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Background
There are many proposals on SAE architecture from many companies. One way to categorize them is into one GPRS-enhanced approach and one ‘IP-optimized’ (AIPN) approach according to the Annex B of the TR 23.882. Still many different solutions are proposed for each of the two types.
The progress of SAE work in SA2 is so far limited and the progress must significantly increase in order to meet the target finalisation date. The SAE TR has a ToC that indicates a way forward, but the work lacks a more detailed workplan and milestones used by e.g. RAN LTE SI. 
Due to the complexity and unclear magnitude of the scope covered by the SAE at the beginning of the work, it was difficult to identify a clear way forward and to set milestones. As the work has progressed and the scope and issues have been, and are being identified, and thus the possibility to identify a suitable workplan and to set milestones have increased. 

Discussion

To ensure good progress of the work and to enable interaction and cooperation with other groups a workplan with an identified way forward and identified milestones are needed. The work has now progress to a point where more detailed workplan can be produced, agreed and aligned with other groups, such as RAN LTE SI.  
Dealing with a lot of different solutions in a broad issue like this is never easy in standardisation and the track record of 3GPP and other standardisation foras is not encouraging and clearly shows the difficulties and the importance of compromises to reach progress. The current proposals have been grouped into two different approaches, although little progress has been made to align different solutions.
Looking at the future work of SAE two different options have been identified, each with their pros and cons: 
1. Make a consolidated functional architecture
There are many different solutions that needs to be agreed into one architecture. Due to the different approaches of the solutions it might be very difficult and time consuming to find a consolidated functional architecture suitable for both approaches. It might also be difficult to solve key issues as they might be solved in fundamentally different ways and are probably depended on which approach that is used for other key issues, i.e. the solutions to key issues are inter-dependent on each other. The benefit is that if the work managed to complete there is only one solution.
 
2. Make one (or a couple of) functional architecture(s) for each approach
This might speed up the progress as there might be easier to compromise between solutions using the same approach. By having two dedicated architectures the focus can be put on finding the optimal solution for each key issue for that approach and thus focus the work on solutions rather than fundamental differences. The drawback is that the work is duplicated as two architectures are developed. 

One benefit with this alternative is that each player, even players not so active in SA2, can get two complete architectures to choose from. As the architectures are fully developed the pros and cons with the full solution can be taken into account in the selection, in contrast to key issue solution selection where pros and cons and more complex as they are likely to be dependent on how other key issues are solved.

To even improve the progress further the two architectures can be developed in parallel sessions to save time in SA2 meetings. However, that would mean even more parallel sessions in the meetings, but would probably significantly improve the progress.

The main problem might be that the selection of the final architecture might be very difficult and in the worst case meaning that two standards has to be developed and the market has to decide, with all the drawbacks of  multiple work, lower market volumes, interworking/interoperability problems. 
Proposal

This contribution proposes to put milestones towards the finalization of the feasibility study, and also proposes to discuss which option we should follow.

DoCoMo think that even though option 2 will end-up in a difficult selection this option is the only that has some likelihood to progress the work according to time plan. In addition the future architecture is an important issue for all GSM/3G operators so more complete alternatives to select from would allow more operators to be involved in such an important decision.
This does not mean that DoCoMo opposes any work to try to align the two architectures, rather the opposite as such work is encouraged. However, it should be recognised that agreements might be difficult to reach in several key issues and rather than letting this block the work two solutions should be accepted initially.
DoCoMo proposes that the SAE work is updated with the following milestones and the aim should be develop two architectures, mainly in parallel sessions to ensure good progress.  
Proposed milestones
· Stabilization of key issues: December 2005

· Stabilization of the two architectures: March 2006

· Comparison (and selection) of the architectures: June 2006
3GPP

SA WG2 TD


