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1. Overall Description:

SA2 thanks CT3 for the LS (C3-110772) on Clarification on APN congestion and Low Access Priority Indicator handling. CT3 LS suggests that “….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).”

SA2#84 revisited this issue, and agreed that both APN congestion and Low Access Priority Indicators are per PDN connection. Decisions regarding the dedicated bearer handling for the GTP case do not require PCC impacts in order to provide equivalent PMIP support for the 2 cases raised by the CT3 LS.
The LAPI is used by the network for congestion control at resource allocation procedure, e.g. PDN connection establishment. APN based congestion control is only specified at PDN level as it is agreed in CT4.

1) APN Congestion (Backoff Timer and associated APN congestion cause value)
The agreed APN based congestion control solution is per PDN connection.
SA2 understanding is that the following applies:
· For GTP case the backoff timer is only sent from PGW to SGW/MME at Create Session Response (with rejection code) ;
· There is no bearer level backoff timer ;
· Sending the backoff timer and cause (i.e. APN congestion) in PMIP PBA message would reflect the same level of functionality as specified for GTP;
Therefore the backoff timer and APN Congestion Cause value should be carried on-path within PMIP signalling (i.e. PBA) without impacting PCC functions and associated CT3/CT4 specifications.
However, SA2 is aware that CT1 have agreed SM Back-off timer has been introduced to UE requested resource modification messages.  It is SA2's understanding that this functionality can remain in Rel-10, and therefore the above agreement should not bring additional impact to the NAS specifications.
2) Low Access Priority Indicator

The main usage of this parameter is to support a congestion decision in the node (e.g. MME/SGSN, SGW,PGW) when a mobility protocol message (e.g. NAS, GTP, PMIP) contains a low access priority indicator provided by the UE triggers allocation of network resources. The nodes (MME/SGSN, SGW, PGW) base the decision on how to handle the request from a congestion perspective based on the message content (i.e. presence of LAPI) in the received mobility protocol message.The primary use case is for the indicator is to take early congestion decision in the SGSN/MME. It can also provides some purpose in the SGW/PGW.

SA2 understanding is that the following approach applies for the PMIP case:

· The indicator is applicable per PDN connection and is common to all bearers per PDN connection
· The indicator shall be sent in the PMIP PBU at the establishment of the PDN connection 

· This allows the PGW in an overload condition upon receiving the PBU message to reject the request immediately without waiting for PCRF interaction. 
· This allows the PGW to store the indicator as per the received PBU. The applicability of the stored indicator in this release is solely for the purpose of inclusion in charging records.
· The SGW can perform congestion control at bearer level based on the received indicator from MME/SGSN. 

· There is no bearer concept in the PMIP interface, so there is no need to trigger a PMIP message at bearer procedure. 
· Creating a dedicated bearer will not need resources at the PMIP interface in the PGW. Therefore there is no specific PGW overload protection use case to be supported for the PMIP message interface at the bearer level. 
SA2 believes the above is a workable approach for handling of NIMTC for PMIP and that this can be achieved without PCC impact.
2. Actions:

To CT3 group.

ACTION: 
SA2 would like CT3 to take the answer above into account while completing their stage 3 work. By the decision made in SA2#84, SA2 sees no CT3 and PCC impacts  anticipated for NIMTC.
To CT4 group.

ACTION: 
SA2 would like CT4 to take the answer above into account while completing their stage 3 work. Continue as per direction of previously agreed CT4 approach to support NIMTC using the PMIP on path model. 
To CT1 group.

ACTION: 
SA2 would like CT1 to take the answer above into account while completing their stage 3 work.
3. Date of Next SA2 Meetings:

TSG-SA2 Meeting #85
16th – 20th May 2011 
Xian, China


TSG-SA2 Meeting #86
11th – 15th Jul 2011 
Finland
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