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Abstract of the contribution: This paper proposes criteria for evaluating various FMSS solutions on objective basis.
Discussion

This paper proposes various evaluation criteria which we should consider for comparing the FMSS solutions for key issue#1 and key issue#2 on objective basis. These evaluation criteria would help us in concluding the FMSS study phase.

Proposal

It is proposed to agree to the following changes to TR 23.718.

* * * First Change * * * *

7
Overall Evaluation
Editor’s Note: This clause will provide evaluation of different solutions.
7.1
General

This clause compares various solutions for each key issue of the FMSS solution. The comparison is performed on objective basis, e.g. providing low, medium and high type indicator for each of the applicable criterion.

7.2
Evaluation of solutions for key issue#1

This clause evaluates various solutions for key issue#1 – "Interface for provisioning of traffic steering policy" – as captured in sec. 6.1.

7.2.1
Evaluation criteria

Following criteria are considered for comparing various solutions for key issue#1.

· Support for architecture requirements as defined in sec. 5.1.2: For the solution to be considered as complete, it needs to fulfil the architectural requirements of key issue#1 defined in sec. 5.1.2. Here, we compare if and how the solutions fulfil the requirements defined in sec. 5.1.2.

· Overall system impact: Here we compare the solutions by evaluating its overall system impact (in terms of lower or higher) on the basis of:

· Impacts to existing EPC nodes and interfaces

· Need for a new functional entity and/or a new interface

· Additional signalling load on the existing EPC nodes: Additional signalling load (in terms of lower or higher), caused by the solutions on the existing EPC nodes, is compared in this criterion.

· Configuration overhead: Overhead (in terms of lower or higher) due to support for new configuration and the need to synchronize it among the nodes using that configuration is compared in this criterion.
· Extendibility to support charging related requirements when 3rd party service functions are involved: Since 3GPP SA1 has already agreed new Rel-14 study item to define new FMSS requirements related to charging when 3rd party service functions are involved, it is necessary to compare the readiness of the solutions at a very preliminary level (e.g. if a solution would require new charging interface(s) or existing charging interface(s) can be used) to be able to meet those potential requirements.

· Agnostic to the architecture of (S)Gi-LAN: Since the architecture of (S)Gi-LAN and routing of traffic between the service functions are not in the scope of 3GPP's standardization, it is important to compare how agnostic the solution is to be able to accommodate different architecture of the (S)Gi-LAN systems.

NOTE:
Although the solutions of key issue#1 has provided some overview of the potential architecture of the (S)Gi-LAN, it is only for the purpose of the better understand of the solution. Since the architecture of the (S)Gi-LAN is not in the scope of 3GPP's standardization any aspects related to that are not considered for evaluation criteria above.

7.3
Evaluation of solutions for key issue#2

This clause evaluates various solutions for key issue#2 – "Semantics of traffic steering policy" – as captured in sec. 6.2.

7.3.1
Evaluation criteria

Following criteria are considered for comparing various solutions for key issue#2.

· Fulfilment of functional requirements: It is necessary to ensure that the solution fulfils the functional requirements, e.g. ability to provide traffic steering policy for uplink and downlink direction separately, for it to be considered as complete.

· Flexibility to support various implementation deployment of (S)Gi-LAN: Since the architecture of (S)Gi-LAN is not in the scope of 3GPP, it is necessary to ensure that the information exchanged under the traffic steering policy is flexible enough to support various implementation and deployment scenarios.

* * * End of Change * * * *
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