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Abstract of the contribution: This discussion paper is intended to study the need for OCS proxy function for LBO in order to answer the SA5 LS S5-132104 on that topic. It concludes that no OCS proxy function is necessary. 
Discussion
SA5 sent SA2 an LS on “Gy interface for EPC Roaming LBO scenario” in S2-14xxxx (S5-132104) where SA5 states that no inter-PLMN specific charging behaviour nor inter-PLMN specific OCS proxy functions are specified in SA5 Charging specifications, and they are concerned about the existing reference to an OCS proxy function in the VPLMN. SA5 suggests at least having an associated Editor’s Note, e.g. “Editor’s Note: “OCS proxy” applicability is for further study”.
Let us study the need for an OCS proxy function for Local Break Out scenario, for non-IMS services separately than for IMS services.
Non-IMS services can take many different forms and it is not reasonable to consider that the Visited PLMN is aware of the Rating Groups applicable by the HPLMN operator to all such services simply by configuration. 

Therefore, for non-IMS services when PCC is deployed, the best choice to provide the rating groups is to use S9 interface. vPCRF provides the visited PGW (LBO) with dynamic PCC rules received from hPCRF via Gx, which contain several components among others:

a) the Service data flow template (list of service data flow filters or application identifier), 
b) the Charging Rules i.e. the Charging Key (used by OCS to determine the tariff to apply to the service data flow), the Service identifier, the Application Service Provider Identifier, the Charging method, etc.
c) the Policy Control i.e. the Gate Status, the QoS class identifier, the UL and DL maximum and guaranteed bit rates, the ARP, etc.
d) the Usage Monitoring Control parameters.
Not deploying PCC for “Internet APN” would result in a very complicated, heavy and nearly impossible configuration operation in the VPLMN at service data flow or application level, and this is even more valid when considering the multiple HPLMNs that a VPLMN can connect with. 
Indeed, using Gy interface for conveying all the above information to the PGW in the visited PLMN would have the following drawbacks:

· OCS has no knowledge nor means to convey Policy rules for each SDF Flow or Application;
· Even if OCS would have means to convey the Charging Rules for a particular SDF Flow or Application, it would be required to locally configure the PGW in the VPLMN with Policy Control Rules for each SDF. But how coordination between Policy Control parameters and Charging Rules parameters for each SDF Flow / Application between HPLMN operator and VPLMN operator would be achieved is much questionable.
For Home Routed IMS services, charging is performed in the IMS system, which has coordination interfacing with OCS and thus does not use PCRF to convey PCC rules.

[image: image1]
For Local BreakOut IMS services, such a VoIMS, a V-PCRF is deployed for the IMS APN. When PCC is deployed, S9 can be used and V-PCRF receives and manages the Charging Rules (e.g. rating groups wrt SDF). When PCC is not deployed, as the number of IMS services is much more limited than the non-IMS services, it is possible to consider that the rating groups can be coordinated between the VPLMN and the HPLMN operators, and vPCRF is the most logical place to manage the Charging Rules.  
Proposal
It is proposed to agree that:

· OCS proxy function is not necessary; a companion CR and a response LS to SA5 are proposed.
SGW





3GPP Access





PGW





vPCRF





hPCRF





S-CSCF





P-CSCF





OCS





VPLMN





HPLMN





Gy





S9





Gx





PCC rules





S5





Rx





Coordin  between hPCRF and OCS








3GPP

SA WG2 TD


