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1. Overall Description:

Given the SA2 decision that APN congestion control and Low Access Priority Indicator handling are provided via PCC (sending of APN congestion indication and back-off timer value via PCRF), CT3 discussed the possible solutions and came to a conclusion that the current Stage 2 does not have enough information for CT3 to progress.
For the APN Congestion Control, CT3 has discussed whether it is really optimal to perform this operation using PCRF for PDN Connectivity Establishment. In this scenario, CT3 think that PGW can actually save processing load and resources in congestion situation by simply rejecting PMIP Proxy Binding Update message before establishing Gx session.

For UE requested resource modification procedure for creating dedicated bearer and/or secondary PDP context, CT3 think the following is the way how it should work:

1. PGW (PCEF) receives RA-Request message in PCC Rules Provision procedure
2. PGW (PCEF) rejects the request with APN Congestion indication and the optional back-off timer value
3. PCRF initiates existing PCRF-initiated dedicated bearer deactivation procedure upon receiving APN Congestion indication from PGW (PCEF).  The APN Congestion indication and the optional back-off timer are forwarded from PCRF to SGW (BBERF) in this procedure.
For CT3 to reflect the SA2 agreement, CT3 would like to have feedback from SA2 whether the above understanding is correct.
For the Low Access Priority Indicator handling, CT3 understands that the value of Low Access Priority Indicator is applicable per PDN Connection and is common to all bearers per the PDN Connection.  For this reason, it was questioned in CT3 if the Low Access Priority Indicator really needs to be sent to PGW again during the UE requested bearer modification procedure, because Low Access Priority Indicator can be stored in PGW when IP-CAN session is established and can be reused in PGW during UE requested resource modification procedure.
To conclude on this issue, CT3 would like to ask SA2 if the CT3 understanding of the applicability of Low Access Priority Indicator is correct.  If it is correct, then CT3 would like to seek guidance from SA2 what the possible use cases of the Low Access Priority Indicator are, and whether it is safe to store the Low Access Priority Indicator in PGW.
2. Actions:

To SA2 group.

ACTION:
CT3 kindly asks SA2 to provide answers to the questions above.
3. Date of Next CT3 Meetings:
CT3#63

9 - 3 May 2011  
Tallinn, Estonia
CT3#64(TBD)

27 Jun - 1 Jul 2011  
Xi'an, China

