3GPP TSG CN WG3 Meeting #22

N3-020224

Ft Lauderdale, Florida, USA. 8th -12th April 2002.

Source:
H3G

Title:
Authorisation of multiple PDP contexts within a single SIP session
Agenda item:
29.207 
Document for:
Discussionl
Discussion

This contribution tries to clarify and stimulate discussion on two issues related to the authorisation of multiple PDP contexts within a single IMS session.

1. The requirement for a “grouping identifier” within the PCF’s policy information for media streams belonging to a single SIP session

Currently within 24.228 it is proposed that the a P-CSCF obtains the authorisation token from the PCF upon reception of the 183 session progress indicator or INVITE for originating and terminating sessions respectively. Additionally, the UE generates flow identifier(s) that identifies IP media flow(s) associated with the SIP session.  The Flow Identifiers are based on the sequence of media flows in the SDP.  A Flow Identifier combined with the Authorization Token shall be sufficient to uniquely identify an IP media flow. 

It is proposed within TDOC N3020222 that only media streams that share common QoS requirements (currently identified as QoS traffic class) can be carried in the same PDP context. A direct requirement of this is that a “grouping identifier” for sessions that can be carried in a PDP context must be included in the PCF’s policy information. When an authorisation request is received by the PCF for a PDP context, it shall check that the media flows within this PDP context request are allowed to be carried within the same PDP context. If not, then appropriate action should be taken, along with possible cause value indication back to the GGSN in order to allow the GGSN to issue the appropriate PDP Context Rejection.

The Second issue is;

2. Whether any benefit lies in extending the use of the Media authorisation token to be based on per IMS session as currently defined, or whether an individual authorisation token should be generated for each grouping of flows.

Based on the assumption that the PCF shall have information related to the “grouping” of the media flows within the SIP session, it is possible to include individual authorisation tokens for each grouping of media flows (that shall be grouped within a single PDP context), or continue to only generate a single authorisation token for the entire SIP session.

This would generate two possible scenarios for the UE; 

I. The UE would receive the individual tokens, along with the “grouping identifiers”. In this scenario, it would generate an Activate PDP Context Request, including the appropriate Authorisation token for that grouping of Media streams. The PCF can then authorise each PDP context against the appropriate token.


II. The UE would receive only a single token for the entire session, along with the grouping identifier. In this scenario, the Activate PDP context request shall include the same Authorisation token for all of the PDP context activation requests for that session.

From an “engineering correctness” point of view, it would seem sensible to have separate authorisation tokens for each of the grouping of media flows within the SIP session. This means that the each new PDP context activation is authorised against it’s own individual token. However, upon further analysis it would seem that the generation of a single authorisation token would be perceived to work given that the PCF “ticks off” each of the flow identifiers, as it generates authorisation information for the PDP contexts.

