on behalf of Ericsson, Cingular Wireless and Qualcomm Europe. This contribution intends to clarify the scope of GBR and MBR when these parameters are signalled on S1 as part of the SAE QoS profile.

Questions for clarification:

It was commented that a general clean up would be needed to clarify the meaning of parameters in general. The contribution was further discussed off-line and revised in TD S2‑064287. It was decide to change the terminology of "transport and network layer headers" and the contribution was revised in TD S2‑064302 which was approved for inclusion in the draft TR.
TD S2‑064195 Aggregate Maximum Bit Rate. This was introduced by Ericsson. An important requirement for SAE/LTE that has been raised at previous 3GPP meetings is to provide for the capability that multiple SAE Bearers can share the same Aggregate Maximum Bit Rate (AMBR). This contribution proposes a solution to meet that requirement.

Questions for clarification:

This should be considered in the off-line discussions. After off-line discussions TD S2‑064288 was provided and this contribution was then noted.
TD S2‑064242 Maximum Bit-rate Handling in SAE QoS. This was introduced by Nokia. During SA WG2#55, the concept of an Aggregate Maximum Bit Rate (AMBR) and its relation to the Maximum Bit Rate (MBR) and Guaranteed Bit Rate (GBR) was discussed. In this paper it is further explored what are the impacts of using an SAE bearer specific MBR in parallel to the AMBR. The utilisation of SAE bearer specific MBR follows a well known telecom approach where certain services are offered over pre-defined bearers. For SAE/LTE a more user centric approach should be considered where the user has knowledge about maximum possible bandwidth. In this approach there is only aggregate maximum bit-rate and traffic handling priorities (label) to limit service usage of one user.

Questions for clarification:

It was asked if the AMBR here is the same as applied to the non-GBR SA Bearers. It was clarified that the GBR case requires further study but the AMBR is proposed as the optimum way to handle non-GBR bearers. After off-line discussions TD S2‑064288 was provided and this contribution was then noted.
TD S2‑064227 Comparison on the AMBR options. This was introduced by CATT. According to the last online drafting text proposal "Label usage principle", we will put forward the evaluation criterions and discuss the merits and disadvantages of the four AMBR options proposed in the S2-064121. In the end, we suggest that SA WG2 should take into account these merits and drawbacks among the options in order to make a choice on the AMBR option.

Questions for clarification:

This should be considered in the off-line discussions. After off-line discussions TD S2‑064288 was provided and this contribution was then noted.
Conclusion after off-line discussions:

It was decided to discuss this issue further off-line and report conclusions at the next meeting. TD S2‑064191, TD S2‑064192 and TD S2‑064254 were then noted.

TD S2‑064288 AMBR: Way Forward. This was introduced by Ericsson on behalf of the off-line drafting group. Text proposal from off-line drafting group on AMBR.

Discussion and conclusion:

It was asked to change "bearer's SAE" to "SAE bearers" and similar in the proposal. The restriction of option 1 ruling out the other options should also be removed. It was also clarified that option 1 implies rate-policing is done on a per-bearer basis. The contribution was revised off-line in TD S2‑064299 and was reviewed. For the first note in 7.12.8, it was asked whether the meaning of "Non-Access Stratum" is clear and whether the UE will know the AMBR. It was commented that the UE needs to know the AMBR, but this is really a RAN WG2 matter. The note was revised to clarify it in TD S2‑064300 which was approved for inclusion in the draft TR.
8.4d)
Bearer Model (incl. PCEF & PCRF), Aggregation of Service Data Flows, Bearer Establishment & Modification

Due to lack of time at the meeting this agenda item was not handled. The following documents may be re-submitted by the authors, if appropriate, to a future meeting:

TD S2‑064179 SAE Bearer Establishment (Nokia).

TD S2‑064180 Aggregation of Services to SAE Bearers (Nokia).

TD S2‑064181 Clarifications on QoS and PCC (Nokia, Ericsson).

TD S2‑064189 Bearer and Service Level QoS Control (Ericsson).

TD S2‑064194 Pre-Establishment of Network-Initiated Non-GBR Bearers (Ericsson).

