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Abstract of the contribution: This document proposes interim conclusions for TR23.789 as per SA2 offline conf call.
1. Proposal

Currently 3 solutions are captured in TR 23.789 that covers activating event triggers and subsequent notifications to SCEF via the following nodes/interfaces:
· HSS via Sh

· PCRF via Rx

· MME/SGSN via T5

The idea behind these solutions is to expose different 3GPP capabilities (existing or new) via a different interface in each of the solutions. Wherever the 3GPP capability isn't natively available at the node in question (e.g. HSS in Soln#1), the node is either expected to derive the 3GPP capability from information available at the node itself, or receive the 3GPP capability via other nodes or a combination of those.
It should be also noted that it is state of the art that existing exposure frameworks use a collection of interfaces for accessing exposed capabilities or information.

For some events type such as RAT_change or location_change (and others) it can be argued that event triggers already available via PCRF. In such cases, it is indeed possible to access such capabilities via PCRF as well as via MME/SGSN. However, there are cases where an operator may not have activated any location_change event triggers on PCRF for its subscribers, but may be interested in location_change event to be exposed to 3rd parties for certain location-based services. In such cases, requesting location_change directly from MME/SGSN could make sense. In addition, it should be noted that PCC usage is optional per 3GPP specs. It may not be deployed for all types of subscriber sessions (e.g. low ARPU M2M devices) and in that case local policy at PCEF may be used for policy and charging control. In such a deployment, it is not possible to issue monitoring events for affected subscribers via PCRF framework at all. 

Another consideration is frequency of events. For infrequent location_change reporting it may be OK to report it via HSS. However for frequent location_change reporting load on HSS may not be desirable.  In such cases, requesting location_change directly from MME/SGSN could make sense.

Another side-effect of going down this route is that in cases where the information required to derive the 3GPP capabilities or the 3GPP capabilities itself aren't available at the node in question, additional signalling is incurred within the network to allow transfer of the needed information. In addition, the node in question may simply act as a relay without added benefit(s).

Conclusion 1: A given monitoring event might be configured at and reported by different 3GPP interfaces/nodes (e.g. HSS via Sh, or PCRF via Rx, or MME/SGSN via T5).
For a given event, the choice of which interface (and which node) to invoke is to be governed by the event in question. It is determined by the SCEF. Eg if three monitoring events are to be configured it could be that 

· each of these events use a single interface (either Sh, Rx or T5) OR 

· two of these events use one interface (Rx) whereas another event uses a different interface (T5) OR

· each of these events uses a different interface (Event#1:Rx, Event#2: Sh, Event#3:Sh)
This also aids in ensuring a flexible framework to add future capabilities/monitoring events (in line with working agreement in SA2).

Conclusion 2: In case where a given 3GPP capability can be obtained via multiple interfaces, it should be left up to operator SCEF configuration to determine the source for that capability.
It is proposed to capture these conclusions for the TR 23.789 under clause 8. 
* * * Change * * * *
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Conclusions

8.X
Interim Conclusions
1. The set of capabilities required for monitoring may be accessible via different 3GPP interfaces/nodes (e.g. HSS via Sh, or PCRF via Rx, or MME/SGSN via a new interface).  
2. The definitive list of events that will be standardized is to be decided during the normative phase of this work. 
3. Handling of configuration and reporting of specific events will be discussed and evaluated on a per event basis during further normative work. In principle, solution redundancy should be avoided. However reporting of the same event via different interfaces might be envisaged, to satisfy different usage scenarios e.g.: different frequency of location reporting or different location accuracy requirements. 
4. For normative work, solution in clause 6.1, 6.2, and 6.3 should be used as a basis for developing generic event monitoring flows. Normative Work on each of these generic event monitoring flows is nevertheless dependent upon the agreement that the generic event monitoring flow will actually be used to support the reporting of at least a specific event 
* * * End Change * * * *


