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1
Introduction

During SIP Signalling RAB  differentiation discussion in RAN3#32 on 26th September, it has been decided, since SA2 has not provided us with the requirements, to take into account  the requirements received from RAN2 liaison to make our answer to SA2 liaison R3-022182. This answer should evaluate the several solutions that were attached to SA2 liaison in order to determine if they fulfil these requirements. The RAN2 liaison (Tdoc R2-021629) is herebelow provided. Since RAN2 Tdoc 1629 makes reference to original SA2 requirements S2-020867, it has also been provided in section 3 as well.
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1 Introduction

Following the presentation of [1] during the last RAN2#28 in Kobe, the support for SIP signalling when specifying the RABs for IMS calls has been discussed. The question was whether it is found that the existing QoS attributes are sufficient or whether RAN WG2 needs to have an explicit indication of SIP signalling. 
2 Discussion

The QoS requirements for SIP signalling have been studied by SA2 in [1]. Analysing them, it can be concluded that among the existing QoS attributes, SIP signalling would require the highest reliability, that is to say Interactive with a priority.

Nevertheless, the following arguments are showing that this would not even be sufficient:

· Delay:

The Interactive class does not have any Delay requirements, but the transport of SIP signalling would require one.

· Priority:

1. SA2 proposes that SIP Signalling shall get a relatively high priority compared to UE data or SMS, but shall get a lower priority compared to RRC or DTAP signalling in order to allow radio resources to be managed prior to SIP session need: ‘RRC>DTAP>SIP>SMS>Data’. This cannot be achieved using only the Interactive Priority field as for example it cannot specify priority with non interactive data.
· Reliability:

As for the Delay requirement, the Interactive class does not have any Reliability requirements, but the transport of SIP signalling would require to be ‘more reliable’ that any other data.

· Emergency call:

In addition, in theory IMS would also have an Emergency Call. Using an Interactive class would not guaranty any throughput nor delay, which is not acceptable for such a call.

Considering the above requirements, Nortel Networks believes that the existing QoS attributes are not sufficient for SIP signalling and thinks that a additional optional flag is required. Therefore, SIP signalling would be using the Interactive Class with a Transfer Descriptor optionally set by the UE.

3 Proposal

It is proposed to reply to SA2 saying that RAN WG2 sees a need for an explicit indication of SIP signalling in the way of an additional optional IE (that would be set or not by the UE).
4 Reference
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1. Description:

SA2 would like to inform CN1 and RAN2 that some discussions on the SIP Signalling characteristics took place during last SA2#23 meeting held in Sophia Antipolis.

The evaluation of QoS parameters for SIP Signalling is ongoing in SA2. At this point of the work, the following characteristics have been identified for the provision of the Radio Bearer (RB) to transport the SIP Signalling. 
1) Existence of SIP compression: the use of  SIP compression by the P-CSCF and UE influences the size of the SIP messages, and therefore the delay encountered in transferring  SIP Signalling over the radio interface.  RAN2 and GERAN groups are requested to consider only compressed SIP messages for the signalling bearer. 
2) Existence of data in SIP Signalling: the SIP Signalling bearer is tailored to follow requirements needed for signalling transport, not for transport of data.
3) Delay requirement : the  typical SIP call setup flow and expected size of messages should be indicated by CN1 to allow RAN group to determine the bit rate of the RB to select: 

a) Expected duration of SIP call session setup: it is desirable that the SIP call session setup delay approximates the call-setup delays that users have become accustomed to for circuit-switched voice service. 

b) Expected message flow and size of SIP messages: the SIP messages flows and size of messages (taking into account compression) defined by CN1 for SIP session establishment and release cases should be taken into account.

4) Reliability requirement: in order to avoid retransmission that would increase call setup delay, SA2 recommends a reliability for the transport of SIP Signalling messages in line with the one provided by the Core Network. SIP signalling is transported over the IP Network that may not offer a high reliability. SA2 has currently no response on the question whether SIP Signalling is transported over UDP or a more reliable protocol (TCP or SCTP).

5) Delivery order: the reordering of packets / delivery order is not required.   

6) Policing function requirement: SIP Signalling policing should be considered in the same way as non-access stratum Signalling. 

7) Priority requirement: the selection of a RB should depend on how SIP Signalling flow is prioritised compared to other flow of information transported over the radio interface. SA2 proposes that SIP Signalling shall get a relatively high priority compared to UE data or SMS, but shall get a lower priority compared to RRC or DTAP signalling in order to allow radio resources to be managed prior to SIP session need.

2. Action

SA2 kindly requests RAN2 and GERAN to consider CN1 inputs concerning SIP flows and expected  SIP message sizes (with SIP compression), as well as the above S2 defined requirements for SIP Signalling in order to define the Radio Bearer for SIP Signalling.  

RAN2 and GERAN are kindly asked to inform SA2 if additional information is needed.

3. Date of Next SA2 Meetings:

SA2 #24
22nd –26th April 2002
Madrid, Spain
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