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Introduction

CT3 has already agreed to have one Gxx session per GC session in order to align stage 3 procedures with stage 2 ones.. There is now a proposal to change the scope of the Gxx session to be per UE.
The following discussion part analyzes the main issues related with this proposal.

Discussion

Main points to discuss:

· Full alignment between Gxa variants for PMIP and DSMIP is not possible due to the following points:
· The detection of the new PDN connection is done in different nodes: BBERF in PMIP case, PCEF/PCRF in DSMIP case. This results in different procedures for IP-CAN session establishment.

· Procedures for IP-CAN session termination are different

· Parameters for PMIP and DSMIP cases are different, e.g.  tunneling information, APN
· There will thus anyway be two Gxa variants and the BBERF/PCRF need to treat PMIP and DSMIP separately. 

· Also alignment between Gxx and Gx for PMIP is partly lost with the proposal.
· PCRF deployment per PDN
· Allowed from Rel-7 onwards for non roaming cases. Allowed in Rel-8 for GTP and PMIP within an operator’s network.
· When having different PCRFs per PDN connections: No signalling reduction.

· UE-scope event triggers 
· They are only needed to be signalled over one GC session for the PMIP case.

· PCRF and PCEF can manage that very easily and they know what GC session are related to a particular user

· No benefit of new Gxx concept. No signalling reduction.

· Currently Gx and Gxx are rather simple interfaces.
· With one Gxx session for multiple PDN connections, we would need to add support for adding/removing PDN connections, multiple outstanding requests, handling both per-PDN connection aspects and aspects for multiple PDN connections, more advanced handling of error cases etc.

· As a result, Gxx becomes more complex
· Stage-2 procedures are defined per GC session. Stage-3 would benefit of following direct mapping to the stage-2 procedures.
· Current procedures in stage 2 are defined by Gateway Control Session.

· Current stage 3 specification is considering Gxx session per Gateway Control session

· CRs drafted for this meeting take this consideration into account

· Only one more meeting to finish SAE work

· Changing the scope would mean that further alignment might be needed by stage 2. 
· It would mean more changes in stage 3 consuming even more time. 

· It will jeopardize the SAE deadline by the end of this year.
Conclusion

Changing the Gxx session scope will not align Gxx flavours since there are still a number of differences between PMIP and DSMIP and as a result two different Gxx variants would be needed. Even more, for the PMIP case, the current alignment with Gx will be lost and the resultant costs of producing the new Gxx will be increased.
Changing the scope will definitely remove the possibility of deploying the PCRF per PDN, implying that current deployments will not be valid anymore.

Changing the Gxx scope now will lead us to redesign the Gxx protocol and diverge of the management designed by SA2 to create a more complex behaviour without any gain. This will be a big challenge to our current time schedule to complete the SAE work
Then, taking into account all the reasons exposed in this paper,  we consider that not only there are not real benefits in changing the scope of Gxx, but also clear disadvantages, and therefore Ericsson recommends keeping the current agreed scope of Gxx sessions: one Gxx session per Gateway Control Session.

