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1. Introduction

A two-day drafting session was held during the SA2#15 plenary meeting. The two main objectives of this session, besides progressing the work on the TR, were:

· To address the issues that were identified at the previous meeting and for which further clarifications were requested

· To complete the comparison tables of annex B, so as to move them to the Summary section

The new version of TR 23.873 resulting from this meeting will, according to the work plan, be presented to SA#10 for information.

 Documents presented

S2S-000106, “Agenda”, Convenor

Agenda for this drafting session.

Discussion:

· The convenor proposed that agenda item 5, dedicated to the comparison tables, should be handled on Wednesday morning even if the previous items are not completed by then, as this is a major point to be addressed in this drafting meeting. The remaining contributions would be handled afterwards, as time permits.

Conclusion: Approved.

1.1 LS in

S2-001829, “LS, ISSUE OF IDENTIFYING RESPONSIBILITY FOR SELECTION OF THE PROTOCOL OVER THE Mp INTERFACE”, CN WG4

Liaison statement received from CN4 as a result of the presentation of TR 23.873 v0.2.0 made to CN4 by the WI raporteur on October 10, 2000.

Conclusion: Noted.
S2S-001932, “Proposed response to Liaison Statement on identifying responsibility for selection of the protocol over the Mp interface (Between SGSN server and PS-MGW)”, Alcatel

Proposed answer to the liaison statement N4-000840 from CN4, presented in S2-001829.

Discussion:

· Nokia is happy with this LS; it is too premature to start any work on this.

· Orange is also happy to leave the decision to N4, but points out that a combined CS/PS-MGW is an architecture impact. Lucent: Work is still ongoing and architecture impacts could be identified.

· Nokia, Convenor: State that is not clear yet whether there are architectural impacts or not. At the end of the feasibility study S2 will consider this point and will be happy to defer the decision to N4 if suitable.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000131.

S2S-000131, “Proposed response to Liaison Statement on identifying responsibility for selection of the protocol over the Mp interface (Between SGSN server and PS-MGW)”, Split Architecture Drafting

Revision of S2-001932.

Discussion:

· Orange suggested better wording: “We are please that CN4 is aware of this work item, but suggest that no specific action is taken until …”

· Will be revised in the corresponding S2 document.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2-002048.

S2-002048, “Response to Liaison Statement on identifying responsibility for selection of the protocol over the Mp interface (Between SGSN server and PS-MGW)”, Split Architecture Drafting

Revision of S2S-000131.

Conclusion: Approved.

1.2 Contributions on clarifications requested at previous meeting

S2S-000107, “Benefits for the split SGSN approach”, Ericsson

This contribution addresses the benefits for the split SGSN approach, and tries to clarify them as requested in the previous drafting meeting.

Discussion:

· Motorola: Technology evolution is an implementation issue. Tellabs: It is relevant to consider implementation impacts in this study. Alcatel, Nokia: this could be achieved through a proprietary split. Tellabs: with standard interface this is a standard benefit. This is achieved by getting nodes from any vendor. Ericsson: Operator can choose to change all its MGWs from one manufacturer to another. This is clearly an advantage for operators. Motorola proposes to remove the word ‘hardware’. Nokia: For LI the interface is proprietary and makes impossible to have MGW and SGSN server from different vendors. Ericsson: With the MSC split this is possible and the LI issue is identical in the CS domain. Tellabs: the LI issue is non-obvious to many delegates so we cannot just take it as a truth.
Convenor: This needs to be checked within each company with LI experts.
Nokia/Siemens accept the text if it is added “in principle from different vendors” in the second and third benefits.

· Nokia: What kind of interfaces could be shared? Ericsson: interface cards that use the same lower layer protocols. Some off-line discussion is needed to agree on a proper re-wording.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000133.

S2S-000133, “Benefits for the split SGSN approach”, Ericsson

Revision of S2S-000107.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000108, “Clarification of the dynamic allocation of PS-MGW resources between SGSN servers”, Ericsson

This contribution seeks to clarify, as requested in the previous drafting meeting, how dynamic allocation of PS-MGW resources between SGSN servers is possible in the split SGSN approach, and how this results in increase of network capacity.