TD S2‑064196 Bearer Establishment and Modification (Ericsson).

TD S2‑064208 Clarification of roaming reference points (Nokia).

TD S2‑064213 Motivations for UE Initiated QoS in SAE (Qualcomm Europe, T-Mobile, Motorola, IP Wireless, NEC, Nortel, Lucent, LGE).

TD S2‑064214 Procedures for UE Initiated QoS (QUALCOMM Europe).

TD S2‑064222 Clarification of the required QoS for the default IP bearer (Huawei).

TD S2‑064223 Optimization for QoS Negotiation Procedures (Huawei).

TD S2‑064228 Multiple PCEFs in the Granularity of QoS Control (CATT).

TD S2‑064245 QoS signalling for non-3GPP IP access systems (Siemens).

TD S2‑064248 PCRF interactions with MME/UPE and SAE anchor (Motorola).

TD S2‑064249 On aggregation of service data flows & bearer establishments (Motorola).

TD S2‑064262 SAE Bearer Service Architecture and QoS control (Samsung).

TD S2‑064263 Signalling Flows for Handling of Multiple PCRFs (Nortel).

8.9
General

Due to lack of time at the meeting this agenda item was not handled. The following documents may be re-submitted by the authors, if appropriate, to a future meeting:

TD S2‑064182 Operator Controlled Access Selection Function (Orange).

TD S2‑064184 Operator Controlled Access Selection in intra-LTE Mobility in Idle Mode (Orange).

TD S2‑064185 Operator Controlled Access Selection in inter-access System mobility (Orange).

TD S2‑064186 Introducing Service Aware Mobility as a Key Issue in inter-system mobility (Orange).

TD S2‑064236 Context retrieval mechanism (ZTE).

TD S2‑064237 Periodic Update in signalling free mechanism (ZTE).

TD S2‑064238 Attach to UMTS and RAT change to LTE (ZTE).

8.10
Preparation of material for SA Plenary

There were no specific contributions under this agenda item. The question to TSG SA on architecture was dealt with under agenda item 8.2i).

9
SAE Project Planning and Management

9.1
Draft Stage 2 WID

Due to lack of time at the meeting this agenda item was not handled. The following documents may be re-submitted by the authors, if appropriate, to a future meeting:

TD S2‑064259 Proposed update of SAES WID (Vodafone).

TD S2‑064225WID on System Architecture Evolution for 3GPP access (Huawei).

TD S2‑064226 WID on System Architecture Evolution Mobility between 3GPP and non-3GPP access (Huawei).

9.2
Review SAE WP

TD S2‑064258 SA WG2 part of SAE work plan. This was introduced by the SAE Rapporteur (Vodafone). Work Plan after update at SA WG2 meeting #55.

Discussion and conclusion:

Modifications were made to reflect progress at this meeting and the work plan was revised in TD S2‑064311 which was agreed and will be provided to the SAE/LTE work plan liaison officer (Jan Ellsberger, Ericsson) for compilation into the main work plan status document.
The following LSs were provided for information and would not be relevant by the next SA WG2 meeting and were therefore noted:

TD S2‑064201 LS reply (from CT WG3) to SA LS on 3GPP SAE & LTE Work plan.

TD S2‑064202 Reply LS (from CT WG6) on 3GPP SAE & LTE work plan.

TD S2‑064203 Reply LS (from SA WG5) on 3GPP SAE & LTE Work Plan.

TD S2‑064209 LS (from RAN WG2) on RAN WG2 SAE & LTE work plan dependencies on SA WG2. The enclosed LS on 3GPP SAE & LTE Work plan from TSG SA has brought to RAN WG2's attention that SA WG2 needs more information about what RAN WG2 has identified as dependencies on SA WG2 with respect to E-UTRAN Identities and Intra E-UTRAN mobility in Idle. RAN WG2 ask SA WG2 to consider the dependencies identified, take account of RAN WG2's current assumptions about SAE&LTE identities and support RAN WG2 in the identified areas by providing RAN WG2 with the necessary information to enable RAN WG2 to comply with the proposed work plan.

