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Abstract of the contribution: proposes to adopt a solution to how the PCRF provides information on the services / applications to be excluded from session level Usage monitoring
1. Introduction
The TR phase about the Key issue3 concluded the following:

· Alternative solution 1 fulfils operator’s requirements; this solution is recommended to be standardized in TS 23.203. 
· For the alternative solution 1, it remains to be decided during the normative phase how the PCRF provides information on the services / applications to be excluded.
There are currently 2 levels of UM (Usage Monitoring): (global) session level UM and dedicated SDF/ADC level UM (that monitors only traffic associated with a group of PCC/ADC rules). The requirement is for the PCRF to be able to exclude from session level UM  

· individual SDF/applications (corresponding to a PCC/ADC rule) or 

· all traffic associated with a dedicated Usage Monitoring session 

The remaining point is on how to signal this exclusion. Possible solutions are:

· Solution 1: The PCRF adds a boolean tag (asking to “exclude-from-session-level-UM”) in the PCC/ADC rule (Charging-Rule-Definition/ ADC-Rule-Definition AVP) or in the Usage-Monitoring-Information AVP (for dedicated Usage-Monitoring)

· Solution 2: A New AVP is created that lists all Charging-Rule-Name / ADC-Rule-Definition and Monitoring-Key (dedicated Usage-Monitoring) excluded from session level UM

2. Discussion

Solutions that would rely on the PCEF/TDF, when handling User Plane flows, to always update the IP-CAN/TDF session level UM and then only later to consider the list of Charging-Rule-Name / ADC-Rule-Definition and Monitoring-Key (dedicated Usage-Monitoring) excluded from session level UM to subtract their associated traffic counters would not work properly (when considering reporting at different instant of time for different rules) 
Thus the PCEF/TDF, when handling User Plane flows, needs to know on a per PCC/ADC rule basis whether or not the corresponding traffic needs to be taken into account by the IP-CAN/TDF session level usage monitoring: when processing packets, it performs a binding to the relevant PCC/ADC rule and there needs to know immediately whether the corresponding traffic needs to be accounted for as part of session level UM.
With solution 1,  
1. The binding to the relevant PCC/ADC rule immediately indicates whether the corresponding traffic needs to be accounted for as part of session level UM
2. there is no need to update a global list (of rules excluded from session level UM) and to maintain the relationship/coherency between the list and the individual PCC/ADC or UM rules: Each rule install can act independently. 
3. And since it's a Boolean information (included / not included), the flag works nicely.
4. For pre-defined (non dynamic) rules, there is a need to create on the PGW/TDF 2 instances of the rule: one per indication (true/false) of whether the corresponding traffic needs to be accounted for as part of session level UM
With solution 2, the conclusion is opposite for these points.
The choice is then between a swifter packet processing in the PGW / TDF (solution 1) and the fact that solution 2 does not need to duplicate pre-defined (non dynamic) rules.

3. Proposal

It is proposed to adopt solution 1: The PCRF adds a boolean tag in the PCC/ADC rule (Charging-Rule-Definition AVP) or in the Usage-Monitoring-Information to exclude the corresponding flows from session level UM
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