Discussion:

· Siemens: It would be nice to have the example included somewhere in the TR.

· Lucent: The resources are efficiently used but the total capacity is unchanged. Ericsson: It avoids congestion and therefore increases the overall capacity. Siemens: The usage of the capacity is improved. Lucent proposes the wording “increases the ability to better utilise the network capacity”.

· Siemens wonders about other scenarios, as here the thresholds need to be exchanged. Then other scenarios might need other procedural changes. Ericsson: This is ongoing work in the CS domain, and the same procedures will most likely be possible to reuse in the PS domain. Alcatel: This should be mentioned in the text.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000134.

S2S-000134, “Clarification of the dynamic allocation of PS-MGW resources between SGSN servers”, Ericsson

Revision of S2S-000108.

Discussion:

· Siemens: In third paragraph of section 2, use same wording as in benefit with respect to the increase of network capacity.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000143

S2S-000143, “Clarification of the dynamic allocation of PS-MGW resources between SGSN servers”, Ericsson

Revision of S2S-000134.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000116, “The SGSN split in future IP networks”, Ericsson

This contribution brings some visionary thoughts, which place the split SGSN architecture in the context of future IP networks.

Discussion:

· Lucent: Why is the GGSN not on the control plane. Ericsson: The GGSN contains little control functionality.

· Nokia: MEGACO is about PSTN/IP interworking. The R99 architecture already provides possibilities for virtual networks. Also the PS-MGW is not shown. Ericsson: This is a very general picture, which is not meant to address details.

· Nokia: This vision is not necessarily shared by everyone. Ericsson: This was requested at previous meeting. Siemens/Nokia also describe some view which can be questioned.

· Orange: This physical separation of planes is actually the vision of  many fora.

· Nokia: Stating that other fora support this architecture, because one of their groups works on it is too strong. There are several statements that are inaccurate and cannot be kept, even in a feasibility study.

Conclusion:

Off-line discussion needed.

Was planned to be revised in S2S-000135, which Ericsson eventually withdrew.

S2S-000121, “QoS Considerations for the One Tunnel Approach”, Siemens, Nokia

This contribution discusses QoS considerations for the one tunnel approach.

Discussion:

· Orange: Can you quantify the order of magnitude of the delay saved. Siemens: It is implementation dependent. Orange: In Siemens’ implementation then. Ericsson: We have done some investigation on our products and the result is less than 1 ms. I.e. about 1 percent of total delay including radio typically for the conversational class. Nokia: If you don’t have a description of your calculation it cannot be accepted.

· Tellabs: But the open issue being addressed says ‘compared to the additional load on the GGSN’. Siemens: This contribution states that there is no additional load in the GGSN. E.g. LI can be done somehow in parallel and therefore does not influence the delay.

· Orange: A sentence shall then be added saying that this delay is very implementation dependent and can therefore not be estimated here.

· Nokia: One congestion point less is an advantage in terms of delay. Tellabs: In this contribution you do not address congestion.
Conclusion: “The reduction in delay is strongly dependent on implementation and can therefore not be estimated here”. Bullet to be removed and further contributions should add an open issue indicating that this is not quantifiable.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000136.

S2S-000136, “QoS Considerations for the One Tunnel Approach”, Siemens, Nokia

Revision of S2S-000121.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000122, “Information Flows for the One Tunnel Approach”, Siemens, Nokia

This contribution describes the 2G – 3G intersystem change for the one tunnel approach.

Discussion:

· Ericsson would like to see the intra SGSN intersystem change as well. Some concern was expressed about alternative 1 and it should also apply here. Siemens will contribute on this at the next meeting.

· Alcatel: Does this mean that in all cases where intersystem change must be supported, the transport is needed in the cSGSN? Siemens: Yes.

