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Abstract of the contribution: This paper proposes some clarifications related to UDC and PCC in 5G.
Discussion
According to the NextGen study, subscription profile data will be managed according to the user data convergence approach. We have a clear statement that the PCF acts an application front end in the UDC architecture. The conclusion is not so clear for UDM. It is stated that the User Data Repository (UDR) can be present within the UDM, however it is not clear whether or not UDM can alternatively act as an application front end. This would seem to make sense, since 23.335 gives the example of HSS as an application front end. However, the study states that the UDM "stores subscription information” which would mean that it cannot be an application front end according to 23.335, where application frontends may not permanently store subscriber information.
23.203 currently allows two architecture variants: UDC and “Sp and SPR”. In the UDC case, PCRF uses the standard Ud interface - stage 3 have specified this as LDAP/SOAP, however the data model for PCRF as an application front end is not specified. In the “Sp and SPR” case, neither the interface nor the data model is specified. In practice, there is a great variation in Sp interfaces used in PCRF deployments in terms of both protocol and data model, reflecting the variety of use cases and SPR implementations.

The UDC view of how subscription data is managed is very clear, that there is a single logical repository of subscription data that all entities share i.e. the UDR. This is in contrast to existing specifications where subscription data can be stored in different logical entities (e.g. HSS and SPR). The general question is, do we want to maintain the status quo and keep this “loose” in the specifications as it is today, or do we want to try to standardise the UDC view?
Specific questions, with proposals to cover:

1. Should 5G PCC support only the UDC architecture as implied by the study conclusions? Will this be restrictive in practice given the common deployment of the “Sp and SPR” model?
Proposal: 5G PCC will support only UDC architecture variant, we will make a clear statement in 23.501.

2. Where PCC uses the UDC architecture, should we describe UDM and PCF both acting as application front ends to a common UDR (with text stating that UDM and UDR can be collocated)?
Proposal: If UDC is the only supported architecture, we should describe a common UDR in our reference architecture for clarity. We should also resolve the ambiguity around UDM and UDC separately (not covered in this paper).
3. Where PCC uses the UDC architecture, should we consider specifying the data model? Note that though 23.335 states that standardisation of data models is out of scope of 3GPP, there has been previous stage 3 work in some areas to standardise data models for some application front ends.
Proposal: We should not standardise the data model for PCF as an application front end.
Proposal
It is proposed to add the following section to the TS 23.501 “System Architecture for 5G System; Stage 2”.
* * * Start of changes * * * *
5.12  Policy Control

5.12.X
PCF and UDC

PCF acts as the PCRF as outlined in TS 23.203 [X], only the UDC architecture option is supported. The PCF acts as an application front end according to TS 23.335 [X] to a common User Data Repository (UDR) which is shared with other functions including UDM.

NOTE:
UDR can be collocated with UDM.
The data model for the PCF application front end will not be standardised.
* * * End of Changes * * * 
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