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1. Introduction
Release 5 procedures for Service Based Local Policy provide the option to operators to reject PDP Context establishment requests against the IMS APN unless they contain either SBLP binding information or the IMS Signalling Flag. That is, the operator can insist that all PDP Contexts are either bound to an IMS session using SBLP or are the IMS Signalling PDP Context.
There are no procedures in Release 5 to inform the UE of the operator’s policy. Hence, UE procedures in Release 5 require that, wherever a Media Authorisation Token is provided, the UE must establish new PDP Contexts for the IMS media components of a session.

In Release 6 we are discussing non-real-time services such as IMS messaging and PoC. For these, establishment of multiple separate PDP Contexts may not be required for QoS reasons – it would be desirable if a single non-real-time PDP Context could be used for multiple non-real-time service flows. This includes:

· Sharing of a PDP Context for NRT flows from multiple IMS sessions

· Sharing of a PDP Context for NRT flows from IMS sessions and non-IMS services

This contribution discusses the consequences of:

· Relaxing the requirement for a UE to establish new PDP Contexts for every IMS session, and
· (consequently), removing the option for operators to reject non-SBLP contexts on the APN used for IMS

2. IMS APN

The option to reject non-SBLP PDP Contexts implies that the operator has deployed a specific APN for IMS. A terminal wishing to gain access to other services, for example Internet access, would need to establish a separate Primary PDP Context for this.

Each such APN corresponds to a distinct IP network, with potentially overlapping IP address spaces. This is potentially difficult to manage on the UE – for example it is not clear how applications would know or indicate which IP network they should be using. (This can be contrasted with IP VPN scenarios where address spaces do not overlap and IP routing tables in the terminal are updated by the VPN client to ensure correct packet routing without application involvement).

Furthermore, it is not clear how traffic which is not part of an IMS session, but which is also not allowed on the IMS Signalling PDP Context – for example Ut traffic – would be handled.

Finally, previous discussions on this issue (cf S2-032709) have concluded that there are advantages if a single APN can be used for multiple services – IMS, MMS, PSS, Internet access etc. – especially when IPv6 is used.

3. Charging

The primary reason why separate PDP Contexts were mandatory for each IMS session in Release 5 was so that the IMS traffic could be charged for separately from other traffic. (Noting that QoS is a reason why separate PDP Contexts are allowed, not a reason why they are mandatory).
For example, one approach would be to zero-rate all IMS GPRS traffic and charge instead based on the service layer.

However, in Release 6, Flow Based Charging provides capabilities which allow IMS traffic to be separately charged without requiring the establishment of separate PDP Contexts.

Theoretically, there may exist networks which have deployed Service Based Local Policy, but not Flow Based Charging. In such networks, if UEs are allowed to use a general-purpose PDP Context for IMS traffic, then this traffic would be charged at the same rate as other GPRS traffic on the same APN.  It may be necessary, therefore, to allow the network to continue to require separate PDP Contexts for this case.

In Release 5, the ‘Separate Reservation Flows’ indicator in SDP (aka KIS indicator) is defined to allow the network to require that separate PDP Contexts are used for particular flows of a session. Without this indicator, the UE is still required to establish new PDP Context(s) for the session, but the UE may choose how to map flows to PDP Contexts. With this indicator, the network can dictate, for example, that a voice and video stream should be mapped to separate PDP Contexts.

This indicator is only required when Flow Based Charging is not supported suggesting that the presence of this indicator could therefore be interpreted as an instruction to apply the Release 5 procedures at the UE and establish new PDP Contexts as indicated. The absence of the indicator could be interpreted as meaning that the UE may map the flows onto any PDP Context, including a general-purpose PDP Context shared by other services.
However, discussions are already ongoing on changes in Release 6 to these same Release 5 procedures in order to support sharing of an SBLP-controlled PDP Context over multiple sessions. Such contexts would still be dedicated to IMS traffic (i.e. they could not carry non-IMS traffic), but may carry data from multiple sessions. Without changes to the SRF indicator definition, this case could only be indicated by absence of the SRF indicator – but it is still necessary for operators without FBC to be able to indicate that SBLP-controlled PDP Contexts must be used for this traffic.
4. Problem summary

There are several reasons why it would be desirable to use a general-purpose PDP Context for non-real-time IMS media components, and for this context to be also usable for other (non-IMS) traffic. Such a context could not be controlled by Service Based Local Policy.
But, introduction of this possibility in Release 6 would mean relaxing the rule which requires UEs to establish SBLP PDP Contexts for IMS whenever a Media Authorisation Token is received.

The SRF indicator could be used to require the R5 behaviour for particular Media Components. However, the SRF indicator cannot express the possibility that flows from multiple IMS sessions can share a SBLP-controlled PDP Context.

5. Solution options

· Sharing of PDP Contexts by flows from multiple sessions could be provided only for the non-SBLP, general-purpose PDP Context case. Then the absence of the SRF indicator can be used as a signal that media to PDP Context mapping is completely up to the UE.
· A new indicator could be defined to specify which media components are subject to SBLP and which are not – this would be a way of binding the Media Authorisation Token to just a subset of the flows in a session.

· others …
































































