· Lucent: One of the drawbacks says ‘increase signalling to small extent’; this case should be added to the list of examples. Ericsson: One of our contributions will address similar issues and could slip in this point.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000123, “GTP Aspects for the One Tunnel Approach”, Siemens, Nokia

This contribution discusses GTP aspects for the one tunnel approach.

Discussion:

· AT&T: What if the GGSN is in the vPLMN? In this case the GGSN will return the new IE, but two tunnels are needed. Can the SGSN know that the GGSN is in another PLMN? Ericsson: The APN resolution will provide the operator identifier and from this the SGSN will learn that the GGSN is in another PLMN. AT&T would like to see it clarified in the text.

· Ericsson: Will in some cases the old SGSN have to know if the new SGSN is 1 tunnel capable? In particular for the location reporting function. Siemens: The new IE will be included in appropriate GTP messages. Ericsson would like this clarified in the text.

· Ericsson: Nokia stated that location info can not be sent over Mp in inter-vendor case (LI info encoding is proprietary), but now it is possible over the Gn interface. Why? Nokia: We didn’t say it is not possible, but it needs lot of work to standardise it. That comment was referring to LI; for charging everything is standardised. Ericsson: Here also the location info is used for LI, then the same problem applies here. Nokia: The problem is the same but GTP is under 3GPP control while not H.248. Ericsson: This is wrong; the packages will be under 3GPP control.

· Ericsson: Could it be clarified what is the charging, LI, etc information? Siemens will add some examples.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000138.

S2S-000138, “GTP Aspects for the One Tunnel Approach”, Siemens, Nokia

Revision of S2S-000123.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000127, “SGSN split, information storage in the PS-MGW”, Ericsson

This contribution describes the information set which have to be stored in the PS-MGW for every active PDP context.

Discussion:

· Ericsson: If this table is supposed to cover all the information needed to be stored in the PS-MGW, then LI information is missing. Nokia: Many LI info is possible, but depends on triggers, etc. Nokia proposes to put a generic name ‘Target information data’ and refer to the appropriate TS for details.

· Motorola: This information is also valid for the H.248 option. Nokia: It was requested at the previous meeting to clarify what info is needed for GTP-C. The same work could be done for the H.248 case by the contributing company.

· AT&T: It is possible to have several PDP contexts with the same PDP address. It will be a problem to identify the proper record. Nokia: The TEID and NSAPI are used to identify a PDP context. NSAPI must be added.

· Motorola: The TEID for the PS-MGW itself is missing uplink and downlink). Also the IP addresses of the PS-MGW are needed.

· Lucent: In case multiple SGSN servers are connected to the same PS-MGW, would the SGSN TEID identify the proper SGSN server? Nokia: Correct. The SGSN server address must be added.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000139.

S2S-000139, “SGSN split, information storage in the PS-MGW”, Nokia

Revision of S2S-000127.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000128, “Lawful Interception (GTP-C option) in SGSN server - PS-MGW approach”, Nokia

This contribution proposes an approach for how to perform lawful interception in a split SGSN architecture, i.e. when there is an SGSN server and a PS-MGW. The proposal discusses how the LI is performed when GTP-C is used in the Mp interface.

Discussion:

· Ericsson: You state that existing PS protocols remain unchanged. Nokia: The mechanisms are not changed, there are just new IEs. Ericsson: By adding IEs you change the protocol. Convenor: According to the proposal section of this contribution, this part is not proposed to be included in the TR.

· Tellabs: The SGSN server is actually moving the LI intelligence to the PS-MGW. The PS-MGW has to interpret high-level data to select the data to divert. There should be a simple mechanism to divert the data to the DF3. Nokia: The same applies for H.248. Tellabs: With H.248 it is possible to easily specify filters on which packets to divert.

Conclusion: Approved.

1.3 Contributions on general aspects

S2S-0000109, “Clarification of overview chapters for the One Tunnel Approach”, Ericsson

This contribution tries to improve the text in the overview chapters for the one tunnel approach to more reflect the applicability and the implications of this approach.

Discussion:

· Siemens: We save more than just decapsulation-encapsulation.
Long discussion about which layers are really saved and which ones are anyway needed somewhere else in the core network.
Conclusion: “The One Tunnel Approach gains an improved efficiency by bypassing the SGSN”.

