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1. Overall Description:

CT4 has started the work on GTPv2 and is considering the definition of GTP-C messages that are PDN-Connection-based, as opposed to bearer-based.

Please consider the attached CT4#38 contribution on a definition of PDN-Connection and including a high level description of how such PDN-connection oriented messages could look like.

The first discussions on this approach to the GTPv2 implementation have made clear a number of dependencies to SA2 which are described in the following sub sections.

1.1 Terminology Issues

The proposed GTPv2 messages refer to a relationship between UEs and PDNs for which there does not seem to be any official terminology. The concept meant seems to match best the concept of “IP-CAN session” used by PCC, but for the specific case of an Evolved Packet System. TS 23.401 seems to use the term “PDN connection” for this concept, but the actual meaning is not totally clear, and there is no definition for it.

In order to be able to unambiguously describe GTPv2, we require agreed terminology consistent with SA2 work and explicitly documented.

Note that the terminology used in the attached C4-080350 paper has been chosen with the intention to align it with the current usage of the “PDN Connection” thorough 23.401.

This is not necessarily the best choice and we do not intend to show a specific preference. Other terminology like “EPS Session”, “EPC Session” could also be considered.

Note that although in some discussion the PCC term “IP-CAN Session” could be used instead of the here discussed term, there is a need to be able to refer to an EPS specific IP-CAN Session. As IP-CAN Session is a more general term which also covers non-EPS and pre-release 8 connections, it would lead to confusion and possibly ambiguous statements if we do not have an EPS specialization of this term.

1.2 Nature of EPC Session Management Procedures

TS 23.401 is unclear on if the session management procedures described are bearer oriented or PDN connection oriented, or of a different nature. Two examples:

Example 1:

In 23.401 v8.0.0 clause “5.3.3.1 Tracking Area Update procedure with MME and Serving GW change”, the steps 8 to 11 might impact 1 or more bearers for the same PDN connection.

Step 8 uses the parameter “bearer contexts” (note the plural form) as part of the create bearer request, which seems to match a PDN connection oriented procedure. On the other hand, step 11 uses the singular form “bearer context” only. Step 9 does not explicitly mention the bearer concepts, but it includes only one parameter, the TEID (in singular) that could identify a bearer or a PDN connection. The intention is unclear as there is no decision yet on which granularity TEID usage shall have.

Example 2:

In 23.401 v8.0.0 clause “5.5.1.1.3 Inter eNodeB handover without MME relocation, with Serving GW relocation”, steps 2 to 4 also might apply to several bearers. Here the plural form is used more consistently, but there is no explicit statement about if the procedure is PDN-connection oriented. Considering that the legacy pre-release 8 specification use bearer-oriented procedures for similar use cases, CT4 needs an explicit statement on the preferences from SA2.

Note that the signalling flows of the two examples above also miss the cases where the UE might have several PDN connection, potentially towards different PDN-GWs, but this is not directly related to this LS.

1.3 Relationship to protocol choice for S3/S4

CT4 wants to highlight that the proposed PDN-Connection oriented GTPv2 messages are advantageous especially in the case where S3, S4, S5, S8, S10 and S11 are GTPv2 based.

The benefits of this approach would be somehow limited if S3 and S4 would be GTPv1 based as requires mapping between bearer-oriented GTPv1 procedures and GTPv2 session management semantics in additional nodes.

2. Actions:

To SA2 group.

ACTION: 
CT4 kindly asks the SA2 group to:

1. Define terminology in 23.401 clause 3.1 (or alternative specification) and consider the concept named as “PDN Connection” in the attached document. 

2. Answer to CT4 if the PDN-connection-based GTPv2 messages proposed in the attached document are in line with the SA2 view of EPC session and mobility management procedures. 

3. If the answer to 2. is yes, update 23.401 (and other impacted stage 2 TSs)  to explicitly cover signalling flows where PDN connections consist of several bearers, and use the agreed terminology and new procedure names.

For the first 2 actions, we would appreciate an answer by the end of the SA2#63 meeting. The answer is required latest by the end of the CT4#38bis (possibly as a result of the parallel SA2#64).

3. Date of Next CT4 Meetings:

CT4#38bis (Rel-8)
7th – 11th April 2008
South Korea

CT4#39
5th – 9th May 2008
Cape Town, SOUTH AFRICA

