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Introduction

CT1 have sent an LS to SA2 (C1-112314) regarding QoS, charging and roaming agreement enforcement, and the use of the IMS Communication Service Identifier (ICSI). There is a difference of opinion within CT1 on the issue being raised, and the proposed solution.
The proposal is that the P-CSCF and IBCF in the VPLMN need to be aware of the asserted ICSI in order to grant QoS when different IMS communication services involve the same SDP, to enforce which IMS communication services can be used when roaming, and so that the visited network can generate the same charging records.

The concerns raised with this are: -
· The P-Asserted-Service header field (transports the ICSI) isn’t supported in SIP responses, and difficulties are foreseen in getting the relevant RFC updated.

· Difficult to find a container for transporting the IMS communication service identifier  in SIP responses that would satisfy the IMS communication service identifier requirements such as the trust domain.

· New services that rely on their ICSI’s for granting the appropriate QoS will need all operators to agree on these ICSI’s for the services to work when roaming

This CT1 LS triggered debate within SA2. Unfortunately there was no consensus in SA2 and so an LS was sent to SA1 and GSMA in order to get feedback that would help an agreement to be reached on a way forward.

Alcatel-Lucent presented a discussion paper in SA2, and the arguments below are based on this. Further details can be found in the original paper (S2-113220).

If the HPLMN accepts the ICSI value requested by the UE then there is no issue since all network elements agree on the same value without any changes in the procedures.  So the basic scenario of concern is when the HPLMN does not accept the ICSI value from the UE, as in the following scenario: -

· UE-A is roaming in a VPLMN, and the VPLMN is able to act on an ICSI value and change its behaviour (eg set up a particular QoS) based on the value of the ICSI
· The UE sends an identifier representing the service (the IMS Communication Service Identifier, or ICSI) in a SIP request (to establish a session)

· The ICSI sent via IMS entities in the VPLMN

· The HPLMN receives the ICSI and decides that a different ICSI value should be used

· The HPLMN needs a way to ensure that this different ICSI value is taken into account by the VPLMN

Clearly, if the different ICSI value is to have an effect on the VPLMN it needs to be known by the VPLMN, and so needs to be part of a roaming agreement. If this is the case, it seems reasonable to assume that the HPLMN’s UE’s would also be provisioned with the correct ICSI to use in each roaming scenario.
Therefore a UE that provides an incorrect ICSI value would seem to be a misbehaving or badly provisioned UE. The VPLMN could either reject a request with an incorrect ICSI value, or could apply a default treatment, in accordance with roaming agreements. The HPLMN, seeing an ICSI value that it believes is incorrect could then either accept the default treatment that will be provided in the VPLMN, or it could reject the session. The UE could then be provisioned correctly.
Introducing an asserted ICSI would require a full negotiation of the ICSI. To be a complete solution, this negotiation would have to involve the UE, the HPLMN and the VPLMN. Correct provisioning of the UE to ensure it sends the right ICSI value in the first place would then negate the need for this ICSI negotiation signalling, and so this additional negotiation signalling would seem to provide little benefit.
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