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Abstract of the contribution:

There are several issues need to be resolved for NBIFOM. The proposals will be provided in this paper.
Discussion

Issue 1: NBIFOM routing rule definition is defined in 3GPP TS 23.161 [51] but not in the 3GPP TS 23.203 [7]. It needs to be checked whether this definition is needed.
Discussion: NBIFOM routing rule transported over the Gx interface is different from the S2C-based routing rule. The definition of NBIFOM routing rule is referred in the several places of 29.212, 29.213 and 29.215. 
Proposal 1: NBIFOM routing rule definition is needed. The FFS can be removed.

Issue 2: It is FFS whether clause 4.3c can be combined to the clause 4.3a.
Discussion: According to the proposal 1, the NBIFOM routing rule definition is needed. So the separate subclause to describe operation is needed. 

Proposal 2: Editor’s note can be removed

Issue 3: It is FFS whether the PCEF can maintain the PCC rules and wait the new decision from the PCRF.

Discussion: According to the SA2 requirement, the PCEF shall remove the PCC rules corresponding to the removed access automatically locally. Since the access has been removed, the resources in the removed access have been released. It depends on the internal logic whether the PCEF removes the PCC rules automatically locally.
Proposal 3: Remove the descriptions that the PCEF shall remove the PCC rules corresponding to the removed access automatically locally. 
Issue 4: It is FFS whether the behaviours of the PCRF are different in the UE-initiated IP flow mobility procedure and the UE requested IP flow mapping procedure or these two procedures can be merged.
Discussion: it is not clear in stage 2 whether the behaviours of the PCRF are different in the UE-initiated IP flow mobility procedure and the UE requested IP flow mapping procedure. It is also not clear in stage 2 whether the UE provides different information to the network in the UE-initiated IP flow mobility procedure and the UE requested IP flow mapping procedure or not. It can be understood that the UE only provides the routing filters to the network in the UE requested IP flow mapping procedure.
Proposal 4: Send a LS to SA2 to ask for a clarification.
Issue 5: It is FFS whether the ROUTING_RULE_CHANGE event trigger, Routing-Rule-Install and Routing-Rule-Remove AVPs can be used to inform of the PCRF UE requested IP Flow Mapping.
Proposal 5: It needs to be evaluated based on the reply from SA2 based on the discussion on Issue 4.
Issue 6: It is FFS whether the IP-CAN-Type AVP can be included in the Charging-Rule-Install AVP so that the numbers of pre-defined PCC rules can be reduced.
Discussion: The pre-defined PCC rules needs to be indicated by the PCRF which access the PCC rule shall be bound to. If the IP-CAN-Type AVP is included in the Charging-Rule-Install AVP, the numbers of the pre-defined PCC rules can be reduced.
Proposal 6: The IP-CAN-Type AVP is included in the Charging-Rule-Install AVP.

Issue 7: It is FFS whether the ADDITION_OF_ACCESS, REMOVAL_OF_ACCESS, etc. need subscription.
Discussion: In TS 23.203, the ADDITION_OF_ACCESS, REMOVAL_OF_ACCESS, etc. need subscription, but ROUTING_RULE_CHANGE doesn’t need subscription. But these event triggers are all applicable to the NBIFOM. From our understanding, the PCRF shall always be aware of above event trigger if the NBIFOM applies to the IP-CAN session. So it is reasonable that ADDITION_OF_ACCESS, REMOVAL_OF_ACCESS, etc. don’t need subscription.
Proposal 7: Remove the editor’s note.
Issue 8: It's FFS whether the value of IP-CAN type can be used for Default-Access AVP.
Discussion: CT1 is discussing to define a new container IE to carry the default access, NBIFOM support, NBIFOM mode, etc, parameters. We could also define a container AVP carry these parameters. In this case, the IP-CAN type carried in the container AVP can be used for default access.
Proposal 8: A container AVP is defined and IP-CAN-Type AVP is included to indicate the default access.
Conclusion
Above proposals are adopted to resolve the open issues.
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