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1. Introduction

This contribution discusses the incoming LS S2-050008 (N3-040867) from CN3 on FBC and SBLP. Each issue raised by CN3 is highlighted and solutions proposed. Further based on the discussions a CR is proposed to update FBC TS 23.125 accordingly, cf. S2-050108.

Ericsson suggests that SA2 takes this as a basis for a reply LS to CN3 and to approve the related CR provided in S2-050108.

2. Discussion

The issues raised by CN3 are discussed one by one below.

1. Is the simultaneous application of FBC and SBLP for a single AF session in the scope of Rel.6?

Ericsson assumes that in Release 6 it is possible to apply both FBC and SBLP for a single AF session. This issue is briefly discussed in an Informative Annex B.4 in TS 23.125v630, which basically indicates the flows but do not analyse if new requirements are needed or not.

When activating a PDP context, subject to SBLP control, it is suggested in the discussion below that the SBLP filters, rather than the binding information should go to the CRF.

2. Does the GGSN need to apply special procedures if both SBLP and FBC are used simultaneously for a single PDP context? For instance:

· How is it avoided that IP flows are charged, although the corresponding SBLP gates are disabled and the flows will therefore be discarded?

Ericsson assumes that SBLP and TFT mapping applies before FBC. Hence in a situation where FBC and volume based charging is used IP flows will not be charged for when the SBLP gates discard the packet.

If FBC applies time based charging (optionally combined with volume based charging) an issue may be related to a QoS Removal Commit when the flow is put on hold after some time. When the Gate Function disables the forwarding of IP traffic flows the TPF shall ensure that the counting stops for time based charging.

Note that SBLP specification does not specify in what way the GGSN shall treat expectedly SBLP traffic that the terminal for some reason sends on a non-SBLP PDP context. However FBC charging and FBC Policy Functions apply regardless whether SBLP Gating Function enables or disables IP traffic flows.

· Shall the GGSN supply SBLP filter information and/or SBLP binding information over the Gx interface instead of TFT filters, which are not available in this scenario?

Currently Gx interface supports that the TFT filters are transported over Gx. This means for instance that the CRF does not get any information on the uplink traffic distribution over PDP contexts i.e. only downlink information is currently available in the CRF.

When SBLP is applied on a particular PDP context there is no TFT applicable for that PDP context. The Ericsson view is that the GGSN should after SBLP procedures, transform the SBLP filters to a format similar to the TFT (i.e. downlink part) and send them to the CRF over Gx. This would be an optimized solution in the sense that there is no major impact on the Gx interface. 

Due to that filters may overlap Ericsson suggest that Gx is extended to indicate that the transformed SBLP Filters e.g. by a flag are SBLP derived. This then gives precedence to these filters over normal TFT filters.

Further in the uplink case it is suggested that the filters are sent over Gx from the TPF to the CRF describing the traffic for that PDP context and indicate that it is uplink filters. This would imply that the CRF has the possibility to identify the correct charging rule for that PDP context avoiding that FBC Policy Functions would block the traffic. Note that an AF should indicate for the CRF that SBLP applies for the filters supplied over Rx. This is needed due to that the CRF then knows that it does not to take an action to implement a Charing Rule, which may be needed otherwise when the indication is missing.

3. FBC and SBLP applied simultaneously may either be controlled by a PDF/CRF combined in a single physical entity or by a PDF and a CRF in two physical entities that do not directly interact with each other. Are both scenarios in scope of Rel-6?

The current version of TS23.125v630 do not analyse the implications of a combined PDF/CRF in detail. SA2 will address the topic in the Rel-7 WI PCC, which will further elaborate the merge of FBC and SBLP, cf. SP-040533. As an example it should be noted that the CRF selection procedures are different compared with PDF selection procedures. The TPF selects the CRF in the primary PDP context activation procedure, thus before an AF, which means that the AF (and the GGSN) shall apply the same selection mechanism as FBC when selecting the combined CRF/PDF node. It seems that such a case would not only impact the FBC TS but also the SBLP related specifications.

Ericsson understands that combining the PDF and the CRF in a single physical node, does neither inherently imply that the Gq and Rx form a single interface nor the Gx and Go form a single interface. Thus the PDF and the CRF may still be regarded as separate entities, though located to the same node. SA2 will address combining the PDF and CRF in the Rel-7 PCC WI.

For the case where PDF and CRF are in two physical entities the GGSN need to translate the SBLP filters into the format of TFT as discussed above.

4. For the scenario where the PDF and CRF are separate, CN3 discussed as a possible solution for an optimal binding at the CRF that the AF forwards the SBLP authorization token received from the PDF towards the CRF via the Rx interface. The binding information would also be supplied via the Gx interface.

· Is a transport of the SBLP authorization token over the Rx interface from the AF towards the CRF required in Rel-6?

· Shall the AF forward an authorization token received from the PDF towards the CRF?

The FBC TS 23.125 does not support that the SBLP authorization token is sent over the Rx interface. This is not within the scope for Release 6.

· Shall the CRF be able to support a fine granularity of binding using the authorization token?

The CRF shall only support the necessary information that is needed for the FBC Policy Functions to work and that it is possible to charge the flows based on charging rules. 

Note that FBC TS 23.125 does not intend to duplicate the SBLP functionality such as supporting the TOKEN, cf. 5.8 in TS 23.125.

5. One could also imagine scenarios where one AF requests SBLP authorization and another AF requests FBC to be applied for a single AF session. For instance, for a single IMS session the P-CSCF may interact with the PDF for SBLP and a distinct AF may interact with the CRF for FBC. Are such scenarios in scope of Rel-6?

The FBC TS 23.125v630 does not preclude such a scenario. Note though the discussions under 2 on combining SBLP with FBC.

6. CN3 is aware of some related information provided for the IMS case in informative Annex B of TS 23.125. Does SA2 consider this Annex to be mature enough to be used in stage 3 work for Rel.6?

It is not clear to Ericsson to what extent the informative Annex can be used from a CN3 point of view. In particular what is mature has already been moved into the main body of the TS. It is also clarified that the other parts may be included in the next release, cf. Annex D in TS23.125. Note also that there are still many FFS:s left in this part of the TS. Ericsson recommends that CN3 make references to the main body in order to complete their work. Should the intention be at a future CN3 meeting be to use some specific part of the Annex Ericsson recommends that CN3 sends an LS to SA2 such that SA2 can clarify whether the specific issue is considered for the next release or release 6.

7. Has SA2 undertaken additional work on the simultaneous application of FBC and SBLP?
CN3 would welcome any further information SA2 can provide

If SA2 agrees on the CR provided by Ericsson in S2-050108 SA2 should notify CN3 in the reply LS.
Further Ericsson recommends that SA2 make reference to the PCC work item where it is expected that the full harmonization be considered. Further Ericsson suggests that CN3 ensures that the Gx and Rx interfaces are completed in Release 6.

3. Proposal

Ericsson suggest that SA2 takes the above discussion as a basis for a reply LS to CN3.

Ericsson also suggest that SA2 agrees on the CR provided in S2-050108.
