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1. Introduction

A one-day drafting session was held during the SA2 plenary on the 5th of September.

It was decided to handle first all contributions with general discussions and then the more detailed contributions on signalling flows. Due to the large amount of discussion generated by the documents on general considerations, and due to the limited time at disposal, no time was left to discuss the contributions on signalling flows.

Documents presented

S2S-000016, “Feasibility study to split the GGSN functionality”, Samsung

Revision of S2S-000012 presented in Stockholm, 22-24 August 2000. (See minutes in S2-001377)

Discussion:

· Wouldn’t there be a need to explain further what is meant by the first benefice described, in particular the “phased deployment”. Samsung: This refers to the 3 steps of the Mobile IP technical report. Lucent commented that phase 3 of Mobile IP consists actually in removing the GGSN. Telia observed that it is difficult to say whether it is an advantage or a drawback (referring to the evolution towards Mobile IP step 3). Siemens added that it is hard to see whether the migration towards R’01 and beyond before R’00 is completed.

· Motorola: It is an open issue at this stage how the control will be distributed between SGSN server and GGSN server.

· Siemens: If PS-MGW does just conversion between ATM and IP, what is the need for a MGW?

· T-Mobil: Is QoS control signalling considered in this study, in particular towards the CSCF?
Siemens: the split concerns only the PS bearer domain.
Convenor: QoS control end-to-end is out of scope of this study.

· Nokia and T-Mobil questioned how is the UE-CSCF interface for SIP signalling materialised in this architecture. Gi is missing from PS-MGW to CSCF. Siemens noted that control of bearers for the IM subsystem is out of scope.

· Is the purpose of having one single name PS-MGW for the two MGWs, to imply that it is one entity that can either be connect to the SGSN side or to the GGSN side? Samsung: the name was changed (originally S-MGW and G-MGW) after request from Motorola and/or Ericsson in previous meeting to use the same naming as in alternative 1.

· Orange supports studying the GGSN split, but not start working on this before alternative 1 (SGSN split) is completed in order to not jeopardise the work on SGSN split. Orange proposes to put it in a separate section showing further evolution steps.
Telia would prefer not having it in the TR, as if it is in, it will generate contributions/work.

Conclusion:

It was concluded to put this alternative in an annex, clearly stating it is a possible future evolution of alternative 1. The text should be condensed to its essence.

Revised in S2S-000032.

S2S-000032, “Feasibility study to split the GGSN functionality”, Samsung

Revision of S2S-000016.

Discussion:

· The title of the annex should be changed to “Combined SGSN and GGSN split”.

Conclusion:

Approved with revisions in S2S-000042.

S2S-000042, “Feasibility study to split the GGSN functionality”, Samsung

Revision of S2S-000032r2.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000020, “H.248 vs. GTP-C on the Mp interface”, Ericsson

Alternative 1 of TR 23.873, i.e. the “SGSN server - PS-MGW” approach, H.248 is proposed as the control protocol used over the Mp interface between the SGSN server and the PS-MGW. In S2S-000005, Nokia proposed to consider GTP-C as an alternative to H.248 on this interface.

This contribution evaluates the pros and cons of each alternative protocol and provides a clear recommendation on which of H.248 or GTP-C shall be retained for the Mp interface of the SGSN server - PS-MGW approach.

Discussion:

· Nokia: What are the compatibility issues. Ericsson: New or modified GTP messages introduce compatibility issues. Nokia: It will be a new version of GTP then it’s normal version handling.

· Lucent: One important point as mentioned is re-use of packages defined in CS domain.
Nokia agrees but PS and CS are two separate domains, so this is not a strong argument.
Ericsson, Motorola: H.248 is not tight to CS it is also an IETF protocol and is therefore also a PS domain protocol.

· Nokia thinks it is not possible to make a decision here. Both options should be stated as possible and decision should be done by S2 at end of the FS.

· Siemens: H.248 control of MGW is still not yet fully defined in the CS domain, we can therefore not state it will be easier to combine CS and PS MGW.
Siemens: H.248 packages will be specific for the PS domain. Ericsson is confident basic packages can be re-used. 
Siemens: The complexity of a combined MGW is not clear, then it is difficult to see if it is really a beneficial option.

· Motorola: GTP-C appears to be simpler than H.248, but more study is needed to see the actual signalling and the full impacts.

· Lucent: H.248 is not as complicated as we might think, therefore a comparison would be useful to make a decision.

· Ericsson: GTP-C would have to control several tunnels at the same time (up to three when charging or LI is required), which will be quite complicated and will change the normal working of GTP-C.

