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1. Overall Description:

CT3 has discussed the transfer of traffic steering policy control information for TSSF in the case of using a combination of PCEF/TDF and TSSF as follows.
In the stage 2 agreed CR S2-162121, the description regarding transfer of the traffic steering control information over Gx/Sd and St is as follows:

The Application identifier and Traffic steering policy identifier shall be included over Gx/Sd reference point for detection of the traffic and packet marking, and the Service data flow filter(s) and Traffic steering policy identifier shall be included over St reference point for traffic steering control. The value used for packet marking at the PCEF/TDF (according to the Traffic steering policy identifier received from the PCRF) shall be the same as the one within the Service data flow filter (using filter information described in section 6.2.2.2) that is sent to the TSSF and used for traffic steering.
From the CT3 point of view, there are some ambiguous issues related packet marking identifier in the above description:
1. Which information element in the service data flow filter will be used for carring packet marking identifier within the St reference point, a new information element or an existing information element?
2. TS 23.203 indicates that the value used for packet marking at the PCEF/TDF is the same as the one used in the service data flow filter at the TSSF. It has been discussed in CT3 that the packet marking information may be a reference to configured information in the receiving nodes in order to allow different types of marking and that this reference could be different in different interfaces as long as it refers to the proper marking information. Is this understanding correct?
3. Whether separate packet marking identifiers for downlink and uplink are both needed within the flow description, considering that the flow description can also indicate uplink or downlink directionality?
2. Actions:

To SA2 group.

ACTION: 
CT3 kindly asks SA2 group to provide clarifications on the above issues. 
3. Date of Next CT3 Meetings:

CT3 Meeting #86
25th – 29th July 2016
Tenerife, Spain
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17th – 21st October 2016
Guilin, China
