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Abstract of the contribution: This paper disucsses the difference between UE-initiated IP flow mobility procedure and UE-requested IP flow mapping procedure and propose a way forward.
Introduction
In the last CT3 meeting, it was discussed whether there was any difference between the UE-initiated IP flow mobility procedure and UE-requested IP flow mapping procedure. It was concluded that :

1) In Network-initiated NBIFOM mode the PCRF can also initiate a creation, modification and/or deletion of additional PCC rules in the same response of the UE-requested IP flow mapping, but UE-initiated NBIFOM mode, the PCRF can’t do that. This conclusion is reflected in the C3-154296.
2) It is not clear what content is provided in the NBIFOM routing rule for the UE-requested IP flow mapping, the full content corresponding to the content provided for UE-initiated IP flow mobility within a PDN connection (UE-initiated NBIFOM mode) or partial content. So a corresponding LS was sent to the SA2.
Discussion

1) For 1st conclusion, there are some problems if the PCRF is allowed to initiate a creation, modification and/or deletion of additional PCC rules in the same reponse.
When the PCEF receives the IP flow mapping request via the GTP signalling, the PCEF sends the CCR to the PCRF for authorization. The PCEF responds to the UE untile the PCEF receives the response from the PCRF. If the PCRF provides additional PCC rules in the response, the PCEF can’t provides the NBIFOM routing rule corresponding to the additional PCC rules in the same response to the UE because the UE can’t initiate additional procedure to inform the result to the PCEF according to current stage 2 procedure in TS 23.161. In order to resolve this issue, the PCRF shall not add additional PCC rules in the response of UE-requested IP flow mapping procedure. 

2) For 2nd conclusion, SA2 has replied the LS to CT3. SA2 confirmed that the same routing rules information are provided for the UE-initiated IPflow mobility and IP Flow Mapping except for the Routing Rule Identifier. But if the routing rule identifier is not included in the IP flow mapping, the UE can’t indicate the routing rule which is requeted to be modified or removed. 

Conclusion
1) We propose to revise C3-154296 to clarify that the PCRF can’t add additional PCC rules in the response of UE-requested IP flow mapping procedure
2) We propose to reply the LS to ask for further clarification.
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