· Motorola would recommend defining the criteria for decision and then it will be easier to decide.
Telia: Number of interfaces, protocol ownership, impacts on O&M are example criteria for an operator.

· Lucent: Do you think that H.248 is not up to the job, or rather that GTP-C is better?
Siemens: GTP-C is simpler and expertise is already there.

· Sonera: A view on the future is needed, maybe H.248 will not remain in the long-term plans of 3GPP.

· Convenor: It seams clear that N4 should be involved in the decision process on this issue, but N4 delegates were unfortunately not present. It was discussed whether to liaise to N4 or not. The convenor opinion was that liasing is not appropriate as a way of involving N4 in this FS.
It was decided that it was anyway too early to start liaising on this.
Lucent: N4 has not today enough expertise in H.248, but will build it. Will it be on time for the planned conclusion date of the FS?
The convenor will contact N4’s chairman to discuss how to get N4 involved in this discussion.

Conclusion: Not approved.

Both alternatives will be studied in this FS (parallel sections for each option) so as to make it easier to compare and hopefully decide what option to suggest for S2 approval.

Convenor to contact N4 chairman for recommendation on how to ensure N4 involvement in the discussions.

S2S-000021, “Implications of the one tunnel approach”, Ericsson

This contribution seeks to highlight a number of issues concerning the one tunnel approach that need to be carefully studied or at least should be considered when comparing the different alternatives studied in TR 23.873. Some of these points are proposed to be included in TR 23.873, in the sections “Benefits and Drawbacks” and “Open Issues” for the one tunnel approach.

Discussion:

· Nokia basically agrees with this contribution but would like the drawback “increased processing load on the GGSN” to be extended by “due to LI when the SGSN functionality is moved to the GGSN”. Nokia would also like to move the “not always applicable” item to the open issues, as CAMEL and LI could be performed by the GGSN.
In case of roaming it is anyway not applicable.

· Siemens: The ‘GGSN’ variant from Siemens avoids some of the drawbacks.

· Lucent: this can be done today with current architecture; then is it in the scope of the FS?

· Lucent: how does the one tunnel approach relate to Mobile IP step 3. Nokia has not studied this aspect yet, but it is comparable.

· Lucent: With the one tunnel approach there could be just a GSN (combined SGSN and GGSN).

(Note that the last three points, however discussed here, were not directly related to this contribution.)

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000033.

S2S-000033, “Implications of the one tunnel approach”, Ericsson

Revision of S2S-000021.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000028, “Drawbacks and Benefits of the GTP tunnel approach”, Nokia

This contribution proposes to add an initial list of drawbacks and benefits for the one GTP tunnel approach in TR 23.873

Discussion:

· Alcatel: Does backward compatible mean re-use of R99 protocols. Nokia: Yes. Alcatel: Trick of reserved TEID value (as in GGSN variant from Siemens) will be required, and then GTP will need modifications.
Moved this to drawbacks as GTP-C will need enhancements.

· Lucent: Requirements should be listed. Nokia: Contributions should be provided for that.

· Tellabs: Six statements on non-impact on current architecture hide the real points.
Nokia: The same remark applies to the SGSN server - PS-MGW approach.
A clean-up of alternative 1 with this respect will be needed.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000037, possibly including a cleanup of SGSN split.

S2S-000037, “Drawbacks and Benefits of the GTP tunnel approach”, Nokia

Revision of S2S-000028.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000030, “Update of the Drawbacks/Benefits Section for the SGSN Split”, Nokia

This contribution proposes to add some text to the drawbacks section of the SGSN server PS-MGW approach in TR 23.873.

Discussion:

· Ericsson: Does the ‘may’ in third bullet imply it is an open issue? Nokia: If there is a direct interface to the PS-MGW not, but then this shall be clearly stated.

· Ericsson prefers the wording “timing will be increased for some CAMEL based services”, rather than “may create problems”.

· Alcatel: another drawback to be added is that there are more nodes to operate/manage.

· The benefits of the SGSN split have to be cleaned up to align it with the same comment one tunnel approach, i.e. remove benefits that are rather requirements.
Conclusion: keep the first two bullet items and the last one.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000038.

S2S-000038, “Update of the Drawbacks/Benefits Section for the SGSN Split”, Nokia

Revision of S2S-000030.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000031, “The GGSN option for the one tunnel approach”, Siemens

This document contributes to the one tunnel approach. The main characteristics of this contribution is that the SGSN has in every cases only control functions. All traffic goes always via the GGSN. Therefore this option is named as GGSN based option.

Discussion:

· Lucent: A drawback is that the GGSN must handle handovers, which adds complexity to this node.

· Motorola: Another drawback is the move of functionality from the SGSN to the GGSN.

