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1. Introduction

Alternative 1 of TR 23.873, i.e. the “SGSN server - PS-MGW” approach, H.248 is proposed as the control protocol used over the Mp interface between the SGSN server and the PS-MGW. In S2S-000005, Nokia proposed to consider GTP-C as an alternative to H.248 on this interface.

This contribution evaluates the pros and cons of each alternative protocol and provides a clear recommendation on which of H.248 or GTP-C shall be retained for the Mp interface of the SGSN server - PS-MGW approach.

2. Discussion

S2S-000005 proposed to use GTP-C over the Mp interface mainly because of its inherent support of PDP context activation, modification and deactivation procedures. S2S-000005 however already revealed that GTP-C would have to be modified to support charging procedures.

Why is GTP-C not suitable?

In fact GTP-C would have to be significantly extended with functions it was not meant for, while H.248 offers all the needed flexibility. GTP is indeed a tunnelling protocol, and its subset GTP-C is designed for managing the GTP tunnels. It is clearly not designed for controlling the diverse functions of a node, which H.248 on the contrary is designed for.

From an architecture point of view, GTP-C is an ‘horizontal’ peer-to-peer protocol, whereas H.248 is a ‘vertical’ controller-controlled protocol. Using GTP-C between the control and user plane will result in an untidy architecture.

Amongst the modifications needed to GTP-C, we can point out:

· Reporting of charging information and other statistics from the PS-MGW to the SGSN server

· Setting events in the PS-MGW to trigger the reporting

· Defining counters in the PS-MGW

· Reporting of abnormal situations from the PS-MGW to the SGSN server

· Reporting of the reception of down-link packets at the PS-MGW while the Iu connection is released

· Control of features on the node level (i.e. applicable to all PDP contexts)

Adding all these functions to GTP-C will just make it more complicated and will raise many compatibility problems with earlier releases. The identification and handling of error cases will be an important factor of this increased complexity and will then also affect the GGSN, which will otherwise not be impacted by the split of the SGSN if H.248 is adopted.

Why is H.248 the proper choice?

The principal disadvantage of H.248 from a 3GPP perspective is that it is a new, rather complicated protocol, while GTP is a well understood protocol, under 3GPP control. However, H.248 has already been adopted by 3GPP for the CS domain and consequently the necessary expertise is being built up. Many synergies can be found between the CS and PS domain, in particular regarding charging and lawful interception. Note also that 3GPP has anyway the power to tailor H.248 for its own use by developing profiles and packages which then will be completely under 3GPP control.

Needless to mention that H.248 has been adopted, and is being jointly developed, by the IETF and the ITU as the basic MGC-MG control protocol. Why should the UMTS PS domain follow a side track? Basing the Mp interface on H.248 will enable the PS domain to benefit from the future protocol improvements made by the industry.

We should not forget that it is clearly a valuable option for operators to have combined media gateways for PS and CS traffic. Using the same control protocol in both domains will make it easier to have one single node controlled by both domains. This will give operators flexibility for the deployment of media gateways allowing for equipment sharing, and providing new ways for applying network redundancy principles.

H.248 is also a very flexible protocol, which can easily be updated as the functionality of the PS-MGW evolves over time. GTP-C would just become more and more complex is this case.

In short, why should H.248 be retained for the Mp interface?

· H.248 has been adopted by the IETF and the ITU, as well as the UMTS CS domain.
Why should the UMTS PS domain follow a side track?

· H.248 is designed for the control of media gateways.

· H.248 makes it easier to control a combined PS and CS media gateway, thus allowing a re-use of hardware.

· The functionality of the PS-MGW might evolve over time. H.248 provides much more flexibility than GTP-C.

· H.248 contains mechanisms for reporting statistics and charging data, hence already catering for operators’ requirements on the collection of statistical information.

· H.248 contains mechanisms for informing the PS-MGW about LI or charging requirements.

· H.248 contains mechanisms for setting events and counters.

3. Conclusion

This contribution clearly shows that GTP-C is not an appropriate protocol for controlling the PS-MGW over the Mp interface of alternative 1, i.e. the “SGSN server - PS-MGW approach”. This contribution also presents valid reasons for adopting H.248 on this interface, as currently proposed in alternative 1.

It is then proposed to remove the open issue “Comparison analysis of H.248 and GTP-C protocols” from section 6.15 of 23.873, i.e. from alternative 1 “SGSN server - PS-MGW approach”.

































































































