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1
Introduction

There are two issues currently under discussion with regard to required SIP Signalling RAB attributes:

The first issue is an ongoing investigation whether the current RAB attributes are sufficient to ensure optimum treatment of and resource usage for data conveyed via signalling RABs (i.e. RABs where the Signalling Indication Attribute is set to “Yes”) and if this is not the case, to investigate which kind of additional attributes would serve best the needs.

The second issue is an uncertainity whether additional user data is contained within an signalling SDU (see LSs from CN1 and SA2 in [3] and [4].

The following discussion tries to bring the first issue to a conclusion under the assumption that separation of user and signalling data is possible and tries to sketch a way forward for the second issue.

2
Discussion

On the first Issue 

Once again, the definition of the UMTS Bearer Service Attribute Signalling Indication in TS 23.107:

Signalling Indication (Yes/No)
Definition: Indicates the signalling nature of the submitted SDUs. This attribute is additional to the other QoS attributes and does not over-ride them. This attribute is only defined for the interactive traffic class. If signalling indication is set to ‘Yes’, the UE should set the traffic handling priority to ‘1’.
[Purpose: Signalling traffic can have different characteristics to other interactive traffic, eg higher priority, lower delay and increased peakiness. This attribute permits enhancing the RAN operation accordingly. An example use of the Signalling Indication is for IMS signalling traffic.]

Note: this indication is sent by the UE in the QoS IE. 

And further: 

If the Signalling Indication is set, a statistical multiplexing gain and/or improvements in signalling speed may be obtained within the UTRAN.

Setting the Signalling Indication Attribute to “Yes” for a certain RAB requires the UTRAN to prioritise data sent via this RAB over data sent via other interactive RABs where this indication is not set. 

As shown in [2], one feasible way to preserve the signalling nature of user traffic sent over this “signalling RAB” is to reserve a certain amount of resources with the UTRAN for signalling traffic via those signalling RABs. 

As for RRC and NAS signalling traffic similar mechanisms already have to exist within UTRAN and the requirement with regard to priority and delay are similar to the requirements for the user traffic over signalling RABs (this is captured in the requirements) it can be concluded that a plain indication that a RAB transports signalling traffic is sufficient to achieve a proper treatment of those RABs within the UTRAN.

On the second Issue 

As neither CN1 nor SA2 can guarantee consequent separation of user and signalling data (this holds at least for the Rel-6 time frame) it seems that any serious attempt to characterise signalling RABs with existing means is impossible.

Moreover, it seems to be dangerous to set the Signalling Indication flag as any serious resource planning would become impossible and abusing the signalling channel for unpredictable amount of user data would endanger proper handling of signalling traffic of other users.

Another issue would be that a UE might use uncharged radio resources (this depends on the operator’s charging policy).

3
Conclusion and Proposal

It is proposed to agree on the following:

Conclude that the definition of the Signalling Indication Attribute provides sufficient information to handle a RAB  characterised by this attribute in an optimum way from a UTRAN perspective.

Recommend not to set the signalling flag (from Rel-5 onwards) if the second issue is either not solved on SA2/CN1 level or the application is not sure whether it is appropriate to set it (which is pretty much the same) and request the relevant groups to comment on this recommendation via a to be drafted LS.
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5
P.S.

It should be noted that there is still a requirement that is worth to be treated in the upcoming meeting(s): 

· RAB Linking: Means for signalling RAB linking over RANAP should be studied, the need of a ‘critical’  RAB  within  a link  set of IP Multimedia RABs  should be studied,  the  behaviour required to handle the link set or the critical RAB e.g. such as  during  relocation, should  be studied.

