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1. Overall Description:
SA 2 thanks GERAN for their LS on this topic.

SA 2 recognise that UTRAN and E-UTRAN have “IP packet visibility” while (because of the encryption within the SGSN) the GSM BSS does not have IP packet visibility. SA 2 has briefly discussed this topic and see (at least) the following 3 potential solutions:

a) the GGSN/P-GW (possibly as a result of interactions with the PCRF/TDF) can provide a coarse grained description of the service by using the DSCP marking of the GTP packet. This could be copied across the SGSN and placed into the DSCP on a “Gb over IP” interface to the BSS. In the S4 architecture, the S-GW is also involved. In roaming situations, the SGSN (and S-GW) would need to be involved in policing the DSCP that gets sent on the Gb (and Iu/S1) interface. Interactions with IMSI analysis could be expected to differentiate “roamers within the operator group” from “roamers outside of the operator group”;

b) the SGSN creates a new Gb interface information element in the Downlink UnitData. This new IE carries about the first [100] bytes of the IP packet. This could be optimised to remove, e.g. the mobile’s IP address. The number of bytes copied onto the Gb interface would be a SGSN configuration parameter. Occasionally this extra IE will cause an IP fragmentation that would not have otherwise happened, however, this may not be an important issue given the relatively low data rates on GPRS. If the IP packet is fragmented into multiple LLC frames, then the IP header could be added to each of the Gb Downlink UnitData messages. This solution has the advantage that it does not impact other nodes in the core network.
c) the PCRF/TDF could interact with the GGSN/P-GW to generate a packet marker. This packet marker could be added as a GTP-U header in the downlink IP packets, and the SGSN could copy it into a new Gb interface IE in the Downlink UnitData message. The GTP-U header would potentially impact S-GW, RNC, eNB and SGSN throughput as the GTPv1 user plane has been optimised for fixed length headers. As in bullet a, policing of roaming situations is necessary. Whether or not this GTP-U header is sent for all RATs or only GERAN also needs to be considered, and, if GERAN only, solutions need to be designed.
These solutions have different impact on the 3GPP specifications. However, the impact on SA2 specifications is probably minor. SA 2 invite GERAN to discuss directly with the impacted CT Working Groups (CT 4 for GTP; CT 3 for PCRF/TDF interactions; and if any GPRS LLC impacts, CT 1) in order to determine the preferred solution. Once a solution has been agreed between GERAN and CT, SA 2 can ‘reverse engineer’ the stage 2 specifications to accommodate the solution. SA 2 note that solutions ‘a’ and ‘b’ might have no CT specification impact.

2. Actions: 
To GERAN, CT 1, CT 3, and CT 4 groups:

ACTION:  SA 2 kindly asks CT 4, CT 3, CT 1 and GERAN to discuss this topic and for GERAN to inform SA 2 of the agreed way forward. 
3. Date of Next SA 2 Meetings:
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