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Introduction

CT3 delegates met on October 22nd for a drafting session on UPCON in order to document agreed upon items as well as remaining open issues.

Below is the result of this discussion

Agreed items
· Two separate commands will be used to report the aggregated RUCI reports and the individual per UE and APN reports.

· Aggregated RUCI reports shall be session stateless

· The PCRF logical id shall be globally unique and have the following ABNF: <FQDN>[;optional], where FQDN is the Fully Qualified Domain Name and <optional> may be implementation specific.

· PCRF initiated requests over the Np interface shall require the Destination-Host to always be present
Open items

· Should individual per UE and APN RUCI reports result in the creation of a session or should they be session stateless?
· Currently, the group is leaning towards a stateless approach, although more offline discussions were required to understand all the use cases before making a final decision
· The ABNF of the aggregated RUCI report still needs to be finalized. Specifically:
· Should the congestion level set ids be included in such a report or should the congestion level value be included only?
·  The reasoning is that if there are a lot of congestion level set ids that need to be reported (e.g. impacted users have different congestion level set ids), the report could get quite large. On the other hand, if the congestion level value is provided, only one value needs to be provided but this would require the PCRF to map it back to the congestion level set for each UE
· Should a sub-report be included for every impacted APN?
· The group was leaning towards sub-reports per APN but no agreement was reached
· Encoding of the user id list:
· Given that a large number of users may be part of the report, there was a concern around the potential size of the corresponding Diameter message. The user id list should be encoded in an efficient way to avoid AVP header overhead and duplication of information. As an example, the use of the Subscription-Id AVP is quite inefficient and should be substituted with a more efficient encoding
·  Handling of very large reports
· If the report is too large to fit in one Diameter message, it was discussed that an implementation suggestion would be to chunk up the report into pieces that fit in a Diameter message and send multiple reports
· Reporting restrictions should be provided in the RRA to avoid additional messaging between the PCRF and the RCAF. However these require stage 2 changes.
· Should the Supported-Features be used in the aggregated report command pair? 
· Not currently needed but could be needed in the future
· On the other hand, it can be learned from the individual per UE and APN reports. 
· Is the RCAF logical id provided in requests initiated by the RCAF? And if so, what’s its syntax?