· Siemens: In 7.2.2.1, the added bullet is already covered by the bullet just above. Ericsson: This procedure is in the other direction. Siemens: Accepts this change and will provide further contribution on this.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000140.

S2S-000140, “Clarification of overview chapters for the One Tunnel Approach”, Ericsson

Revision of S2S-000109.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000110, “Discussion on already included benefits and drawbacks for the One Tunnel Approach”, Ericsson

This contribution addresses the existing benefits and drawbacks for the one tunnel approach.

Discussion:

· Nokia: Why does the Service Request add signalling? Ericsson: Now the GGSN initiates it, while today the SGSN does it.

· Lucent: instead of “most of PDP contexts” use rather “Dependent on the proportion of PDP contexts activated as one tunnel” since it is difficult to quantify. Ericsson Agrees.

· Siemens: Do not agree with removal of third bullet; this is a requirement in 23.060. Ericsson: This is possible today. Siemens: Not for CAMEL. Conclusion: Keep this bullet, but ending with “…possible for CAMEL prepaid” (postpaid case removed).

· Ericsson adds intersystem change as source of increased signalling, as requested by Lucent during the presentation of a previous contribution.

· Nokia: Add that it is expected that the one tunnel approach will be applicable in most of the cases.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000141.

S2S-000141, “Discussion on already included benefits and drawbacks for the One Tunnel Approach”, Ericsson

Revision of S2S-000110.

Discussion:

· Siemens: It was agreed to add the NB to the first bullet as well. Ericsson: Don’t remember the discussion was also on the first bullet, but agrees to add it.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000144

S2S-000144, “Discussion on already included benefits and drawbacks for the One Tunnel Approach”, Ericsson

Revision of S2S-000141.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000142, “Drawbacks and Open Issues for the One Tunnel Approach”, Ericsson

This contribution investigates additional drawbacks and the open issues for the one tunnel approach.

Revision of S2S-000112, which was not presented.

Discussion:

· Nokia: Finds a bit drastic to remove the picture because of drawing issues. A note could be added below the figure. Ericsson: There are two different interfaces, then you need a functional node in between. Nokia: It is being discussed in other groups whether in R4 the lower layers of Iu should be liberalised. If so, they would be identical. Motorola: A bridging entity is needed there. Nokia accepts that a bridge be added in between.

· Siemens: The first bullet in the drawbacks (link configuration) shall be remove according to the discussion on S2S-000114. Ericsson Agrees.

· Nokia: The reference to costs shall be removed, as this is a contractual issue. Ericsson agrees.

· Siemens: The second drawback should also be added to SGSN split approach to support 2G radio. Ericsson: No, the SGSN server does not need to implement the 2G-SGSN functionality.

· Nokia: Fair charging is not mentioned in any charging specification. Where is it standardised? Also the redundancy and fault situations will not introduce any problem. Ericsson: Fair charging is standardised as ‘unsuccessful downlink packets reporting’. Splitting an original CDR in two (separation of the unsuccessful downlink packets), creates a problem if the two portions end up in two different Billing Gateways. Ericsson will rename ‘fair charging’ to ‘unsuccessful downlink packets’.

· Nokia: Suggests to move the drawback on fair charging to open issues, and will check this with their charging experts. Ericsson agrees.

· Nokia: would like in last open issue to have the word ‘exactly estimated’. Orange: You cannot give any rough approximation. Ericsson agrees to add ‘exactly’.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000146.

S2S-000146, “Drawbacks and Open Issues for the One Tunnel Approach”, Ericsson

Revision of S2S-000142.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000113, “Open Issues for the split SGSN approach”, Ericsson

This contribution addresses and discusses the existing open issues for the split SGSN approach.