Discussion and conclusion:

It was decided to postpone this LS to the next SA WG2 meeting.

10
AOB and Postponed Issues

There were no postponed items which were not dealt with under their original agenda items.

11
Close of the Meeting

Chairman thanked the hosts, the North American Friends of 3GPP, for providing the meeting venue and arrangements, he thanked the delegates for their hard work. He thanked the Secretary, Mr. M. Pope, MCC, for taking the minutes of this meeting. He then closed the meeting.
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	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	

	08.2f)
	S2-064211
	P-CR
	IP Mobility Aspects
	QUALCOMM Europe
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Revised with S2-064230 in S2-064271

	08.4a)
	S2-064212
	P-CR
	On the usage of the "Label"
	QUALCOMM Europe
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Noted

	08.4d)
	S2-064213
	DISCUSSION
	Motivations for UE Initiated QoS in SAE
	QUALCOMM Europe, T-Mobile, Motorola, IP Wireless, NEC, Nortel, Lucent, LGE
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Not handled

	08.4d)
	S2-064214
	P-CR
	Procedures for UE Initiated QoS
	QUALCOMM Europe, Siemens
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Not handled

	08.4a)
	S2-064215
	P-CR
	On the "DSCP" label characteristic
	QUALCOMM Europe
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Noted

	08.4a)
	S2-064216
	P-CR
	On the "delay tolerance" label characteristic
	QUALCOMM Europe
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Revised in S2-064282

	08.2f)
	S2-064217
	P-CR
	Non-3GPP IP access mobility
	Panasonic
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Not handled

	08.2g), 08.4d)
	S2-064218
	P-CR
	PCC aspects of SAE and roaming
	Ericsson
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Not handled

	08.1a)
	S2-064219
	P-CR
	MME / UPE Pools and S1 Connectivity
	Ericsson
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	MME and UPE pool area definitions in S2-064280

	09.1
	S2-064220
	NOT USED
	
	Ericsson
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	

	08.2i), 08.2
	S2-064221
	DISCUSSION
	SAE architecture recommendation and way forward.
	Lucent Technologies
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Noted

	08.4d)
	S2-064222
	P-CR
	Clarification of the required QoS for the default IP bearer
	Huawei
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Rel-7
	SAE
	Not handled

	08.4d)
	S2-064223
	P-CR
	Optimization for QoS Negotiation Procedures
	Huawei
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Rel-7
	SAE
	Not handled

	08.2
	S2-064224
	DISCUSSION / APPROVAL
	A way forward for SAE
	Huawei
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Noted

	09.1
	S2-064225
	WID
	WID on System Architecture Evolution for 3GPP access
	Huawei
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Rel-7
	SAE
	Not handled

	09.1
	S2-064226
	WID
	WID on System Architecture Evolution Mobility between 3GPP and non-3GPP access
	Huawei
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Rel-7
	SAE
	Not handled

	08.4c)
	S2-064227
	DISCUSSION / APPROVAL
	Comparison on the AMBR options
	CATT
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Noted

	08.4d)
	S2-064228
	DISCUSSION / APPROVAL
	Multiple PCEFs in the Granularity of QoS Control
	CATT
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Not handled

	08.2f)
	S2-064229
	DISCUSSION
	Architecture Principles for Mobility Management
	NTT DoCoMo, NEC
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Not handled

	08.2f)
	S2-064230
	DISCUSSION
	Proposal on Network-Based Mobility Management for 3GPP-non3GPP mobility
	NTT DoCoMo, NEC
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Revised with S2-064211 in S2-064271

	08.2i)
	S2-064231
	DISCUSSION
	Proposal on SAE architecture
	NTT DoCoMo, Motorola, Nortel, Samsung, NEC, Cisco
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Revised in S2-064264

	08.1a)
	S2-064232
	DISCUSSION
	
	ZTE
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	1.4.2
	Rel-8
	SAE
	

	08.1b)
	S2-064233
	P-CR
	Handover From SAE to pre-SAE
	ZTE
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	1.4.2
	Rel-8
	SAE
	Not handled

