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1. Introduction
The PCR addresses  if FE to FE communication is in the scope of standardization and  draws recommendations 
2. Reason for Change
Answer to the editor’s not about standardization.

Add conclusion and recommendation subclause.
3. Conclusions
.
4. Proposal

It is proposed to agree the following changes to 3GPP TR 23.845 v0.4.0.

* * * First Change * * * *
9.1.5
Summary

Two use cases have been identified for direct FE to FE communication:

1. Both FEs are of the same application type. FE to FE communication is needed because one FE receives a request for a user who is currently served by the other FE.
Solution 1a: The request is relayed between FEs (see figure 9.1.2-1)
Solution 1b: ffs

2.  Both FEs are (different) partial implementations of an FE of the same type. FE to FE communication is needed because one part of the application logic needed to serve the initial request is performed by one FE and the other part by another FE.
Solution 2a: No direct FE-FE communication, but indirect via UDC (see figure 9.1.4-1)
Solution 2b: Direct FE-FE communication; re-use existing message (unmodified)
Solution 2c: Direct FE-FE communication; re-use existing message (modified), see example in figure 9.1.3-1
Solution 2d: Direct FE-FE communication; define new message e.g. based on SOAP
Solution 2e: Avoid the need for FE-FE communication by mandating that an FE-session (application logic) is not distributed between FEs, e.g. with regard to figure 9.1.4-1 or 9.1.4-2, the FE receiving S6d-ULR from the new SGSN must be capable of sending MAP-CancelLocation to the old SGSN.


9.1.x
Conclusion and recommendations

The FE  to FE Communications analysis has identified two types of use cases, one where the two FEs are of the same application type, the other where the two FEs are different and partial implementations of an application. For each of them, solutions have been identified.
The main remaining question is if these solutions enter the scope of standardisation.

-
In the case of FEs belonging to the same application, the grouping of these FEs and of the UDR is, according to UDC architecture, equivalent to a 3GPP functional entity. Direct communication betweenthese  FEs is then equivalent to a communication internal to a 3GPP functional entity that is outside the scope of the 3GPP standardisation.
Furthermore, if a reference point is defined between such two FEs, there will not be a generic protocol. The relevant protocol will depend of the application type and probably reuse one already supported by the FE: it is the example of a relay of a request from a FE to another FE in 9.1.2 
· In the case of FEs with a different partial implementation of an application, the grouping of these FEs and of the UDR is, according to UDC architecture, equivalent to the 3GPP functional entity supporting the whole application. Direct communication between these FEs is equivalent to communications between the different parts of the 3GGP functional entity. The typical case is the HSS ones, where different parts are identified by 3GPP. But 3GPP considers the communications between the different parts of a functional entity out of the scope of standardisation.
Recommendation is to currently keep interfaces for direct communications between FEs outside the scope of standardisation.
When achievable, a possible solution is to solve the communication issue between the two FEs through an indirect communication via the UDR (solution 2a in subclause 9.1.5). Such a solution will use the standardised Ud interface, and will also use some data shared by the two FEs:  e.g. a data update by one FE generating a notification to the other, so allowing an indirect communication between the two FEs. This data may be part of a standardised Reference Data Model over Ud.
* * * End of Change * * * *

