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1 Introduction

SBLP and Go was specified in Rel-5 and requires the additional signalling as used by the precondition mechanism to forward binding information from the P-CSCF/PDF via the UE to the GGSN. However, the additional signalling required significantly delays the session set-up and for e.g. IMS Messaging it has been agreed that precondition is not needed.

This paper will try to discuss different aspects of the defined Rel-5 mechanism and it is proposed to keep Rel-6 open for stage 2 changes on some or all of the issues discussed below.

2 Discussion

2.1 Knowledge whether SBLP is applied

Session based messaging will not work with SBLP, as the initiating UE will have to host the MSRP session (CR 413 to 23.228 agreed at SA2#39) and an incoming TCP connect will not pass the GGSN if SBLP is applied, as the TCP connect would be received before any gates are opened. 

A UE will not know before sending a SIP request whether SBLP is to be applied, or not. If SBLP is applied and the UE tries to activate a best effort PDP context to be used for IMS messaging, then the GGSN will reject that PDP context. It would be a waste of time and signaling to require the UE to try whether SBLP is in use.

If the P-CSCF is in the VPLMN the HPLMN will not be able to control whether SBLP is to be applied and how will the UE know that SBLP is not to be applied? Some possible solutions are:

1. Allowing the UE to decide whether SBLP is to be applied, or

2. Mandate P-CSCF to be aware that a session based messaging session is to be set-up, or

3. Make sure during roaming agreements that SBLP is not to be used (e.g. require support for FBC in VPLMN), or

4. Other solutions?

Solution 1 would require a new capability for the UE to indicate that SBLP is not to be applied and the P-CSCF/PDF would anyway be required to check the correctness of the indication. Solution 2 would require changes from Rel-5 and in addition some timer in the GGSN to wait with rejecting the PDP context activation. Solution 3 would work in theory, but can’t be standardized.

SA2 should agree on which approach to be used and the solution should be possible to apply for PoC as well, as PoC would most likely not meet the OMA required set-up times if the additional precondition mechanism signaling is to be used.

It may also be necessary to enhance the FBC work to be able to handle Session based messaging.

2.2 Is GCID required in S-CSCF/HPLMN

SA2 sent a question to SA5 whether GCID was required at the S-CSCF. If SA5 answers that GCID is not required then SA2 should answer CN1 LS indicating that S-CSCF shall not require the GCID to be received during the session set-up. If SA5 answers that the GCID is required then one of the mechanisms as discussed in S2-041378 and S2-041389 should be standardized in Rel-6.

2.3 FBC and restrictions in GGSN

FBC introduces the possibility to apply differentiated charging for separate IP or media flows within the same PDP context. Without the support of FBC the GGSN may apply restrictions on the PDP context used for IMS related signaling as specified in 23.228. During the activation of a PDP context intended for IMS related signaling the UE will indicate the purpose of the PDP context by adding an IMS signaling indication in the PCO IE. If the PDP context accept message include a signaling indication in the PCO IE the filter restrictions according to 23.228 are applied. If no indication is received in the PDP context accept message then the UE can regard the PDP context as a general PDP context. 

If FBC is in use local policy/configuration in the GGSN may decide to not include the PCO IE in the PDP context accept message, allowing the UE to use the PDP context for other type of communication. Or the GGSN may decide to apply same restrictions even though the GGSN is able to distinguish the different IP flows from each other (e.g. as the PDP context may have enhanced QoS only intended for signaling).

It seems like the existing mechanisms to indicate restrictions on the communication for IMS provide sufficient support when FBC is introduced?

2.4 Bundling non real-time media in the same PDP context

As pointed out by S2-041364 it is not possible to provide an authorization token for one media component of a session and it is desirable to be able to bundle media traffic with the same QoS requirements on the same PDP context. It was proposed that he UE should be able to be aware when certain token-governed PDP Context can also carry other traffic.

If the extended precondition mechanism signaling were to be avoided for e.g. PoC then the UE would not receive the token until the reception of the 200 OK.

Some work is required for the bundling of non-realtime media in the same PDP context to work efficiently.

3 Proposal

It is proposed to agree that some more stage 2 changes to IMS Rel-6 are likely required, i.e. Rel-6 should be kept open for stage 2 changes on some or all of the issues discussed above.