	08.1b)
	S2-064234
	P-CR
	Inter UPE mobility for Option C
	ZTE
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	1.4.2
	Rel-8
	SAE
	Not handled

	08.1a)
	S2-064235
	P-CR
	Function grouping 
	ZTE
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	1.4.2
	Rel-8
	SAE
	Noted

	08.9
	S2-064236
	P-CR
	Context retrieval mechanism
	ZTE
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	1.4.2
	Rel-8
	SAE
	Not handled

	08.9
	S2-064237
	P-CR
	Periodic Update in signalling free mechanism
	ZTE
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	1.4.2
	Rel-8
	SAE
	Not handled

	08.9
	S2-064238
	P-CR
	Attach to UMTS and RAT change to LTE
	ZTE
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	1.4.2
	Rel-8
	SAE
	Not handled

	08.2
	S2-064239
	DISCUSSION
	SAE key requirements to meet
	China Mobile, ZTE
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Not handled

	08.2
	S2-064240
	DISCUSSION
	Possible way forward for SAE
	China Mobile
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Not handled

	08.2
	S2-064241
	DISCUSSION
	
	China Mobile
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	

	08.4c)
	S2-064242
	P-CR
	Maximum Bit-rate Handling in SAE QoS
	Nokia
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Noted

	08.1a)
	S2-064243
	P-CR
	Evaluation on MME separation
	Siemens
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Revised in S2-064291

	08.1b)
	S2-064244
	P-CR
	MME/UPE relocation
	Siemens
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Not handled

	08.4d)
	S2-064245
	P-CR
	QoS signalling for non-3GPP IP access systems
	Siemens
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Not handled

	08.4d)
	S2-064246
	DISCUSSION
	Network-Based QoS, Policy, and Bearer Control in SAE/LTE
	Ericsson, Samsung, Nokia, TeliaSonera, Cingular Wireless
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Noted

	08.1a)
	S2-064247
	P-CR
	Tunnel movement signalling between eNB and UPE
	Motorola
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Revised in S2-064289

	08.4d)
	S2-064248
	DISCUSSION
	PCRF interactions with MME/UPE and SAE anchor
	Motorola
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Not handled

	08.4d)
	S2-064249
	DISCUSSION
	On aggregation of service data flows & bearer establishments
	Motorola
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Not handled

	08.2
	S2-064250
	DISCUSSION
	Proposed Way Forward: SAE Principles
	T-Mobile, Vodafone, Qualcomm
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Noted

	08.2i)
	S2-064251
	DISCUSSION
	Proposed Way Forward; SAE Architecture Template
	T-Mobile, Sprint
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Revised in S2-064278

	08.4a)
	S2-064252
	APPROVAL
	DiffServ Service Classes as SAE QoS Labels
	Nortel
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Noted

	08.4a)
	S2-064253
	APPROVAL
	Further Considerations on the Label
	Nortel
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Noted

	08.4c)
	S2-064254
	APPROVAL
	On Per-Packet Drop Precedence over S1
	Nortel, Lucent, IP Wireless, Samsung
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Noted

	08.1a)
	S2-064255
	DISCUSSION
	Comparison of combined vs split MME/UPE
	Samsung
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Revised in S2-064277

	08.2
	S2-064256
	APPROVAL
	Principles for drafting SAE architecture
	Samsung
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Noted

	08
	S2-064257
	TR
	Latest version of TR 23.882
	Vodafone
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Agreed as the latest version for further updates.

	09.2
	S2-064258
	Work Plan
	SA WG2 part of SAE work plan
	Vodafone
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Revised in S2-064311

	09.1
	S2-064259
	WID
	Proposed update of SAES WID
	Vodafone
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Not handled

	08
	S2-064260
	P-CR
	Editorial update of TR 23.882
	Vodafone
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Revised in S2-064269

	0
	S2-064261
	NOT USED
	
	Vodafone
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	

	8.4d)
	S2-064262
	APPROVAL
	SAE Bearer Service Architecture and QoS control
	Samsung
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Not handled

