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Introduction
This contribution aims to summarize some open points discussed at the last meeting and also via email.

It also aims to comment the answers received in LS N3-040741 received from SA2 and proposals in N3-040751.
Relationship between SBLP and FBC

In Rel-6 FBC and SBLP are distinct, and clearly defined sets of functionality.
Although FBC provides some policy-like functionality, it does so by other procedures than SBLP.


SA2 confirms:

“It is a requirement to support cases in which only SBLP, only FBC or both SBLP and FBC are needed.”
Also TS 23.125 states in Annex B.4:

“These two functions [FBC and SBLP] are independent and thus can be provided separately.”
In addition, SA2 confirms that the Rel-6 architecture allow a combined CRF/PDF controlled over a combined Gq/Rx interface, without providing details on the corresponding functionality.

Although it is foreseeable that the functionality of FBC and SBLP will be harmonized further in Rel-7, no related stage2 work is currently available, e.g.  on reasonable combinations of partial SBLP and/or FBC functionality and on related capability negotiations, and an invention of such solutions in stage 3 Rel-6 is premature as architectural work should be conducted in advance.
Therefore it is proposed to restrict Rel-6 standards to the following cases:

· Full FBC functionality only controlled over Rx interface

· Full SBLP functionality controlled over Gq interface

· A combination of full FBC and SBLP functionality controlled over a combined Gq/Rx interface
A combined CRF/PDF controlled may provide any of the above sets of functionality
Exploiting Synergies at the AF

An important motivation to align the Rx and Gq interface protocols is synergies at the AF, where it is desirable that a single implementation could support both interfaces with minimal or no adaptation. SA2 states: “As a general principle, Gq and Rx requests from Application Functions represent a request for an IP flow to be authorised/charged in the network rather than a request for specific functionality to be provided by the UMTS network”
However, on the other hand one should avoid unnecessary requirements on AF implementations that only desire FBC or SBLP. 
There is a possibility to design the Gq and Rx protocols in such a way that an implementation at the AF may indeed support both the Rx and Gq protocols with minimal or no adaptation.

The key points are

+ re-usage of AVPs

+ no M flags for AVPs which are not common to both protocols
   (To detect configuration errors, another mechanism would then be required, e.g. separate application IDs.
+ common procedures at AF to provide and handle the common AVPs

+ Procedures to handle AVPs only required at Gq or Rx shall be compatible with each other

Addressing a CRF or PDF selectively
SA 2 states that “it is a requirement to support physically separate CRF and PDF and also cater for the possibility to physically combine CRF and PDF”. A related Callflow are also depicted in Annex B.4 of TS 23.125.
Diameter provides several mechanisms for a client to address a server:

· Forwarding: The destination host is configured directly,

· Routeing: an appropriate server is found using Realm and application ID. From far apart, you first route to a domain. Only within the domain, you require knowledge of individual servers.
Routing is the more powerful mechanism:

· it scales better, as remote AFs do not know all destination host. This is of particular importance because the Gq and Rx interfaces may be inter-operator.
· It allows for load balancing

· It allows for failure protection of servers by dynamic switching to backup servers 

It is therefore suggested, that is shall be possible for an AF to address CRF and PDF selectively with the help of Diameter Routeing.
Application ID

It is proposed to assign three Application IDs to selectively address servers that provide the following functionality
· Only complete FBC functionality

· Only complete SBLP functionality

· A combination of full FBC and SBLP functionality
A combined PDF/CRF may advertise the support for all three application IDs (provided it is capable to provide the corresponding sets of functionality separately) and decide on the requested functionality with the help of the application ID of the request.

Applying these separate application IDs offers the following advantages:
· Usage of Diameter Routeing

· Signaling the requested functionality to a combined PDF/CRF

· Detection of misconfigurations or dynamic failures, i.e. when the AF request a type of functionality that the network cannot provide temporarily or permanently.
Request for Authorization token
A kind of negotiation mechanism has been proposed where the AF indicates its capability to handle authorization tokens  to the PDF/CRF.

However, no corresponding stage 2 requirement exists in Rel-6.

It is premature to speculate on possible Rel-7 requirements. Stage 2 needs to answer a couple of questions before it is reasonable to introduce such a mechanism, e.g:

· Shall AF or PDF/CRF decide if a token is applied?
· What implications are there for other functionality if a token is (not) applied?

· How should a standalone CRF react if a token is requested?

· How should a standalone PDF react if no token is supported at the AF?

An AF using a common implementation of Rx and Gq interfaces may make it a configuration option at the AF to forward a received token or not.
It is proposed not to introduce any kind of token negotiation mechanism in Rel-6.
Document structure

Tdoc N3-040751 concludes that “the specification of Rx and Gq can be made with both one as well as two distinct specifications”. The TDOC also outlines well how a close alignment of the Rx and Gq protocols could be achieved in separate specifications.  However, N3-040751 favors a combined specification, arguing that this would save MCC administrative work. However, it is unclear if this indeed the case:
· If TS 29.209 and TS 29.208 would be amended, a potential high number of CRs against specifications under change control would be required.
· N3-040751 leaves the position for the call flows open and also considerers  a separate TS for this purpose. In this case, the total number of specifications would remain unaltered.

A new separate TS for the Rx interface, also including call flows and  specifications for the combined Gq and Rx interface, would offer a number of advantages:

· It would make work easier for CN3 and/or MCC until Rx becomes stable, as no formal change requests, shadow version of the TS or summary CRs would be required. CN3 should remember the experiences made when developing the Gq interface, requiring extensive changes to existing specifications.
· The Gq interface would not be destabilized.

· The specification structure would provide maximum clarity what applies to Rx, or Gq, or a combined Rx/Gq interface.

· The callflows are better separated from TS 29.208, as virtually no synergies with the existing contents of this specification could be exploited, as the intended callflows showing Rx-Gx interactions are clearly distinct from the existing callflows showing Gq – Go interactions.
It is therefore proposed to use a new TS for the Rx specification.
Summary of Proposals

1. It is proposed to restrict Rel-6 standards to the following cases:

· Full FBC functionality only controlled over Rx interface

· Full SBLP functionality controlled over Gq interface

· A combination of full FBC and SBLP functionality controlled over a combined Gq/Rx interface
2. It shall be possible for an AF to address CRF and PDF selectively with the help of Diameter Routeing.

3. It is proposed to assign three Application IDs to selectively address servers that provide the following functionality

· Only complete FBC functionality

· Only complete SBLP functionality

· A combination of full FBC and SBLP functionality

4. It is proposed not to introduce any kind of token negotiation mechanism in Rel-6.

5. It is proposed to use a new TS for the Rx specification
