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1. Introduction 

This contribution makes general comments on the contents of S2-010438 “Completion of Call Flow: QoS Interaction Procedures of TS23.207” (baseline version, output from Feb-March, 2001 S2 Goteborg meeting).

2. Comments

1. In Figure C.1, presumably a far end UE sends the SDP to the PCF in step-1; need to show this. Is there any other entity that can send an SDP?
2. In Figure C.1, how does the PCF know that this is a “valid” SDP? Since the arrival of this SDP causes the initiation of QoS sub-procedures, the validation of the SDP is necessary and significant. Perhaps an S3 issue; should S2 liase with S3?
3. In Figure C.2 need to first show the PEP in the GGSN performing a “pull” for policy decision from the PCF, since it’s the Pull Model. In Figure C.5 steps 4 and 5 show these “pull” related messages – hence the same messaging needs to be added in C.2, just prior to step-1 (arrival of the SDP).
4. In Figure C.2 (and other associated Pull Model scenarios, like C.5), need to show a RPT message follow the DEC, just as it does in C.1.
5. In Figure C.3, need to show the sequence whereby the Authorization Token is obtained (as in C.1), so that the UE then has the token for inclusion in the Activate (Secondary) PDP Context message.
6. The subscripts “O” and “T” indicate mobile Origination and mobile Termination in the figures, but are they really necessary?  Seems like an un-necessary drawing complication – which could lead to future consistency errors.
7. In section C.1.2.2, C.1.2.3 etc, in italics the editor has suggested that signalling sequences whether “to trigger the Create PDP Context Request message after the PATH message (or after the RESV message)” is for further study. However, how can these sequences occur before a PDP context is even created? Should these FFSs be deleted?
8. Need to clarify that C.1.2.3 (and other applicable sections) are for the “non-Transparent” cases, e.g., “C.1.2.3 Resource Reservation with End-to-End RSVP carried non-Transparently”. 
9. Figures C.15 and C.16 apply to both MO and MT. This is inconsistent with the stated call flow convention, where MO and MT flows are to be shown separately.
10. Figure C.15, in the step-4 description, need to clarify what the “addressing 5-tuple” is. Also need to expand/describe DSCP, DEC, COPS, RPT, etc.
11. Figure 21: presumably the 200 OK comes from the far end UE. This needs to be shown.

12. In section C.1.3 Approval of QoS Commit, why is the pull model FFS? Seems rather straightforward – similar to the flow in C.2 … ?

13. Comparing Figures C.7 and C.22, the only difference is the lack of the Local Policy Control bubble in C.22 – what’s the benefit of one versus the other?

14. Same as question 14, but between C.8 and C.23 …?

15. Same as question 14, but between C.11 and C.24 …?

16. Same as question 14, but between C.12 and C.25 …?

3. Proposal

It is proposed that the above comments be discussed and considered in the modification of S2-010438 prior to its inclusion within TS 23.207.

~  ~  ~























































































* Mr. Sharat Chander +1 630 713 1438, sharat@lucent.com





Page 1 of 2

[image: image1.wmf]_1034761375.doc
[image: image1.png]K ey