	8.4d)
	S2-064263
	DISCUSSION
	
	Nortel
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	

	08.2i)
	S2-064264
	DISCUSSION
	Proposal on SAE architecture
	NTT DoCoMo, Motorola, Nortel, Samsung, Cisco, NEC, Intel, Sprint, Panasonic
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Noted

	08.4
	S2-064265
	LS In
	LS (from RAN WG2) on Rate-Adaptive Real-time Media
	RAN WG2 (R2-063562, Ericsson)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Noted

	08.4
	S2-064266
	LS In
	LS (from RAN WG2) on UL/DL Rate Policing in the eNB
	RAN WG2 (R2-063561, Ericsson)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Response drafted in S2-064284

	08.2i)
	S2-064267
	P-CR
	SAE Architecture Alternative A
	Nokia, Ericsson
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Noted

	08.2
	S2-064268
	P-CR
	Resolving the architecture debate - proposed way forward
	Nokia, Ericsson
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Noted

	08
	S2-064269
	P-CR
	Editorial update of TR 23.882
	Vodafone
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Revised in S2-064309

	08.2f)
	S2-064270
	APPROVAL
	Reconsideration for Non-3GPP Access Prioritization in SAE
	Intel, NTT DoCoMo, NEC, Azaire Networks, Starent Networks
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Rel-7
	SAE
	Noted

	08.2f)
	S2-064271
	P-CR
	IP Mobility Aspects
	Drafting group (Qualcomm)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Split into S2-064307 and S2-064308

	08.2i)
	S2-064272
	DISCUSSION
	SAE Architecture proposal (Annex of S2-064264)
	Cisco, DoCoMo, Intel, Motorola, NEC, Nortel, Panasonic, Samsung, Sprint
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Noted

	08.2f)
	S2-064273
	P-CR
	Informative Annex on 3GPP-Mobile WiMAX Interworking
	Drafting group
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Rel-7
	SAE
	Noted

	08.4)
	S2-064274
	LS In
	LS (from RAN WG3) on Radio Access Network Sharing in SAE/LTE
	RAN WG3 (R3-062007, Siemens)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Postponed to meeting #56

	08.4)
	S2-064275
	LS In
	LS (from RAN WG3) on LTE-MBMS Discussions in RAN WG3
	RAN WG3 (R3-062015, Vodafone)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Postponed to meeting #56

	08.4)
	S2-064276
	LS In
	Reply LS (from RAN WG3) on Reply-LS on: Definition of Pool Area for LTE
	RAN WG3 (R3-062035, Siemens)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Postponed to meeting #56

	08.1a)
	S2-064277
	DISCUSSION
	Comparison of combined vs split MME/UPE
	Samsung
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Noted

	08.2i)
	S2-064278
	DISCUSSION
	Proposed Way Forward; SAE Architecture Template
	T-Mobile, Qualcomm
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Noted

	08.2
	S2-064279
	WID
	Proposed minimal updates to WID to commence specification work on SAE
	Vodafone/drafting session
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Revised in S2-064296

	08.1a)
	S2-064280
	P-CR
	MME / UPE Pools and S1 Connectivity
	Ericsson
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Approved for inclusion in the draft TR.

	08.2i)
	S2-064281
	REPORT
	SAE architecture discussion
	Drafting group
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Question to TSG SA provided in S2-064293

	08.4a)
	S2-064282
	P-CR
	On the "delay tolerance" label characteristic - rev 2
	QoS fans
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Revised in S2-064297

	08.4a)
	S2-064283
	P-CR
	Bearer Type as Label Characteristics
	Ericsson, QUALCOMM Europe, Siemens
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Approved for inclusion in the draft TR.

