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1
Introduction
At the last RAN3 #94, a set of draft specification has been presented [1-4] to show how the new interface between the eNB and the SeGW can be defined. This document summarises concerns about this approach.
2
Discussion
2.1
The concept

The main argument to enable the interface is the fact that the SeGW is a standalone node. However, the co-signing companies believe that SeGW is rather a non-3GPP node that can be collocated with 3GPP nodes – eNB (as per Rel.13) or WT (as considered in Rel.14). Therefore, enabling a new interface effectively creates a redundancy with the interface that already connects these nodes.
2.2
Technical issues

Below, a list of technical issues with the presented draft specifications is given:
XsAP (36.4x3):

1) Xs Setup and the list of relevant LWIP WLAN identifiers.

LWIP is designed to enable transfer of data over any AP that the UE can connect to and that offers access to the Internet. Therefore, expectation that the L-SeGW knows all such APs is probably not realistic. At best, the L-SeGW could offer a list of APs that can be used for LWIP and offer other, special features, e.g. measurement reporting.

2) LWIP-SeGW Tunnel Addition and the GTP endpoints
LWIP enables configuring multiple bearers to the UE to be transferred in a single IPSec tunnel. Having only one GTP tunnel over Xs disables any QoS differentiation over Xs, even though it may be enabled in the WLAN access. Traffic differentiation over WLAN access may be provided using multiple security association over the IPSec tunnel.

3) The information needed specifically for LWIP is UE-associated and orthogonal to the information exchanged over Xw for LWA. Therefore, there seems to be very little merit to the introduction of a separate interface only for LWIP, given that signaling design is modular and allows independence of features within the same application protocol.
4) In case both LWA and LWIP need to be supported in the same eNB (see scenario below), this will result in two different interfaces with two different protocol stacks running between the same two logical nodes. This is very inefficient and should be avoided.

Xw-U (36.4x4/5):
1) Single tunnel per UE/direction

As discussed above, this may create limitation that is not justified in the LWIP architecture. It allows to configure multiple bearers to be used with LWIP.
2.3
Scenario

One independent concern is about the assumed scenario: that the LWIP and LWA are exclusive services. In reality, they are very likely to be complementary and may coexist in the same area: the operator, when deploying LWA APs, may still utilise the existing APs. Therefore, for the same area, LWA and LWIP connectivity is needed. The only constraint, as currently specified in TS 36.300, is that only one at a time shall be configured for a given UE. The SeGW, if considered a separate node, will anyway be collocated with the WT and the interfaces (Xw and Xs) would duplicate the same functionality.
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