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1. Overall Description

SA WG2 thanks SA WG6 for its LS (S6-160321/S2-162291) that provides additional information as requested by SA WG2 in its LS to SA WG6 on potential need of PCC enhancement for MCPTT (S2-160911).

SA WG2 would like to inform SA WG6 of the agreements reached at SA2#115 that address the issue raised by SA WG6 regarding existing PCC support for which there is a risk that a unicast bearer establishment request will be rejected if the maximum number of active unicast bearers (for GBR services) would be exceeded.  In this regard, SA WG2 provides the two attached SA2#115-agreed CRs to Rel-13 TS 23.228 and TS 23.203 to enable SA WG6 to review this solution and to provide feedback if necessary. Note that the attached CR to TS 23.203 is a revision of this CR liaised to CT WG3 and SA WG6 based on agreements reached by SA WG2 at the SA2#114 meeting (S2-162245). In addition, SA2 asks some specific questions.

SA WG2 would like to comment on the specific examples provided by SA WG6 in S6-160321 where a unicast bearer establishment will be rejected if the maximum number of unicast bearers is exceeded and their request to consider a generic solution for PCC enhancements that would address any potential circumstance which could arise from a unicast bearer establishment request when the maximum number of active unicast bearers is reached.
1.1 SA WG6 Examples
SA WG6 example scenario 1:

    -
“an MCPTT UE establishing an MCPTT emergency or imminent peril call must succeed in all cases even when bearers are not available as they are already allocated”;
SA WG2 reply is that there are two alternative ways to address scenario 1: 

    #1)
SA WG2 assumes that the MCPTT AS decides not to use priority sharing for the scenario above. Furthermore, some recommended setting is needed in the PCRF for MCPTT emergency or imminent peril calls, i.e. ARP priority shall be set to a high value and pci shall be set to “yes”. A bearer with this ARP setting would pre-empt all other bearers with assigned lower ARP priority and pvi set to “yes”. 

    #2)
To overcome situations where pre-emption is not possible, the MCPTT AS may still apply priority sharing for scenario 1. Then, the PCEF will bind the MCPTT emergency or imminent peril call to an existing bearer with the same QCI and at the same time all MCPTT calls that share the same bearer will be assigned the same priority even if they are not MCPTT emergency or imminent peril calls.

SA WG6 example scenario 2:

    -
“A ProSe UE supporting UE-to-Network relay functionality when simultaneously providing relay functions on behalf of a number of UEs requiring separate bearers”; 
SA WG2 reply is that to address scenario 2:

    -
If the MCPTT AS decides to use priority sharing for scenario 2, then the PCEF will bind the MCPTT call to an existing bearer with the same QCI. The MCPTT calls for all remote MCPTT UEs behind the same relay UE using priority sharing will be bound to the same bearer.
SA WG6 example scenario 3:

    -
“an MCPTT UE that is also a VoLTE UE, whereby there are separate PDN connections for VoLTE and MCPTT related services, and possibly also a further PDN connection for general Internet access”.

SA WG2 reply is that to address scenario 3:

    -
The solution described in the attached CRs allows to bind an MCPTT call to an existing bearer in the same PDN connection. If the UE has 3 UM GBR bearers used for other APNs than MCPTT APN, then there is no possible way for the PCEF to bind the MCPTT call to an existing bearer.
1.2 Questions to SA WG6
SA2 would like to highlight that a bearer establishment or modification may fail due to lack of resources, in which case the PCRF is notified by the PCEF. The attached CR 1013R6 to 23.203 describes that the PCRF may pre-empt a session that has allocated resources to try to get resources for the new or modified session. SA WG2 discussed the following options regarding PCRF behaviour:

· Any ongoing service session within the UE PDN connection may be pre-empted. Then, the PCRF requests to release resources for the service session with the lower ARP priority and the pvi set and at the same time the PCRF retries to get resources for the new or modified service session.

· Any service session sharing priority within the UE PDN connection may be pre-empted without explicit MCPTT AS authorization. Then, the PCRF acts as above.

· Any service session sharing priority within the UE PDN connection may be pre-empted if the MCPTT AS authorizes the PCRF to do it.  Then, PCRF acts as above.

· Any service session out of the group of service sessions sharing priority may be bound to a separate bearer according to its original parameter settings. Then, the service session with higher ARP priority may get resources as the RAN may pre-empt other bearers, depending on pci and pvi settings.
SA WG2 would like to ask SA WG6 if any of the above options or different ones are suitable for MCPTT applications.

SA2 would also like to highlight that the PCRF uses the application identifier and service priority provided on Rx as well as operator policies to set the ARP priority, while the ARP pvi and ARP pci values are set according to operator policies. SA2 would like to ask SA6 if any additional requirements are needed when setting the ARP values.

SA WG2 would like to inform SA WG6 as stated in previous LS to SA WG6 (S2-162245)  that PCC can provide notifications of both successful allocation of resources and of release of resources, so if an MCPTT AS wants to be informed, those notifications can be sent on demand, i.e. the AF (in IMS the P-CSCF) needs to subscribe over Rx. Unsuccessful allocations are always notified. SA WG6 may want to update their specification if these notifications are used by the MCPTT AS.
The oldest release for which this LS response needs to be considered by CT WGs and SA WG6 is Rel-13.

2. Actions:

To CT WG1, CT WG3 groups:

ACTION: 
SA WG2 kindly asks CT WG1 and CT WG3 to take the comments given above and the content of the attached documents into consideration in its ongoing work.

To SA WG6 group:

ACTION: 
SA WG2 kindly asks SA WG6 to take the comments given above and the content of the attached documents into consideration in its ongoing work, answer the questions above and provide feedback if needed.
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