

SA WG2 Temporary Document
Page 6

3GPP SA WG2 Meeting #129	S2-1810270
[bookmark: _GoBack]15 – 19 October, 2018, Dongguan, China	(revision of S2-18xxxx)
Source:	Ericsson
Title:	Way forward regarding separation of consumer and producer into BL and service framework functions 
Document for:	Approval
Agenda Item:	6.19
Work Item / Release:	FS_eSBA / Rel-16
[bookmark: _Toc462478989]Abstract of the contribution: This contribution proposes interim conclusion related to separation of BL and SF:
1 Discussion
The discussion in this document mainly uses rel 15 as bases for the argumentation, however, discussion holds true also for rel 16 even if service set is used and/or NF profile is change to service set profile or service profile.
1.1 Separation of business logic from discovery and selection
Nearly all proposed solutions suggest a separation of service business logic (BL) from discovery and selection. On an abstract level these are very similar in that the consumer business logic should not need to do a discovery and selection.
The discovery service is a specific service in 3GPP. Thus, it is a 3GPP unique procedure. This means that whatever entity that are doing the discovery need to do it the 3GPP way. It is also so that discovery is not generic, since input and output parameters can be specific per NF.
Observation 1: Discovery is a 3GPP specific service
When discovery is done, there is the selection, which again may be specific per NF.
For example when AMF discovers and selects SMF, DNN and slice info are important parameters. If discovery and selection should not be done within the AMF but in an external entity, and that the BL only use SBI, it means that this external entity need to extract these parameters from the HTTP body (i.e. as part of input parameters in request operations).
Another example would be when AMF discovers and selects AMF, then AMF set is an important parameter, again if a separation of BL and discovery and selection is done, then AMF set would be an important parameter to send to the discovery and selection entity, and thus the external entity needs to examine the HTTP body.
In these 2 examples the external entity doing the discovery and selection need to extract the HTTP body received, to perform discovery and then selection. To do this, the external entity need to have full knowledge of all the SBIs in the network. This seems unreasonable and makes the LCM of this external entity dependant on any SBI update. Furthermore, to examine the HTTP body cost in processing and if done more than once in the system (more than only in the producer) will increase latency, power consumption and compute cost . 
Observation 2: There is specific functionality per NF related to discovery and selection.
Observation 3: There are drawbacks with examining HTTP body in an external entity .
Proposal 1: If NF has specific 3GPP 5GC parameters that are to be considered in discovery and/or selection, the consumer should do service discovery and NF/service set selection..
To circumvent the drawback of examining the HTTP body, some parameters may be put into the HTTP header. However, this would mean that the Rel-15 APIs needs to be modified, and thus these new APIs are not backwards compatible with Rel-15. Adding parameters in the header means more parameters to parse by the HTTP stack. Also putting the parameters in the header may be a security risk (i.e. in case of TLS is used the HTTP body is normally protected, taking some parameters from the body and put them in the header may impose some security concerns)
Observation 4: It is possible to upgrade Rel-15 APIs (SBIs) by means of new HTTP header information so that HTTP bodies do not need to be examined by an external entity to the consumer. This has drawbacks such as non-backwards compatible consumers, security risks, and performance concerns. 
Proposal 2: There shall not be any 3GPP specific parameters in the HTTP header for SBA.
In rel 15, to finding a specific SBI instance that can serve a request can be divided into 4 steps
1) NF service Discovery 
2) NF instance selection
3) Service instance selection
4) IP Network address selection
What the proposal 1 addresses is 1) and 2). The selection of a service instance within a NF instance could be an arbitrary selection. There are no differences in capabilities between service instances in a NF instance, this is due to there is no specific service parameters per service defined in rel 15. Specific parameters is on a per NF, since they are within the NF profile.
Note:	in rel 16 NF profile may be removed and may be replaced with a service profile. Services may then be grouped into sets. This means that step 2) above will be a selection of service set.
Observation 5: Selection of a service instance within a NF instance may be done in an arbitrary way
There may be services or network deployments where selection may not need to consider NF specific parameters, and thus the selection can be done to an arbitrary selected service instance. This selection may be part of a consumer but could as well be part of an external entity to the consumer. In the latter case, the external entity does not need to examine the HTTP body, but should only consider what is in the HTTP header.
Observation 6: There may be cases where selection does not need to consider NF specific parameters.
Proposal 3: In a deployment there may be a selection function in an entity external to the consumer for discovery and selection of service instances. The consumer uses SBI towards this entity.
1.1 Load balancing
In rel 15, it is not defined how a consumer should select a NF instance for a producer if several NFs can serve a specific request. Neither is it specified once NF instance has been selected, how a consumer would select among the service instances if there are more than one instance for the related service. Since this is not defined, it is up to consumer implementation and to the service producer implementation to handle this situation.
If load balancing would be external to the consumer and producer, it would still be implementation specific of the external entity how to do LB.
Observation 7: load balancing is implementation dependant and specific.
Proposal 3: In a deployment, there may be an external entity doing load balancing, but this need not be standardized
Any producer may implement a load balancer which may be totally invisible to the rest of the system
Proposal 4: A producer may have a load balancer
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******************** Start change ********************
[bookmark: _Toc520098773]8	Conclusions
Editor's note:	This clause will capture conclusions from the study.
8.x	Interim conclusions for the service framework
Principles related to service producers:
· A producer may have a load balancer, this is implementation dependent.
Principles related to service consumers:
· Consumers should do discovery and selection when 5GC specific parameters need to be considered.
· If 5GC specific parameters is not to be considered, selection may be done in the consumer or in an entity external to the consumer depending on deployment.
· If an external entity is deployed and used for selection, the consumer routes message to this entity either by using a resource URI received during discovery (a pseudo URI); by means of a proxy configuration in the consumer; or via a resource URI configured in the Consumer
NOTE1: 	5GC specific parameters are parameters that are specific for the BL of the 5GC consumer and producer, e.g. DNN, slice, PLMN, AMF set…
NOTE2:  The external entity may be what is called “adaptor”, “agent”, “SAPo”, etc in different solutions

********************  End  change  ********************
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