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Introduction

During CT4#81 4 CRs to optimise the signalling of Packet Detection Information within a PDR were discussed.
Proposal 1 (C4-176237):
Introduces a tunnel IE which is like a common placeholder for a particular packet description (i.e. UE IP address, Network Instance, source interface, local F-TEID). This tunnel is identified by a TUN ID. Multiple PDIs that need the same packet description for classification just refer to this Tunnel (i.e. Grouped IE) through the TUN ID. The CR was withdrawn.
Proposal 2 (C4-176210):

Introduces an EndPoint ID IE is defined in the PDI IE to identify an endpoint (i.e. combination of Local -FTEID, Network Instance, and/or UE IP address) for a given Sx session and source interface. This EndPoint ID refers to an already created PDI so that it can be referred in other PDIs in order to not repeat the same packet description. Note that this conceptually does not require the PDI information to be copied from the referred PDI (i.e. referred by the EndPoint ID). The CR was postponed.

Proposal 3 (C4-176222):
Introduces and SDF Filter ID to identify and SDF filter definition this ID can be used for reusing the SDF filter settings by just referring to the SDF filter ID (e.g. for bidirectional filters). The CR was postponed.
All the 3 proposals are related to signalling optimisation to avoid repetition of data when sending data from CP to UP function in a different manner. During the meeting the question was raised if there is a solution which can be commonly used for PDI data which need to be send multiple times. Finally all proposals were either withdrawn or postponed.

Discussion

CP-173113 is a new proposal on the area of PDI optimisation. In principle it indicates which data should be copied into a PDI form a referenced PDI (PDR) and it adds the possibility to correlated streams (in EPC PDRs for the same bearer) by a local F-TEID.

CP-173145 is a revision making the optimisation optional.
Concerns from Huawei:

a. REl-14 is frozen and we should add optimisations only if we could reach consensus on a proposed solution and if the proposed optimization is really a fool proof optimization. If it is just a compromised optimization without full technical analysis then we risk the solution being half baked and requiring further changes again. So it is better to have a proper technical discussion on the pros and cons of the proposed “new” solution in the workgroup.
b. Using Local F-TEID as a correlation ID is not optimal. Sending full F-TEID for correlation requires both the IP address and TEID information to be sent which adds to the size of the message thus being not optimal. Introducing a correlation ID as it was proposed in Proposal 3 would be sufficient and introduces less signalling in our understanding. Though the final solution submitted in CP-173145 somewhat mitigates this by allowing either full F-TEID to be given or a reference to PDI is given, it requires a proper technical analysis at the work group level, on whether all such options are needed.
c. The concept on copying data from another PDR (PDI) has the following technical problems:

· It implies a condition that update of a PDI can only be triggered if previous updates to a referenced PDR (PDI) are completed or the referenced PDR (PDI) need to be provided in the same message. 
· If the referenced PDR (PDI) from which information was copied, is later changed, then the PDR (PDI)s that referred are not automatically changed. Those PDIs would still need to be individually updated again, possibly again with an update and referencing the PDR (PDI) to be copied in all PDR were the PDI needs to be updated.

· This adds complexity which should be avoided.
d. In Huawei's Understanding SDF Filters may occur multiple times in a PDI (may be not clearly stated in the TS up to now) but this should be also considered. It was covered in Nokia proposal in C4-176222 which was supported by Huawei.
e. The main reason for withdrawing proposal # 1, was due to backwards compatibility issue. However in Huawei’s opinion, this proposal can be enhanced to consider backwards compatibility and thus requires a proper work group level discussion to compare the different proposals and their efficiency while also considering backwards compatibility.
Example for point c.:

Let’s assume the following scenario (using SDF filters as IE to be copied as an example).

PDR1 (PDI1) is created with SDF filters.

With next message we update SDF filters in PDR1 (PDI) and in addition create a new PDR (PDR2/PDI2) with the instruction to copy SDF Filter from PDR1 (PDI).

So the receiver has stored SDF filters for the PDR1 (PDI) but would need to check in each time when it receives the copy instructions if in the message includes an update before using the stored PDR1 (PDI). If the change and the copy instructions are in the same message it works. 
If the CP needs to send two messages because trigger for 2nd message is received just after the first message is sent, then the CP would need to wait until first message is confirmed or would need to send the second message without the optimisation of PDI data.
Conclusion/proposed way forward
All the co-signing companies strongly prefer this CR should be referred back to CT4 for further analysis and discussion. Since it’s an optional optimization, it should be done right taking all the pros and cons into account after a proper technical analysis. Release 14 is frozen, so optimisations like this to a frozen Release should be agreed by consensus by CT4 first.
