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1 Overall Description

During its meeting #22 in Phoenix, SA2 discussed the transparent transfer via SGSN of application level (IMS) information between UE and GGSN. 

The requirements SA2 considered with regard to this transfer are given in sect. 1.1 and 1.2 of this LS.

The possible impacts on CN specifications are discussed in sect. 1.3
1.1 Need to pass application level information between UE and GGSN

For the purpose of IMS, SA2 has detected the need to pass at least following application level information
 between UE and GGSN

1. “Request for the address the P-CSCF” that is sent from UE to GGSN and the corresponding answer that is sent back from GGSN to UE.  This is normally in, but not confined to, primary PDP context activation.  Please reference TS23.228 V.5.3.0 Section 5.1.1.2 (GPRS procedure for P-CSCF discovery).

2. “Media binding information” allowing GGSN to associate a PDP context with the policy decision received on Go. This information is sent from UE to GGSN, and possible response/feedback on the result of policy enforcement might be sent from the GGSN to the UE (stage 3 issue).  This takes place in secondary PDP context activation and PDP context modification.  Please reference TS23.207 V.5.2.0 Section 6.2 (IP Bearer Level / Application Level Binding Mechanism). 

Note that in case it would not be possible to transfer Binding information from UE to GGSN, the use of Go and the associated functions (correlation of charging between access and IMS, notification to P-CSCF/PCF of the release of GPRS resources,...) would not be possible. This would e.g. mean that charging models where e.g. 

· calling party pays for GPRS access resources engaged on the called party’s side of the session

· there no access charging for some IMS services

 would not be possible!
3. “Application level signalling flag” allows the UE to indicate to the network the intention of using the PDP context for application level signalling.  This information is sent from the UE to GGSN, and possible response/feedback on the result of rules/restrictions enforcement is sent from the GGSN to the UE (stage 3 issue). This is normally in, but not confined to, primary PDP context activation.  Please reference TS23.207 V.5.2.0 Section 6.4 (PDP Context Used for Application Level Signalling Transport).

 It is desirable to use a generic/common information element, if possible, for cleanliness of architecture/solution.

Although examples of such application level information that have been given above are for IMS application, the solution used to transfer these information element shall not depend on the application itself. 

1.2 Backward compatibility to pre-R5 requirement 

With regard to Backward compatibility to pre-R5 there are 2 levels of requirements

1. If the transfer of Media Binding information was not possible through a pre-R5 SGSN the operator that desires to offer IMS services with the charging models implying any correlation of charging between access and IMS such as those listed in sect. 1.1 should wait :

· For all its SGSN to be updated to R5 to offer IMS services at home

· For all of the SGSN of a roaming partner to be updated to R5 to allow IMS service when the user is roaming  in the network of the roaming partner

Hence It was felt highly desirable by SA2 to be able to have an UE roaming in a pre-R5 visited network being able to access to IMS in its Home network (via a R5 GGSN in Home network). This implies the possibility to transparently transfer all application level based information (given in sect. 1.1) between UE and GGSN via a pre R5 SGSN, and hence the transfer of such information during secondary PDP context activation / PDP context modification.
2. Also, it is considered necessary that any enhancements to R5 specification should not cause pre-R5 equipment to reject the PDP context activation/modification, but allow pre-R5 equipment to ignore the enhancements and accept the PDP context activation/modification.  This is to avoid the upgrade dependencies that might occur when R5 equipment has to communicate with a pre-R5 equipment, e.g., an R5 SGSN communicates with an R4 GGSN

1.3 Possible impacts on CN specification

During the discussion on the possible ways to fulfil the requirements listed above following points came up:

· Using Protocol Configuration Option (PCO) for the transfer of application level information between UE and GGSN was felt as a good  possibility because with current R99-R4 specifications PCO already allows the transparent exchange of  “P-CSCF @” and of “Application level signalling flag” information during the primary PDP context activation.

However it has been noted that current 24.008 and 29.060 foresee the transfer of PCO neither during secondary PDP context activation procedure nor during PDP context modification.
 

Hence using PCO to fulfil requirement (1 of sect. 1.2) on backward compatible transfer of Binding information would require a modification of secondary PDP context activation / PDP context modification procedures (at least for pre-R5 SGSN).
· Even if it were not possible to modify these procedures for pre-R5, 

· extending the PCO to the secondary PDP context activation and PDP context modification is possible in R5, an R5 network will be able to support fully the application level information and related requirements listed in Section 1.1.

· ensuring that PCO information put in this procedures by a R5 node does not imply the rejection of the procedure by a pre-R5 node (but only the silent discard of the PCO information) allows to fulfil  requirement 2 of sect. 1.2.

· The following questions/comments/suggestions on 29.060 were raised/made:
· whether following text of 29.060 “For contexts created by the Secondary PDP Context Activation Procedure the SGSN shall include the linked NSAPI. Linked NSAPI indicates the NSAPI assigned to any one of the already activated PDP contexts for this PDP address and APN. “ could not be enhanced by adding “ For contexts created by the Primary PDP Context Activation Procedure the SGSN shall not include the linked NSAPI IE and the presence of this parameter shall be used by GGSN to discriminate between a primary and a secondary PDP context.”

· (In case it would not be possible to update pre-R5 GTP to allow the transport of PCO via secondary PDP context activation / PDP context modification) Whether following text of 29.060 Section 7.3.1 (Create PDP Context Request)  “When using the Secondary PDP Context Activation Procedure, the Selection mode, IMSI, MSISDN, End User Address, Access Point Name and Protocol Configuration Options information elements shall not be included in the message.“ would imply in CN4’s interpretation that a pre-R5 GGSN will reject the secondary create PDP context request containing a PCO IE.  If according to CN4 interpretation such is not the case, S2 wonders if it would be possible to have this clarified in 29.060. 
· The comments above were only hints / guesses and SA2 would obviously welcome any solution that CN1-CN4 find that fulfil all requirements of sect. 1.1 and 1.2 of this LS SA2 

4. Actions:

SA2 would like to request CN1 and CN4 groups to take into account the requirements expressed in this LS.

Action on CN4 – Provide answers to the questions raised on 29.060.  Provide S2 with proposal on the appropriate information element to transfer the application level information. 

Action on CN1 - Provide S2 with proposal on the appropriate information element to transfer the application level information. 

3. Date of Next SA2 Meetings:

SA2 #22
Sophia Antipolis 
18-22 February

SA2 #23
Venue
TBD


22-26th April

� By application level information, information that does not apply to the PDP context but to the usage that is going to be made of this PDP context.


� No PCO IE is present in 24.008 SM message. 29060 sect. 7.3.1 explicitly states “ When using the Secondary PDP Context Activation Procedure, the Selection mode, IMSI, MSISDN, End User Address, Access Point Name and Protocol Configuration Options information elements shall not be included in the message.”





