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1. Overall Description:

SA2 thanks CN3 for their LS in S2-050008 (N3-040867) on interactions between FBC and SBLP and have discussed this topic and would like to inform CN3 how these interactions are to be specified in Release 6.

SA2 would like to inform CN3 that applying FBC and SBLP on the same PDP context is neither explicitly supported nor explicitly forbidden in 3GPP standards for Release 6. SA2 expects this use case to be further considered in the PCC WI for release 7.

More detailed answers are given below.

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

SA2 would like to clarify that the simultaneous use of FBC and SBLP for a single AF session is neither explicitly supported nor explicitly prohibited for Release 6. SA2 would like to inform CN3 that the continuous work for concluding FBC and SBLP related specifications for Release 6 shall ensure that FBC and SBLP can be applied independently. Hence CN3 do not need to consider to complete requirements around the topic on applying FBC and SBLP on the same PDP Context. SA2 is of the understanding that this is a rare use case and expects that the Release 7 work may consider this topic. Further SA2 believes that standards should anyway not prohibit this use case although it may be rare.

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?'
· 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?
How to avoid that IP flows are charged by FBC when corresponding SBLP gates disable the traffic should not be specified in Release 6 and is therefore implementation dependant.

The GGSN shall in Release 6 neither supply SBLP filter information nor SBLP binding information over Gx reference point.

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?

SA2 would like to clarify that it is implementation dependant whether PDF and CRF are combined in a single physical entity or not. However SA2 would also like to add that even if PDF and CRF are combined in one node the SBLP and FBC reference points i.e. Go/Gq and Rx/Gx respectively are independent reference points in Release 6. The merge of Gx/Go and Rx/Gq is considered in the PCC WI for Release 7.

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?

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

SA2 would like to note that in congruence with the discussion above that Rx reference point shall not support that SBLP authorization token is transported from AF to CRF. Hence an AF shall not forward an authorization token received from the PDF towards the CRF. Further for release 6 the CRF shall not be able to support fine granularity of binding using the authorization token.

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?

As discussed above SA2 notes that there is no explicit support for this use case in standards for release 6 but standards do not prohibit such a scenario either.

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?

SA2 understands that CN3 is referring to Annex B.4 and at SA2#44 the CR in S2-050470 was approved, which removes the flows in TS23.125.

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

For this work SA2 would like to refer to the PCC WI for Release 7 that will consider the simultaneous application of FBC and SBLP.

2. Actions:

To CN3 group.

ACTION: 
SA2 kindly asks CN3 group to conclude the Rx and Gx interfaces for release 6 and ensure that SBLP and FBC can work independently.

SA2 kindly asks CN3 group to consider the answers above and in particular neither progress any explicit support of simultaneous use of FBC and SBLP on the same PDP context nor explicitly prohibit such a scenario.
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