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1. Overall Description:
CT3 would like to thank SA4 for obtaining an early opportunity to comment the requirements for End-to-end QoS handling of MTSI suggested in SA4´s LS. 

CT3 thanks SA4 for the LS on TR 26.924 Study on improved end-to-end QoS handling. CT3 already commented on clause 5 of that document and thanks SA4 for taking those comments into consideration. CT3 has now analysed the provided use cases from a stage 3 PCC perspective and would like to provide additional comments.

Although no specific solutions are provided in the Technical Report yet, some suggestions are mentioned for some use cases. CT3 would like to comment on the identified PCC impacts for the following aspects:

a) Bandwidth negotiation in a second Offer-Answer
This second negotiation is considered relevant for those cases when multiple codecs or specific conditions for a codec are being negotiated. CT3 would like to comment that this solution would work according to current PCC procedures and no (or small) changes in the PCC specifications are expected. It would however have impacts in extra-signalling in the network as bearer procedures may be initiated with each interaction with the PCC architecture. Latency in the IMS session establishment or modification should also be considered. Additionally this second interaction would only be efficient when PCRF uses bitrate specific data, i.e. when it follows the asymmetric approach as there will be no modification in the resource reservation if the maximum bitrate is derived based on the codec information. Depending on how critical those aspects are possible optimizations to initiate the PCC interaction when relevant could be considered.

b) Derivation of the bandwidth the UEs are allowed to send
The TR identifies that UEs have no means to indicate their local preferences when sending traffic (minimum codec mode, packetization they plan to use, etc.). Current mechanisms over SDP consider using data as b line and maxptime as criteria for the UE not to exceed the bandwidth supported by the remote network. This information is however provided without taking the local UE demands into account. PCRF may derive the allowed bandwidth in the uplink direction by applying specific algorithms based on the available SDP data. However PCC specifications (TS 29.213) do not define the details of those algorithms and thus bandwidth derivation in local and remote networks can end up in different results.
In order for the network to allocate the proper maximum bandwidth in the uplink direction, specific algorithms need to be defined in the PCRF and documented in the current specifications that indicate how to use the applicable codec information (codec, b line, maxptime, profile-level-id, max-recv-level, etc) for the relevant application (identified by the AF-Application-Id) that reduces the risk of incorrect allocation of resources. The reliability of the solution would depend on the type of application, the codec being negotiated and the available information. 

c) Derivation of the minimum bandwidth the UEs are allowed to use
The TR identifies that it is not possible for the UEs to indicate the minimum bandwidth they can receive and send. Thus GBR derivation in the PCRF is based on the support of algorithms that can be based on specific operator policies or based on the received codec information. It cannot be ensured though that the algorithms used in both networks are the same. In order to ensure that both networks guarantee the same bandwidth, the algorithms to be used considering the current available SDP data need to be defined in the PCRF and documented in the current specifications.


CT3 is not considering solutions based on the support of new SDP attributes as no concrete solutions on this area are covered by the TR yet. These attributes (e.g. minimum bandwidth supported by the UE) may help in the derivation of the bandwidth in the PCRF and CT3 would appreciate that SA4 studies their viability.  CT3 realizes that the work is still ongoing and will wait for further progress before commenting in these and other topics. Further analysis of those cases will proceed in future meetings.



2. Actions:
To  SA4 group.
ACTION: 	CT3 asks SA4 to consider the possibility of defining the algorithms to derive the proper bandwidth in the network and the viability of considering new SDP attributes that would provide a reliable derivation. CT3 would ask to take this feedback of CT3 into account. 

3. Date of Next TSG-CT3 Meetings:
CT3#81	25 - 29 May 2015	Sanya, CN
3GPPCT3#82	17 - 21 Aug 2015	Vancouver, CA