Discussion:

· Siemens: The mechanisms to allow redundancy schemes need to be studied. Ericsson: The schemes are operator dependent and the study does not have to address all the details. Orange: This is up to the operators to investigate redundancy schemes, not to 3GPP. For the MSC split this has not been investigated in 3GPP. Nokia: Issues that are not addressed are open. Tellabs: There is no point in raising open issues because there are mechanisms to define, if they don’t change anything to the basic working of the architecture.
Strong disagreement between companies, in particular with respect to the scope of this feasibility study. Conclusion: Keep an open issue stating “Investigation into redundancy schemes is to be addressed in stage 3 work”.

· Lucent and Nokia believe the open issue about considering additional sources of increased signalling must be kept. Ericsson: The drawbacks already cover this.
Again strong disagreement on what should be considered as open issues, as opposed to drawbacks.
It was finally agreed to consider this as covered by the drawbacks.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000147.

S2S-000147, “Open Issues for the split SGSN approach”, Ericsson

Revision of S2S-000113.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000115, “H.248 vs. GTP-C on the Mp interface”, Ericsson

This contribution proposes a comparison table between H.248 and GTP-C, which are under consideration as candidate protocols for the Mp interface of alternative 1.

Discussion:

· Nokia: In 4th row of H.248, there should not be a reference to IETF adoption of a protocol. Ericsson: This is to enlighten that there is lot of interest for this protocol and 3GPP will benefit from the work done there. Ericsson suggested some rewording.

· Motorola: In 1st row of H.248, use the words ‘mostly horizontal’.
Some discussion about whether GTP-C is vertical or horizontal, and the meaning of these terms.

· Orange: Believes this contribution is out of the scope of this feasibility study as it does not address architectural impacts. The text of the TR already contains several hints for the stage 3 work.

· Ericsson accepts to withdraw this contribution.

Conclusion: Withdrawn.

S2S-000117, “Removal of section 6.11”, Ericsson

This contribution proposes to remove the network deployment option currently included in section 6.11 of alternative 1.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000119, “Transport / Control Separation Impacts on Mobile IP”, Lucent Technologies

This contribution seeks to highlight issues raised by the Selection Criteria, which are to be used as a guideline for this TR. In particular this contribution seeks to address the impact of the proposed architectural split on Mobile IP (MIP).

Discussion:

· Lucent: withdraws the second bullet for alternative 2 as the deployment option has been removed.

· Ericsson: The report on Mobile IP is not anymore up-to-date since the IMS has been introduced, and would therefore need to be re-studied. Therefore this contribution can be taken for discussion, but not for inclusion in the TR. Orange: The TR on MIP does not reflect a common agreement as a way forward within S2.

· Motorola: With IPv6 the Foreign Agent is not needed. Therefore this contribution is only relevant for MIPv4.

· Lucent: Would the group agree to include this in the TR as a discussion on how the split architecture could impact MIP? Siemens would suggest putting it in an informative annex. Ericsson do not see any benefits in introducing it in the TR.

· Lucent: This contribution tries to address the selection criteria on not precluding the use of Mobile IP. The only base we have on how to implement MIP is TR 23.923.

· Tellabs does not see how the complexity of interworking between different types of nodes could impact MIP; that is a general issue.

· Samsung would like to know if this step-wise introduction of MIP is still valid and acceptable for everybody. Convenor: Step 3 assumes a modified architecture that has not been agreed in 3GPP. Does it make sense to include this in the TR? Lucent: Then the selection criteria should be removed. Orange do not object to removing the selection criteria (as one of the authors of the contribution which brought it in).

· Siemens: The last bullet is valid if it is decided some time to go for MIP as global mobility mechanism. Ericsson suggests the rephrasing “If the step 3 of MIP is adopted, this will negate the need for the split architecture”.

· Lucent will propose a revised contribution putting the above sentence as an open issue to alternative 1.

Conclusion:

Revision in S2S-000148 to be provided in the next drafting meeting.

1.4 Contributions on general aspects

S2S-000114, “Update of tables in Annex B”, Ericsson

This contribution proposes some update to the comparison tables in Annex B of TR 23.873 v0.3.0.