· Alcatel would like to see the advantages compared to the current one tunnel approach (as in TR 23.873). There are also two tunnels in roaming scenarios, and additionally functionality is moved to the GGSN.
Siemens: We want to simplify the architecture and improve efficiency on the user plane.
Lucent: It definitely complicates the architecture.

· Lucent: Will there be in R00 a need to pass through the SGSN. Siemens: No.

· Samsung: In order to support the Gb interface a 2G-SGSN is needed.

· Alcatel: xGGSN is sometimes the extended node, sometimes a GTP relay, i.e. there are two functions in the same node. How does the xGGSN know which role to play?
Siemens: The selection of function is based on the APN.
Alcatel: Then the APN selection is also moved to GGSN.

· Lucent: For roaming users one more node is involved in the control path.
Siemens: Yes, but our assumption is that for IM services only the visited GGSN will normally be used in order to provide route optimisation.

· Siemens: The major advantage is avoiding the MGW and the new Mp interface.
Alcatel: Moving full interfaces to the GGSN is not easy (e.g. SCP, etc).

· Alcatel: What about ‘service area-based’ charging; it is the SGSN which knows about the service area where the user is located?
Siemens: Location information can be forwarded by the cSGSN to the xGGSN.

· Convenor: Is this approach in the scope of this FS, i.e. study a clear separation of user and control plane with minimum impacts on current architecture?
Siemens: It impacts only the GPRS core network.

· Lucent, Alcatel: This is radically different from Nokia proposal (move of functionality, new interfaces).
Siemens: There are similar issues that will result in redundant text if the two options are described in different sections.

· It was discussed whether to put this option in an annex (as GGSN split approach), and whether to consider it as a possible future enhancement of the one tunnel approach as proposed by Nokia.
Telia: Supports the idea of remaining focused on solution with limited impacts and putting possible evolutions in annexes for later stages if necessary.

Discussion:

· Convenor: As I already questioned when the document was discussed, the scope of the study clearly states that the proposal shall have minimum impacts on the current architecture. This proposal impacts significantly the SGSN, the GGSN and GTP. Even the role of the GGSN is changed. Again, the question is: is this proposal in the scope of this study? Is this study the right ‘forum’ to discuss a quite radical modification of the architecture?

· Siemens: Nokia’s proposal also impacts the SGSN, GGSN and GTP.

· Siemens, Nokia: It was proposed to merge Nokia’s and Siemens’ proposals to avoid the drawbacks of the one tunnel approach as currently described in 23.873. The revised contribution should be discussed before taking any decision.
Lucent also believes it would be fair to first see the combined proposal.

· Convenor: The goal of the first meeting in Stockholm was clearly to select the alternatives to be studied, and was successful with that respect as two basic alternatives were selected. When to stop adding approaches, and do the work?

· Motorola agrees it is too far reaching and proposes to regard this proposal the same way as the GGSN split, i.e. put it in an annex as a possible future evolution of alternative 2, but not study it within this FS.

· Telia: It might be useful to write down a key issues list, in order to be able to prioritise what has to be done in this FS.

· Ericsson don’t see how Nokia and Siemens proposals could be combined without inducing far impacts.

· Siemens would like to keep to the first decision to put it for now in an annex to 23.873 until the merged Siemens/Nokia proposal is discussed in the next drafting meeting.

· Motorola holds its opinion: it is too far reaching; then put it in an annex for a possible later phase.

· Lucent: What would be the proper forum to study an approach like this if it is not in this FS?
Convenor: If the architecture is being significantly modified, then it is the S2 plenary.

· Convenor: As we cannot come to a clear agreement on whether this proposal is within the scope of the study or not, this will have to be discussed in the S2 plenary.

Conclusion:

Whether this approach can be considered within the scope of this feasibility study will be discussed in the S2 plenary during the reporting from drafting groups.

It will be decided whether this proposal is:

· included for now in an annex until a combined Siemens/Nokia proposal is discussed in the next drafting meeting, where a final decision will be taken.

Revised version in S2S-000036 (if applicable).

S2S-000034, “Impacts of SGSN split WI still to be studied”, Alcatel

This contribution proposes to add text to alternatives 1 and 2 describing a number of issues that need to be studied. This contribution also proposes a change to the Work Plan.

Discussion:

The discussion was rather lengthy and detailed; all details are not reported here.

Alternative 1:

· Convenor: The figure was extensively discussed in Stockholm, restarting the discussion here should be avoided. Alcatel: A note at least shall be added to clarify the optionally of combining the 2G-SGSN and the SGSN server.

· Ericsson: (In section 6.1, referring to the change about specific packages) Some existing H.248 packages might well be re-used. Alcatel will change it to “extensions to H.248”.

