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1. Introduction

The need for the split between the MME and the UPE depends on the functions allocated to the each node, and their relationship to other network entities.

Currently, both the UPE and the MME are regarded as access-aware (LTE-specific) nodes, placed one hierarchical level above the eNode-B
However, for a variety of reasons, an access agnostic SAE solution can be envisaged where both UPE and MME functionalities are incorporated in the eNode-B. Such a solution can be also regarded as a collocation of the UPE and MME with the eNode-B.

Therefore, the discussion regarding the MME-UPE split should take this potential solution into account, i.e. the case where both the MME and the UPE functionalities are incorporated in the eNode-B.
2. Proposed elements of evaluation for the MME-UPE split
NAS signaling transport between UE and MME/UPE NAS signaling from NB to MME or UPE?

Within the context of an implementation where both UPE and MME functionalities are integrated with the eNode-B, the problem is automatically solved, and no issue exists 
NB-UPE path update after X2-inter-NB HOV from via MME or not?

This problem exists in the case of a solution where eNode-B, UPE and MME are physically separated entities. When UPE and MME functionalities are integrated with the eNode-B, the problem described above does not exist. 

Of course in this case every “X2-inter-NB HOV” would be equivalent to an inter-UPE relocation in active mode (see [1]),
“RAB” (dedicated/default bearer) setup from MME or UPE to NB?

When UPE and MME functionalities are integrated in the eNode-B, the problem does not apply.
Storage of default/dedicated bearer (QoS) parameters in MME and/or UPE?

Same as above. The problem does not apply
Negotiation of default/dedicated bearer (QoS) parameters in MME and/or UPE?

Same as above. The problem does not apply
Paging request from MME or UPE to NB?

Same as above. The problem does not apply. 

Solutions for paging in an architecture where UPE and MME functionalities are integrated in the eNode-B were already discussed in RAN3 (see [2], [3])
RRC security for NAS level only for signaling transactions (e.g. TAU)? ask RAN and/or SA3?

In a solution where the MME is integrated with the eNode-B, the same level of security as for RRC messages (already originated by the eNode-B) would apply to NAS signaling
Handover initiation (to 2G, 3G, other UPE?) via UPE to MME or to MME?

In a solution where the MME is integrated with the eNode-B, the handover to 2G/3G would be initiated by the eNode-B, i.e. via RRC and via MME functionalities. This would trigger the involvement of the 3GPP Anchor.
Delivery of user traffic related charging records to charging systems by MME or UPE?

In case both MME and UPE are integrated in the eNode-B, the problem is solved in a simpler fashion, since the UPE would have the information regarding the traffic volumes, and the MME could eventually contribute with information e.g. regarding special tariffs for a specific area  
LI on UPE controlled via MME or direct LI control ?
In theory, Lawful Intercept would take place in an edge/gateway node, i.e. well above the eNode-B. 

The involvement of UPE or MME functionalities can only be dependent on specific LI requirements, which would eventually need to be discussed further.
3. Conclusion

MME/UPE aspects were investigated within the context of solution where their functionalities are integrated in the eNodeB. 

This solution was compared against the list of evaluation items described in the agenda.

It was concluded that a split between MME and UPE is not required
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