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Introduction

Fixed Mobile Convergence (FMC) is currently getting some industry focus due to the possibilities for home NodeB/eNodeB deployment, the increased availability of dual mode devices incorporating 3GPP radio interfaces and WiFi and an increasing number of operators with fixed and mobile access networks. Consequently, FMC and its related control aspects are currently discussed within several SDOs (BBF, 3GPP, ATIS, TISPAN). The 3GPP/BBF FMC workshop offers a chance to align the various views on the way forward and to agree a certain mode of operation to keep the overall activities manageable and to ensure a meaningful outcome in FMC standards creation.
This document focuses on the working procedures for the policy control aspect of FMC because we expect the biggest amount of work in this area. However, the proposed working procedure should be applicable for the other aspects of FMC – like AAA, mobility and roaming – as well. 
Discussion

Two-step approach for FMC

Due to the wide number of interested parties (operators, vendors, SDOs) and their potentially varying background, intention and goals it is important to find a starting point for the FMC architecture that has a good chance of being acceptable to most companies (if not all). Therefore, it is our view (shared by many others) that the first step should be to agree upon a solution for the interworking scenario between a fixed and a mobile operator. 

First of all, this is required anyway to address a two operator scenario (which is especially important for the home NodeB/eNodeB use case). Every operator requires its own policy controller to be able to execute its network policies, to authorize the request of another operator and to have the full control over the interactions with the gateways. 

Furthermore, the usage of a somewhat independent policy controller for the fixed access allows for a certain transition period in which multiple existing fixed policy control solutions can continue as long as they fulfil the still to be defined interworking requirements. This also gives BBF more time to identify and specify the interface from the fixed policy controller to the fixed gateway (BNG). 

The further harmonization of the fixed policy controller with the PCRF as well as the potential harmonization of the respective interfaces to the gateways should be planned as the second step. There are probably less time constraints since the functionality is already available (due to step 1 above) and the advantages of step 2 are primarily relevant for an operator owning both fixed and mobile accesses. However, it is still too early to make a final conclusion about step 2 and the work should fully concentrate on step 1.

Interworking architecture and work split

The re-use of the 3GPP PCC roaming architecture as the baseline for the interworking architecture is meanwhile widely accepted and already described in WT-203. It is however not yet clear whether the existing PCC functionality (as specified by 3GPP) is sufficient or whether further parameters or even procedures have to be added. The main criteria for the evaluation is represented by the set of functions which a fixed gateway (the BNG) provides that are subject to policy control. Once the required functionality is well defined, the evaluation of the available PCC functionality can be started. After this evaluation, any required enhancements can be brought to 3GPP for discussion and incorporation into the PCC specifications. 

It would be advantageous if all impacted SDOs could collaborate with the BBF in definition of the critical core functionality, while recognising the need for a pragmatic incremental approach. 
Conclusion

We believe that a two-step approach is the right way to address the FMC work with a first step focussing solely on the interworking scenario between two policy controllers. The further harmonization of the fixed policy controller with the PCRF as well as the potential harmonization of the respective interfaces to the gateways should be planned as the second step. 

We believe that BBF is the best place for the definition of a function set for the fixed gateway (the BNG) that is subject to policy control. BBF should also evaluate the existing PCC functionality (as specified by 3GPP) and identify any potential additions or enhancements that may be required. 3GPP as well as other SDOs should take part in the review of the BBF specification for the interworking architecture and functionality. Of course, 3GPP is finally responsible for enhancing the PCC functionality if this is deemed necessary.

The other aspects of FMC – like AAA, mobility and roaming – should be handled in the very same way.

We hope that this proposal is acceptable to the majority of companies interested in FMC so that the work can be progressed in standards in the fastest possible way. 

