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1. Introduction 

The WI “Feasibility study for transport and control separation in the PS CN domain“ is due to complete by SA#11.  Given this, it is now an appropriate time for S2 to assess the work of the Feasibility study against the objectives and justification provided in the WI Description (see SP-000293 from TSGS#8 in Düsseldorf, Germany, 26-28 June 2000). At the time of writing, several technical issues have still to be resolved.  However, given the original timeplan and the substantial work completed, it is appropriate for S2 to consider if the justification is still valid and decide if this should become a full work item or if work should cease.

2. Discussion

The justification for the work item is repeated below:

A number of architecture principles have been identified in TR 23.821. This work item addresses the following principles:

· Decomposition of network functions:
in particular, it shall be possible to separate transport from signalling and control

· Separate functions that are likely to evolve independently

It is well understood, as identified by these principles, that a separation of the control functions from the transport functions allows for an independent growth of signalling and data traffic. In particular, this translates to an independent scalability of the number of subscribers on the one hand, and the end-user traffic on the other hand. Further to this, the separation allows for optimisations on the user-plane transport.

In the current architecture the general principle of transport and control separation is basically applied in the CS CN domain only. This work item addresses the case of the PS CN domain.

The justification is based around applying an architectural principle that has been applied to the CS domain.  The intent is that this will (taken from the WI description) :

1. allow for independent growth of resources handling signalling and data traffic;

2. provide for independent scalability of subscribers and end-user traffic; and

3. allow for optimisations on the user-plane transport.

Release 99 already functionally separates the control and user planes for GTP i.e. GTP-U and GTP-C.  This allows equipment to be designed to be scaled independently for signalling and for traffic.  Hence the first two goals are covered in Release 99. Vendors can design their implentations to achieve the third goal without the need for standardization.

Section 4 “Objective” of the WI description states:

“An analysis of the benefits and drawbacks of separating the control and transport functions in the PS CN domain will also be performed.”

In the work that has occurred up to now in the Split Architecture AdHoc, it has become very clear that the benefits are (from a further separation in the functional planes) vague and tenuous. On the other hand, the drawbacks and open issues are numerous and promise to take up quite a lot more time and effort to resolve. 

Additionally, there are two proposed alternatives, each of which are very entrenched and offer no potential for compromise; in short the AdHoc is at a stalemate.
From an operator’s point of view, this work item creates yet another set of interfaces and nodes that need to be integrated into existing systems, system tested and deployed. The O&A and Legal Intercept aspects alone will cause serious and un-necessary administrative challenges for the operator. 

In examining the results of the study, it is imperative that this group seriously consider and answer the following questions :

· is the split architecture trying to achieve an objective that has aready been met?

· or is the real objective to provide a clear separation of transport and control by way of separate physical entities, not merely functional entities?

· is this not simply a matter of implementation?
· why does this require standardization?
· is the Split Architecture proposal a solution in search of a problem?

· wouldn’t it be better to defer this work item to allow more time for further study?

· wouldn’t it be better to focus the adhoc’s resources on more pressing work such as the IM Subsystem?

3. Proposal

Given the above observations, it is proposed that the following be noted in the SA2 Report regarding the Split Architecture work item:

· It is agreed to defer the Split Architecture WI to R5 or post-R5, since a clear case for further separation between the transport and control functions in the PS CN domain has not been made, as indicated by the following points:

· the adhoc is at a stalemate, as among the two alternatives proposed, neither has been able to make a clear case for being considered the best solution;  
· with respect to the “SGSN-Server – PS-MGW” (a.k.a the “Split-SGSN”) alternative, many operators believe they need to know a-priori whether CN4 will decide on H.248 or an enhanced GTP-C protocol for the Mp interface. This knowledge would help them to make a more informed and educated decision;

· it is difficult for a decision to be arrived at, when a number of operators and vendors still have the following valid and as yet un-answered questions:
· the GPRS standards already provide a clear separation between transport and control funtions (via GTP-C and GTP-U);

· the new network entities (SGSN-Server and PS-MGW) would merely extend this existing functional separation into a physical separation, which does not require standardization;

· on the other hand the un-necessary introduction of new nodes and interfaces is a cause for concern for operators with respect to the integration and inter-operability testing.

· the SGSN can already be dimensioned to appropriately allocate resources for transport and control functions via implementation; and

· issues regarding Legal Intercept and O&A have not been adequately addressed, mainly because they cannot truly be solved in an efficient manner.

a) As a way forward, it is recommended that a comparison table be generated by the adhoc, comparing the following alternatives:

b) SGSN-Server – PS-MGW Approach with H.248 for the Mp interface;

c) SGSN-Server – PS-MGW Approach with GTP-C for the Mp interface;

d) One-Tunnel Approach;

e) Doing none of the above.

A decision can be made as to which of the above makes the best sense, and then proceed to realize the standards in R5 or post-R5.

~ ~ ~
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