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Abstract of the contribution: This contribution analyses the proposals that have been discussed on whether P4C-F normative work can start or not then proposes a way forward.

Discussion

The debate about whether normative work for policy and charging control for fixed broadband access can be started having only partial conclusions on the study phase has lasted for several SA2 meetings. The lack of firm conclusions is caused by the following:

· The reference architecture for policy and charging control in fixed broadband access in the TR 23.896 defines that the functional elements in the PCC architecture are part of both the 3GPP HPLMN and the BBF defined access network. In particular PCEF is part of the BBF defined access network while the rest of the functional elements are placed in the 3GPP HPLMN. This means that PCC architecture for fixed broadband access needs to be defined both by 3GPP and by BBF, this was stated in the P4C-F WID: “This work will take into account the work carried out in external technical bodies as deemed appropriate, and relevant liaisons will be exchanged in order to assess 3GPP progress. Primary communication will take place with BroadBand Forum. Functional assumptions impacting entities in the fixed broadband access will be verified with BroadBand Forum. The reference architecture will be verified with BroadBand Forum before being captured in normative 3GPP specifications”.  Note that the P4C-F study phase has defined no alternative reference architecture for a fixed broadband access standardized by other SDO than BBF. 

· The assumption that the IPEdge implements a PCEF as defined in 23.203 with all the functions defined in 23.203 for policy and charging control in the fixed broadband access. BBF has confirmed only the assumption that some of the functionality defined for Policy Control can be supported using Gx interface in the PCEF in the IPEdge but none of the remaining assumptions.

· The assumption that the TDF may provide policy and charging control in fixed broadband access as defined in 23.203 with all the functions defined in 23.203 has not been confirmed by BBF either.

So far, a number of different proposals to start normative work have been discussed. Below we briefly summarize the different alternatives and assess their feasibility. 

Alternative 1: Prepare CRs to 23.203 Rel-12 only for those assumptions that do not required confirmation  from BBF and for those confirmed by BBF.  This means that CRs to 23.203 to define only a PCEF in the IPEdge supporting Gxd for the purpose of policy control for fixed broadband access and the impacts on SPR or PCRF to identify fixed subscribers are defined as a first step, then when more assumptions are confirmed new CRs to 23.203 are prepared. 

This alternative is aligned with the Objectives in P4C-F WID stated above.
The advantage of this alternative is that it is aligned with the work done during the study phase that placed the IPEdge in the BBF defined network and as such the standardize solution for policy and charging control for fixed broadband access is also defined by both BBF and 3GPP.  Only those PCC functions that are confirmed as required in the fixed broadband access are standardized
The disadvantage of this alternative is that the coordination with BBF takes some time, therefore a PCC architecture for fixed broadband access may take longer time to be completed or even the discussion on some functions may be postponed to Rel-13.

Alternative 2: Prepare CRs to 23.203 Rel-12 for both those assumptions confirmed by BBF and those assumptions that are not confirmed by BBF.  This means that CRs to 23.203 to define that PCC support fixed broadband access are prepared. 

This alternative is not fully clear, firstly it is not aligned with the reference architecture defined in TR 23.896 that has been developed during the study phase, i.e. it assumes that the IPEdge belongs to 3GPP access. Secondly there is a high risk that TS 23.203 defines FBB IP-CAN specific aspects that have not been under 23.203 scope in previous releases but in the scope of each of the IP-CANs. 

The disadvantage of this alternative is that the 3GPP specifications may need to be aligned later when BBF inform us about what PCC functions are to be supported and what the IP-CAN specific aspects are. If this happens there will be work to be done in stage 2 and stage 3 to fix the specifications with the replies from BBF. 

Alternative 3: Prepare CRs to 23.203 Rel-12 that defines PCC for FBB access, then refer to BBF specifications. i.e. WT-300 for a detailed description of the functions that are supported in FBB access. This means that  23.203 defines all PCC functions as applicable for FBB access and describes that PCRF transfers PCC Rules to PCEF then refer to WT-300 to describe what PCC functions are applicable in FBB access.

This alternative is the one followed to define PCC for other non-3GPP accesses, e.g. 3GPP 2 specifications for eHRPD defines the PCC functions that are supported for 3GPP2 and 23.203 states the e.g. Gxa is used transfer QoS Rules to the BBERF. 3GPP 2 specifications defined what functions are applicable to 3GPP2 access in their specifications, e.g X.P0057-0.

The disadvantage of this alternative is that it is a complete different approach compared with the work done in the study phase that aims to study both full solution for policy and charging control for fixed broadband access.

Conclusion

Based on the analysis in the previous section, it is concluded that the more realistic way forward is to go for alternative 1 that is to standardize in 23.203 those functions confirmed by BBF.
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