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Given the general direction of the rel7 work on PCC, as well as previous discussions that have been carried out in SA2 on the topic of FBC and SBLP, and the closing of rel6, it is proposed to answer the CN3 liaison on the topic as shown below.
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Here are some answers to the CN3 questions:

CN3 question
1. Is the simultaneous application of FBC and SBLP for a single AF session in the scope of Rel.6?

SA2 answer

Simultaneous application of FBC and SBLP for a single AF session has not been precluded in rel6 standards, although such a scenario is logically not expected to occur – SBLP is for scenarios where operators wish to effect IMS specific Qos policy control in an environment where services are charged on a PDP context basis as per the Rel 5 model; FBC applies to scenarios where operators wish to apply per flow policy and charging controls. If it happens in a network that both are deployed simultaneously, it is expected to be for a short time window. Simultaneous deployment of SBLP and FBC is envisaged more as a exception case than a regular deployment scenario, as such it does not warrant standards solution.
CN3 question

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?
SA2 answer

As mentioned in response above, such a mix of functions due to the model complexity is not anticipated to be a primary deployment scenario, but more of an exception if ever. Simultaneous deployment of SBLP and FBC should be considered a solution response to a set of requirements wherein an operator requires IMS specific PDP/QOS controls on IMS bearer secondary PDPs, and where for all PDPs the same operator requires per flow charging level controls. In such a scenario, the operator will need to carefully configure the PDF and CRF to ensure coherent gating logic is applied on the Go interface and the Gx interfaces, in order to avoid conflicts such as the one listed in the first bullet above. Therefore avoiding scenario 1 should be GGSN implementation and configuration dependant.
For the second point, the TFT is simply not sent over Gx when it is not available.
CN3 question

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 answer

The architecture permits various server configurations, the main ones being:

· Distinct physical server entities for the PDF and the CRF, where both are separately addressable by the GGSN

· A single physical server system which supports both CRF and PDF.
In all cases the behaviour specified by the operator in an operational network should be such that the system should act in a consistent way.
CN3 question

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 answer

Transport of the SBLP authorization token over Rx and usage of an authorization token are stage 2 issues and have not been included in rel6.
CN3 question

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?
SA2 answer

Please refer to the answer to question 1.
CN3 question

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 answer
Information in this informative annex could be used however there has not been much focus in SA2 work on the case of combining FBC and SBLP for the reasons already stated.
CN3 question

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

SA2 answer
SA2 does not see a need to undertake additional work in rel-6 on the simultaneous application of FBC and SBLP. In rel-7, the Policy and Charging Control (PCC) work item completes the work on providing policy in a service data flow context.
2. Actions

None.
3. Date of Next SA2 Meetings:

SA2#45
4th - 8th April 2005

Beijing, China
SA2#46
9th - 13th May 2005
Athens, Greece
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