Discussion:

· Nokia: Sharing of resource between CS and PS is implementation dependent and should be removed; I also doubt it is really possible. Ericsson: This was addressed in a contribution to this meeting. Siemens: The sentence is misleading and therefore should specify which layers are shared. Ericsson agrees to add which resources can be shared.

· Nokia: In ‘network traffic capacity’, the SGSN needs more seldom to be upgraded. Ericsson: Agrees to add ‘Although this is expected to happen seldom’.

· Siemens: rather than adding repeatedly ‘when applicable’, add a general statement of applicability for each approach and that they should be applicable in most cases. Ericsson agrees.

· Nokia: In 2.1 the location reporting for charging is missing for the SGSN server. Ericsson: This is not needed for charging, only for LI.

· Samsung: What kind of mobility management is needed in the PS-MGW. Ericsson: It has to change tunnels. Samsung: This is not a mobility management function. Ericsson Agrees.

· Siemens: The note above the table should also state that in case of 2G radio the SGSN and SGSN server functionality must be implemented in the same physical node. Ericsson agrees.

· Siemens: In network management, what are the additional links to manage. Ericsson: For instance SLSs on direct links from RNC to GGSN must be configured. Nokia: That is normal network configuration. Ericsson accepts to remove it for now and will check this.

· Lucent: The packet bearer QoS is not as in R99 for the PS-MGW since a negotiation needs to happen on Mp. Ericsson: This refers to the QoS of the bearer itself. Lucent: then add in session management that PS-MGW must participate in QoS negotiation. Agreed.

· Other modifications were discussed and agreed.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000145.

S2S-000145, “Update of tables in Annex B”, Ericsson

Revision of S2S-000114.

Discussion:

· Lucent: The increase in load is about the same in both alternatives.

· Alcatel: In ‘network traffic capacity’, parts related to the Mp interface apply only if H.248 is adopted. Ericsson agrees.

Conclusion:

Revised in S2S-000149.

S2S-000149, “Update of tables in Annex B”, Ericsson

Revision of S2S-000145.

Conclusion: Approved.

S2S-000125, “Comparison of the SGSN Split and the One Tunnel Approach”, Siemens, Nokia

This contribution proposes a text for the evaluation of the SGSN split and the one tunnel approach.

Discussion:

· Ericsson: This comparison misses several points, and the delay, as already discuss extensively, is very small compared to the overall delay.

· Orange: Operators do not see the one tunnel approach as easier to migrate.

· Alcatel: Disagrees repeating text about benefits here. That is the puspose of the ‘Drawbacks and Benefits’ section.

· Convenor: The table should be neutral and a dedicated section should ultimately try to draw a conclusion. This contribution is basically proposing a conclusion and as such seams to propose to conclude the feasibility study.

· Orange: We have a contribution from operators (S2S-000129) proposing a different conclusion and should therefore be handle together with this contribution.

· Ericsson proposes to handle first remaining contributions and handle the discussion on a conclusion by the end of the meeting.

Conclusion:

It was decided to discuss first as many remaining contributions as possible before discussing S2S-000125 and S2S-000129. This should allow having the most up-to-date information before trying to come to any conclusion on these two contributions.

There was finally no conclusion about this contribution at this stage.

S2S-000129, “Conclusion of the feasibility study”, Orange, Vodafone, Telia

This contribution, on the ground of the good progress achieved in the feasibility study, proposes to conclude it by approving the SGSN server - PS-MGW approach.

Discussion:

· Nokia: The one tunnel approach saves about half the processing capacity of the SGSN, then saving costs. Orange, Ericsson: Costs are a matter of financial agreements and are out of context in this discussion. Alcatel: the contribution mentions costs. Orange: Will remove this sentence. Operating costs are a major issue for operators, not only the cost of equipment. Time to market is important as well.

· Alcatel: we can spend much time discussing technical details, but the point is, are we able to draw any conclusion now? Orange: Agrees that we have to go out of technical details. Operators brought this contribution because they see clear advantages in the SGSN split and see no need to continue the feasibility study as the important issues have been covered.

