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1 Purpose

The purpose of this paper is introduce the delay requirement in the TR25.852.

2 Introduction

At RAN3#37, the requirements were discussed to be included in the TR on Iu Enhancements for IMS Support in the UTRAN. For the delay, the following requirements were objected in last minute:

· In normal conditions the RNC should guarantee that the SIP Signalling RAB experience similar delay and reliability performance as any other signalling connections (e.g. 24.008 NAS signalling). 

· A targeted call set up delay with signalling RAB shall be similar to the call set up delay of current circuit-switched services. 

It is proposed to reconsider these important requirements again for inclusion in the TR and to reword them if necessary.

3 Background

The delay requirements is one of the first ever considered on this topic.

Looking back at the official commissioning of RAN groups by SA2 in February 2002 (Sophia S2#23), the basic SIP Signalling requirements were stated in the SA2 LS in S2-020867 as:

1) 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.

It must be noted that the fulfilment of this requirement was considered even when discussing the release 5 basic support of IMS.

Therefore this requirement expressed for basic IMS support should be valid for the release where enhancements of this basic support are now discussed (i.e. release 6).

4 Discussion

The objective to meet the CS call set up delay should be targetted as well for release 6, otherwise it would appear as a step back.

One of the main reason of the concerns behind this requirement is related to the questions raised in RAN3#37 related to the nature of traffic carried over a SIP Signalling RAB.

An excerpt of RAN3 outgoing LS (tdoc 031241) is stated below:

“During the course of the discussion, it was brought out by some companies that the varying nature of the contents within SIP signalling RAB means; it may require varying treatment within the UTRAN”
and also:

“provide RAN3 with the details of the information, if any, that could be given to the UTRAN during SIP signalling RAB set up”
The concern expressed behind is that it is not possible for UTRAN to commit to fulfil simultaneously the following two requirements:

· SIP Signalling RAB carries signalling information of varying nature

· Call set up delay are kept comparable to CS

Without over provisioning the radio segment.

However, on the other hand, the two following facts cannot be questionned as well as far as SIP Signalling RAB is concerned in UTRAN:

· While it is true that IMS signalling encompasses a larger scope than the simple session control IMS messages, still, the delay requirement for these session control messages is a prerequisite for the IMS service to work well as expressed originally by SA2 in February 2002,

· UTRAN has no control of the nature of traffic that will be carried on this SIP Signalling RAB: it is controlled end to end and the only capacity of UTRAN could be to be informed of it (as expressed in outgoing RAN3 LS). For example, if a dedicated Pdp context would be set up and used for the low delay messages e.g. IMS session control signalling, the side effects due to the varying nature of carried traffic would disappear. 

Consequently, as far as RAN is concerned, the requirement should be kept but rephrased in accordance with the level of control that RAN has on the feature:

“UTRAN should guarantee for signalling type of traffic identified with low delay QoS e.g. IMS Session Control messages a similar delay and reliability performance as any other signalling connections”.

It is believed it was also the original intention of SA2 in February 2002 when they asked for the SIP message flows and the size of session establishment and release messages. 

5 Conclusion & Proposal   

Nortel proposes to add the requirement as proposed above in the TR25.852 v0.1.1 in order to align with circuit-switched call set up delay and not step back.
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