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Abstract

This document examines the methodology of various flow proposals in terms of stage 2 and stage 3, and therefore attempts to propose a work split between working groups SA2 and CN1.

This contribution is being presented to the ad-hoc groups of SA2 and CN1.

Introduction

Currently, a stage 2 is expected for the IM subsystem, and has been split between working group SA2, who are supposed to provide overview call flows, and working group CN1, who are supposed to provided detailed call flows. This was agreed at the joint meeting of CN1 and SA2 in Vancouver, and has now been endorsed in the approved work item.

Problem

We currently identify two major issues within the working group SA2 discussions relating to the flows for the IM subsystem.

1. While 3G TS 23.228 is defined as a stage 2 document, and makes explicit reference to ITU-T Recommendation Q.65, it does not follow the methodology defined in that document and many contributions are enforcing an explicit description of the protocol within that document, i.e. a stage 3.

2. The level of detail of the working group SA2 documentation has not been resolved, and therefore it is difficult for working group CN1 to attempt to provide detailed versions of that work.

What is a stage 2 description?

Firstly, perhaps we should try and define a stage 2 and why we need such a document. In 3GPP the separation between "architectural requirements" and "functional model and information flows" seems to have got somewhat confused. The starting point for stage 2 methodology is ITU-T Recommendations I.130 and Q.65.

These provide for the definition of a functional model which is separate from the physical boxes that equipment is packed in. Functional entities are associated by relationships, through which information flows (carrying information flow parameters) pass. Functionality (including generation and acceptance of information flows) is defined by functional entity actions. 

The key characteristics associated with a stage 2 would be:

i) Independent of physical architecture. Relationships can be defined, even if all implementors do not wish to have an interface at that point.

ii) Independent of protocol. Therefore the flows represent what is required and not what the protocol constrains. As compatibility is part of the protocol, there is no need for the stage 2 to deal with compatibility issues between different versions.

iii) An end-to-end view. All flows should represent the end to end activity rather than the activity on a small subset of relationships. This is particularly the case where different relationships in the end to end flow may be implemented using different protocols, as the mapping of an individual protocols to the stage 2 will give the first view of the interworking requirements between two protocols.

iv) Demonstrate the stage 1 requirements. 

v) Independent of protocol transport mechanisms. Therefore there should be no representation of recovery mechanisms due to lower layer failure, or due to failure to transmit the bits correctly, or due to failure to adhere to a set of coding rules.

A stage 2 (according to ITU-T Recommendation Q.65) contains the following information:

· functional model;

· SIB description of service features– (optional); 

· information flow diagrams;

· functional entity actions;

· SDL diagrams for functional entities –(optional); and

· allocation of functional entities to physical locations.

Is a full stage 2 required?

In order to clarify the usage of the protocol, it will apparently be necessary to publish some form of document that contains signalling flows (i.e. a set of protocol specific sequence diagrams). This would be performed in 3GPP working group CN1. With a part stage 2 document being separately produced by 3GPP working group SA2 and working group CN1, 3GPP is undertaking work on 3 parallel documents, and given the timescales involved, we need to investigate if we can be more efficient.

As many information flows will terminate outside the IM subsystem, and no relationship is currently being shown with existing stage 2 descriptions, we have already lost the complete end-to-end nature of the information flows. What remains will be implemented essentially by one protocol, i.e. SIP, and the stage two description will not therefore assist us on interworking considerations.

Proposal

It is suggested that the following may be considered as a way forward, in order to minimise parallel discussion and documentation.

· Working group SA2 should define a functional model, and therefore the functional entities and relationships that go to make up this functional model. Sufficient information flows, independent of the protocol used, should be defined in order to validate the functional model, and to define the order of inclusion of the various functional entities in any sequence. This should be published as 3G TS 23.228 by working group SA2. It should not attempt to define the contents of any flow, except perhaps by a brief textual description, where the usage of the flow is otherwise unclear.

· A joint ad-hoc group of experts from working group SA2 and working group CN1 should collaborate on providing a series of protocol specific signalling flows. This is stage 3 work, and therefore this should be formally approved and published by working group CN1. These flows will show SIP method contents, etc. 

Many of the aims of a stage 2 will have to be demonstrated by this work, even though it is formally a stage 3 description. As it is supplementary to the protocol specification, and is not the basis for implementation, this work should be a technical report. 

In performing this work in directly on the stage 3 protocol, due consideration will have to be given to ensuring that the requirements are being met, rather than what is being mandated by existing IETF protocol description. Otherwise, a protocol will result which is potentially unsuitable for use over the radio interface.

· Working group CN1 should define which parts of the SIP protocol need to be documented in order to implement these signalling flows. This will be the technical specification, and the absolute reference for SIP in 3GPP.