· The note under section 6.3 should be moved to open issues.
Alcatel: Agrees and pointed out that the text actually refers to intersystem change (mistake in the text).

· The note in 6.6 will be moved to open issues and “see section 6.5” will be removed.

· Additional drawbacks remove as already covered in Nokia’s contribution.

Alternative 2:

· Convenor: There is not yet any conclusion on how to handle/combine Siemens and Nokia’s proposals, then is it relevant to discuss the details of Nokia’s approach?
Alcatel: Text in section 7.4 “Session Management” applies to both Siemens and Nokia’s approach.

· Several modifications to section 7.4.

· Nokia: In section 7.5 “Charging”, how often will occur a change of subscription during a session?

· In section 7.7 “Lawful Interception”, move the text to the open issues, with re-wording to clarify that it refers to geographical location based interception.

· Alcatel: Add an open issue that it has to be checked whether having the GGSN handling LI in the one tunnel approach does not imply a new interface between ADMF and GGSN.

· Siemens: In 7.14, the backward compatibility is not clear at this stage; move it to the open issues.

· Nokia: In 7.15 “Open Issues”, the first item is not clear yet, as it applies only if the fallback to two tunnels is really needed.

· Alcatel: Second and forth items are removed as they are already covered elsewhere.

Work Plan:

· Add SA2#16 and SA#11 as completion dates.

Conclusion:

As this contribution contains three independent parts it was decided to split it in three different documents.

Revised in:

S2S-000039 (alternative 1),

S2S-000040 (alternative 2) and

S2S-000041 (work plan)

S2S-000039, “Impacts of SGSN split WI still to be studied”, Alcatel

Revision of S2S-000034 (alternative 1).

Discussion:

· Motorola: Mentioning hot billing is not necessary as charging includes it.
Nokia, Alcatel: It is a case which needs special attention.
Alcatel proposes to change to ‘Interactions with charging issues such as hot billing should be studied’.

· Add “(alternative 1)” to the title.

Conclusion:

Approved with revisions in S2S-000043.

S2S-000043, “Impacts of SGSN split WI still to be studied (alternative 1)”, Alcatel

Revision of S2S-000039.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000040, “Impacts of SGSN split WI still to be studied”, Alcatel

Revision of S2S-000034 (alternative 2).

Discussion:

· Add “(alternative 2)” to the title.

· Change “It is FFS if we fallback to the 2 tunnel approach when CAMEL services are used” to “It is for further study if we use two tunnels if CAMEL services are used”.

Conclusion:

Approved with revisions in S2S-000044.

S2S-000044, “Impacts of SGSN split WI still to be studied (alternative 2)”, Alcatel

Revision of S2S-000040.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000041, “Impacts of SGSN split WI still to be studied”, Alcatel

Revision of S2S-000034 (work plan).

Discussion:

· Add “(work plan)” to the title.

Conclusion:

Approved with revisions in S2S-000045.

S2S-000045, “Impacts of SGSN split WI still to be studied (work plan)”, Alcatel

Revision of S2S-000041.

Conclusion: Approved.

Other issues

It was discussed whether an answer LS should be sent to RAN3, following their LS on progress of Real-Time PS Domain SRNS Relocation (see S2-001411), to inform RAN3 of this feasibility study.

Discussion:

· Convenor: A feasibility study should not impact standard work. It is up to the feasibility study to take into account the work done in other groups.

· T-Mobil is concerned about how to converge the works eventually.

Conclusion:

Nokia will provide an answer LS (in S2-1519) simply informing RAN3 that a feasibility study is ongoing, which could have implications on the real-time SRNS relocation if the split architecture is eventually approved. The goal is just to make RAN3 aware of it, and not to ask RAN3 for any specific action.

2. Closing of the meeting

The original goal of this meeting was to start the detailed work on the two alternatives included in TR 23.873, and continue completing the sections on general considerations (i.e. benefits and drawbacks, open issues, etc.).

The meeting, however, turned out to be dedicated to general aspects only, as these were handled first, leaving no time for starting the work on basic signalling flows. It was nevertheless a constructive meeting as the contributions handled have generally contributed to identifying valid points to be considered in the study. We can consider that a solid base is now settled for starting the detailed work on the different alternatives at the next drafting meeting.

It was not possible to find a common agreement on Tdoc S2S-000031. The proposal in this document will be discussed in the SA2 plenary in order to decide whether the proposed new architecture is within the scope of the feasibility study or not, and hence whether to go further with this proposal or to abandon this track.
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Revised in S2S-000045

S2S-000042
Samsung
Feasibility study to split the GGSN functionality
Revision of S2S-000032
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