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Abstract of the contribution:

This discussion paper has identified several issues/concerns with the SIRIG solution developed by CT3/CT4 and proposes to postpone its standardization to Rel-12.
1.  Discussion
The SIRIG solution developed by CT3/CT4 was analysed and several issues/concerns have been identified. To address these issues it is recommended that SA2 undertake a detailed study of these issues in Rel-12 in order to develop a comprehensive solution, taking into consideration the work already completed by CT3/CT4. Therefore, it is recommended to postpone the overall SIRIG work to Rel-12.
2.  Issue/concerns with SIRIG
We see the following issues with SIRIG standardization in Release 11:

1) There are no corresponding SA1 requirements and use cases. As a result, it is completely unclear which functionality is desired. For example, whether or not PCRF control is required so SCI values can be provided based on user profile, whether charging per marked flows is required, etc.

2) There is no clear understanding and consensus about relationship of this feature to the existing QCI model in the PCC standards.

3) Architecture considerations normally applied by SA2 were not made and, basically, GTP-U protocol level solution was selected without looking into alternatives and investigation, comparing them and choosing a best approach. This is normally done via a TR.
In reviewing the CT3/CT4 work on SIRIG, several technical concerns of the proposed approach have been raised. This indicates SA2/SA should re-consider the whole work from architectural point of view.
4) The DSCP based approach for TDF was selected without SA2’s investigation of all possible approaches. This requires a detailed technical evaluation by SA2. The use of DSCP is a major concern, suggesting that alternative solutions should be sought.

5) We believe there can be a major issue in roaming networks and shared networks handling. Transfer of PLMN ID to the radio network, can create many technical issues, complicated configuration and interoperability issue, and extending of the GTP-U header even further on top of SCI field extension. The alternative approaches of having SCI values standardized can also have drawbacks as it is not clear how this will be standardized, and in case each one of the values would be recommended for specific application types, their real usage would still likely be operator specific and thus the standardization would not be very useful. Moreover, even if we agree to such a standardization, this would be a complicated process, which can't be completed in Release 11 while we are deeply into Release-12 timeframe.

6) SIRIG handling includes transfer of service information from the core network to the radio network, which affects both radio and core network entities. This feature was developed for GERAN access only so far, while taking into account only GERAN access specific functionality. Our understanding is that while we develop such a generic feature affecting both core and radio network, access-agnostic approach, if possible, should be applied. Lacking of such an approach potentially includes problem related to a different implementations for a different radio access, and also for a different core network designs (e.g. PMIP case).

In summary, the key technical issues that have been raised are listed up as follows:
 

1) Requirement are unclear, use case unclear, how to use SCI is unclear, etc.
2) Standalone vs Combined TDF.
3) DSCP code point is major concern.
4) Dynamic PCC control vs. Static control.
5) Roaming and sharing networks issue. The issue is that radio network should know, in case SCI values are not standardized, which core network sent those SCI and behave appropriately, as different SCIs may have different meanings in different networks. This increases GTP-U header further and mixes completely radio and core network parameters and functionality. The alternative way, as proposed, to standardize SCI, which is practically impossible, as unlike QCI, we can't couple some specific parameters to each SCO, therefore in the best case this would be numbering with some recommended usage, and as long as it is recommended only, the problem is not solved still. A third approach is configuration  at PCRF or at GGSN following some roaming agreement of SCI values meanings per each network, but this brings a HUGE unmanageable configuration issue.
6) Code point length of DSCP: Do a sanity check of the use of DSCP with IETF.
7) DSCP with PMIP in Rel-12R.
8) Communication of radio-core network by transferring Appl Id through GTP-U. Alternative methods were not investigated, while CT4 decided to pick up GTP-U based approach and opened protocol level WID for this. There may be alternative methods (e.g. UPCON style) which were not investigated as normally happens.

9) PCRF control of SIRIG – no requirements from SA1, therefore is not clear if this is required at all. View of some of the operators, that it is absolutely mandatory as SIRIG at least must be enabled/disabled per user. Connection with QCI mechanisms. Charging per marked flows. All those issues are unclear.

10) Type of rules to be used – only ADC Rules, ADC & PCC Rules etc. Whether PCRF is allowed to change SCI/DSCP values for the existing dynamic ADC Rule? All those questions need to be answered by having clear SA1 defined requirements.

3.  Conclusion
Normally such a feature requires extensive study as it impacts many critical components of the EPC system. Hence we feel that SIRIG must be moved to Rel-12. In Rel-12, the above considerations can be taken into account, and we can study the issues in a way as normally 3GPP works by having firstly service requirements, then architecture requirements based on those service requirements, and only then protocol level implementation.
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