· Nokia: Some issues still need to be addressed, like in S2S-000132 which was not yet addressed. Orange doesn’t believe any company would have waited till the last meeting to raise any major issues.

· Convenor: Stressing that the statement is made as convenor and not as Ericsson delegate, the convenor honestly believes that the major issues have been identified and extensively discussed.

· Nokia: Why wasn’t it announced in advance that a conclusion will be proposed in this meeting? Orange: We didn’t announce it in advance as we wanted to see first if any new issues would be brought to this meeting. We indeed submitted it late in the meeting, when we identified there was nothing new.

· Nokia, Siemens: There is a work plan which has been defined and included in the TR, and companies are not expecting the FS to be concluded at this meeting. Not all interested parties are present, and would have maybe sent delegates to this drafting if informed in advance. We cannot close a feasibility study ahead of time. Ericsson: It has happened already with other feasibility studies. Is it bad to complete work ahead of time?

· Nokia: Neither existing interfaces, nor nodes are impacted is wrong. As LI is based on proprietary protocol. Ericsson doesn’t believe there is a real problem with LI.

· Motorola: Believes that it will not be possible to come to an agreement in this small group, and that the discussion should be brought to the main S2 meeting. Ericsson: This drafting group can probably not make any decision on the conclusion, but the main S2 certainly do. The TR of more than 80 pages appears to be rather complete. Siemens: We don’t judge the completion of work based on the number of pages of a TR.

· Lucent: We are a contribution driven organisation and as long as there is no consensus to complete the FS, companies are free to continue bringing contributions.

· Nokia: Understands that accelerating the FS is meant to have a conclusion earlier, and to get products earlier on the market. Working longer in this group will make the work even more complete and then the CR work could be even faster. Therefore there will be no delay for finalising the specifications if we complete the FS according to the work plan.

· Etc.

Conclusion:

A long and heavy discussion took place, with a divergence of opinions primarily on the assessment of the level of completion of the feasibility study, but also on formal considerations like not following the agreed time plan.

No conclusion at this stage.

 Closing of the meeting

The two main objectives of this drafting session, i.e. addressing issues identified in the previous meeting and completing the comparison tables, were achieved. Seven contributions, out of 27 distributed, were not handled by lack of time (mainly due to long discussions on some points more or less important), however most of, if not all, the essential contributions were discussed.

A rather tense discussion as to whether the feasibility study was already mature enough to be concluded occurred. Although no consensus was reached on this matter, at least the companies involved in this feasibility study could express their feelings. With this respect, the discussion was valuable.

TR 23.873 v0.4.0, with all the contributions approved in this drafting session included, will be presented to SA2 for approval and to be raised to version 1.0.0. TR 23.873 v1.0.0 will then be presented to SA#10 for information.

Tdoc list

TDoc #
Source
Title
Note
Conclusion

S2S-000106
Convenor
Agenda

Approved

S2S-000107
Ericsson
Benefits for the split SGSN approach 

Revised in S2S-000133

S2S-000108
Ericsson
Clarification of the dynamic allocation of PS-MGW resources between SGSN servers

Revised in S2S-000134

S2S-000109
Ericsson
Clarification of overview chapters for the One Tunnel Approach 

Revised in S2S-000140

S2S-000110
Ericsson
Discussion on already included benefits and drawbacks for the One Tunnel Approach 

Revised in S2S-000141

S2S-000111
Ericsson
Various chapters for the One Tunnel Approach 

Withdrawn

S2S-000112
Ericsson
Drawbacks and Open Issues for the One Tunnel Approach 

Revised in S2S-000142

S2S-000113
Ericsson
Open Issues for the split SGSN approach 

Revised in S2S-000147

S2S-000114
Ericsson
Update of tables in Annex B 

Revised in S2S-000145

S2S-000115
Ericsson
H.248 vs. GTP-C on the Mp interface

Withdrawn

S2S-000116
Ericsson
The SGSN split in future IP networks

Revised in S2S-000135

S2S-000117
Ericsson
Removal of section 6.11

Approved

S2S-000118
Lucent Tech. UK
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