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1. Introduction

This document discusses requirements and principles for SIRIG.

There are different approaches and proposals submitted to these CT4/CT3 meetings on the SIRIG WID. This paper outlines the points of support by Allot Communications with regard to other submitted papers and proposes a different approach than those described in the papers, where it is required.
2. Discussion
2.1
Huawei's paper (C4-120171)
The basic approach of the paper, in case of TDF deployment and in case of PMIP is that once the application is detected by 

· The TDF both for GTP/PMIP cases, or

· There is PMIP interface both in case of TDF and in case of PCEF enhanced with ADC

The corresponding entity (TDF in the first bullet; TDF or PCEF enhanced with ADC in the second bullet) sends this Application Id to the PCRF which, in turn, provides this to PCEF and/or BBERF.

From the implementation perspective that would mean that

· Either PCEF/BBERF should also (in addition to TDF) be enhanced with Application Detection and Control in order to be able to detect the same application's traffic, or

· Service Data Flows are deducible for the corresponding application (thus can be provided from the PCRF to PCEF/BBERF).

While the first bullet above doesn't make sense from the deployment perspective (no need to deploy TDF both as standalone and as collocated) and also from the standardization perspective (no BBERF enhanced with ADC exists), the second bullet can only apply to those applications their SDFs are deducible, as defined by SA2/CT3 – a very limited use case, not applicable for major applications (e.g. P2P, skype etc.) required for detection.

2.2
ALU paper (former C4-120240, revised to C4-120366) 

Allot Communications agrees with and supports the following solution principles as proposed by ALU revised paper:

1.  BSSs may provide support for a limited number (< 5 to 10 maximum) of customizable RRC behaviours, based on the recommendations to come from GERAN. 

2. Operators can configure the CN to mark traffic flows requiring specific RRC behaviours with a new Service Class Indicator (SCI). The semantic of each SCI value is operator specific. The operator can associate to each SCI value a specific RRC behaviour in the BSS. 
3. The PCRF may ask the TDF/PCEF enhanced with ADC to do marking (the nature of marking will be described later) on a per session basis (based on e.g. subscriber profile, APN etc.); 

4. For standalone TDF deployments, the TDF signals the detected "SCI" by using DSCP marking directly towards the PCEF/BBERF;

5. Gx/Gxx may be enhanced to provide indication from the PCRF to the PCEF/BBERF (e.g. during the IP-CAN session establishment) whether the session's traffic crosses a TDF performing inner DSCP marking for SIRIG;

2.3  
Additional points of consideration, as proposed by Allot Communications 

6. It is proposed to support DSCP marking per SCI not only in case of TDF, but also in case of PCEF enhanced with ADC (then, this would be translated into GTP-U extension in the header/new BSSGP IE by SGSN/S-GW), as opposite to ALU proposal of implementing GTP-U header extension in case of PCEF enhanced with ADC and also implementing DSCP marking in case of TDF, but translating it into GTP-U header extension by GGSN or P-GW in case of GTP/ S-GW in case of PMIP. 

· The motivation: Allot's proposed solution would work exactly the same way regardless whether TDF is deployed/PCEF enhanced with ADC is deployed and regardless whether GTP or PMIP interface is being used. The responsibility of translation would always belong to SGSN/S-GW. In such an approach there are no technical issues related to the cyphering between SGSN and UE. If we follow the ALU proposed approach of GGSN/P-GW implementing translation from DSCP marking to GTP-U header in case of TDF, but S-GW implementing translation in case of PMIP (both for TDF and for PCEF enhanced with ADC), we enhance two different entities with the same functionality, which is unlikely unless there are justified business requirements related specifically to this point.

7. It is proposed to discuss and consider whether SCI should be provided as a part of dynamic ADC Rules, or only preconfigured at TDF/PCEF enhanced with ADC (please note that even in case of dynamic rules, this parameter will be restricted for change during the session). 
· The motivation: dynamic change of SCI per same application depending on e.g. network load condition, subscriber profile change etc – provides a better flexibility from the deployment perspectives.