	08.4a)
	S2-064284
	[LS OUT]
	Response to RAN WG2 LS on UL/DL Rate Policing in the eNB
	QUALCOMM Europe
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Revised in S2-064301

	08.4c)
	S2-064285
	P-CR
	SAE QoS Profile: Need for ARP
	Ericsson, Nokia, Cingular Wireless, QUALCOMM Europe, Siemens, T Mobile
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Approved for inclusion in the draft TR

	08.4c)
	S2-064286
	P-CR
	Clean-up of text related to ARP.
	Ericsson, Nokia, Cingular Wireless, QUALCOMM Europe, Siemens, T Mobile
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Approved for inclusion in the draft TR

	08.4c)
	S2-064287
	P-CR
	SAE QoS Profile: Scope of GBR and MBR
	Ericsson, Cingular Wireless, QUALCOMM Europe
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Revised in S2-064302

	08.4c)
	S2-064288
	P-CR
	AMBR: Way Forward
	Joint Drafting
	24.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Revised in S2-064299

	08.1a)
	S2-064289
	P-CR
	Tunnel movement signalling between eNB and UPE
	Motorola, Qualcomm, Lucent
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Revised in S2-064292

	08.1a)
	S2-064290
	P-CR
	Proposed MME/UPE functional allocation
	Ericsson, Nokia
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Approved for inclusion in the draft TR

	08.1a)
	S2-064291
	P-CR
	Evaluation on MME separation
	Siemens
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Revised in S2-064304

	08.1a)
	S2-064292
	P-CR
	Tunnel movement signalling between eNB and UPE
	Motorola, Qualcomm, Lucent
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Revised in S2-064305

	08.2i)
	S2-064293
	OTHER
	SAE architecture discussion
	Drafting group
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Revised in S2-064294

	08.2i)
	S2-064294
	OTHER
	SAE architecture
	Drafting group
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Revised in S2-064295

	08.2i)
	S2-064295
	OTHER
	SAE architecture
	SA WG2
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Approved

	08.2
	S2-064296
	WID
	proposed minimal updates to WID to commence stage 2 specification work on SAE.
	SA WG2
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Approved

	08.4a)
	S2-064297
	P-CR
	On the "delay tolerance" label characteristic - rev 2
	QoS fans
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Noted. To be attached to LS to RAN WG2

	08.4a)
	S2-064298
	[LS OUT]
	LS on the definition of the "eNB delay budget" as a Label Characteristic
	SA WG2
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Revised in S2-064303

	08.4c)
	S2-064299
	P-CR
	AMBR: Way Forward
	Joint Drafting
	24.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Revised in S2-064300

	08.4c)
	S2-064300
	P-CR
	AMBR: Way Forward
	Joint Drafting
	24.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Approved for inclusion in the draft TR

	08.4a)
	S2-064301
	[LS OUT]
	Response to RAN WG2 LS on UL/DL Rate Policing in the eNB
	SA WG2
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Revised in S2-064306

	08.4c)
	S2-064302
	P-CR
	SAE QoS Profile: Scope of GBR and MBR
	Ericsson, Cingular Wireless, QUALCOMM Europe
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Approved for inclusion in the draft TR

	08.4a)
	S2-064303
	LS OUT
	LS on the definition of the "eNB delay budget" as a Label Characteristic
	SA WG2
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Approved

	08.1a)
	S2-064304
	P-CR
	Evaluation on MME separation
	Siemens
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Approved for inclusion in the draft TR

	08.1a)
	S2-064305
	P-CR
	Tunnel movement signalling between eNB and UPE
	Motorola, Qualcomm, Lucent
	23.882
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Approved for inclusion in the draft TR

	08.4a)
	S2-064306
	[LS OUT]
	Response to RAN WG2 LS on UL/DL Rate Policing in the eNB
	SA WG2
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Revised in S2-064310

	08.2f)
	S2-064307
	P-CR
	IP Mobility Aspects
	Drafting group (Qualcomm)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Approved for inclusion in the draft TR

	08.2f)
	S2-064308
	P-CR
	Basis for e-mail discussion on IP Mobility aspects requirements
	Drafting group (Qualcomm)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	For e-mail discussion

	08
	S2-064309
	P-CR
	Editorial update of TR 23.882
	Vodafone
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Approved for inclusion in the draft TR

	08.4a)
	S2-064310
	LS OUT
	Response to RAN WG2 LS on UL/DL Rate Policing in the eNB
	SA WG2
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Approved

	09.2
	S2-064311
	Work Plan
	SA WG2 part of SAE work plan
	Vodafone
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	SAE
	Approved
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