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1
Introduction

In the last RAN3 meetings a discussion was held about the applicability of the Signalling Indication IE should be handled in case of a RAB modification.
Therefore a CR against TS 25.413 was accepted in RAN3#55 (St. Louis, R3-070500) meeting to better explain a modification with respect to the signaling indication:    

If, for a RAB requested to be modified, the Signalling Indication IE is not present and the Traffic Class IE is set to “interactive”, this indicates that the signalling nature of the RAB is not changed by the modification.
2
Discussion

2.1
Use case explained in R3-071180
In the last RAN3#56 meeting another CR against TS 25.413 were agreed, which introduces a new Signaling Indication End IE.  

The reason for the introduction of this IE was justified in the cover sheet, to allow a modification of a dedicated IMS signalling context to a general purpose context:
One example scenario to cover is the start of one “signaling” interactive RAB that is later switched to a “general purpose” interactive RAB due to the start of a subsequent service.

So the update is used to allow the UE to modify the signaling RAB to a "general purpose RAB" which includes IMS signaling + interactive packets. 

Furthermore during the discussion it was explained by Alcatel-Lucent that this modification is used if a UE is not able to establish a secondary PDP context.  

2.2
Concerns of the proposal 

As stated in the stage 2 (TS 23.228) and stage 3 (TS 24.229) it is clearly forbidden to allow a modification from a dedicated IMS signalling context to a general purpose context (excerpt of TS 24.229):
The PDP context shall not be modified from a dedicated PDP context for SIP signalling to a general-purpose PDP context or vice versa. The IM CN Subsystem Signalling Flag shall not be set in the Protocol Configuration Options IE of the MODIFY PDP CONTEXT REQUEST message.
Further sections in TS 23.228 and TS 23.207 dealing with the IM CN Subsystem Signalling flag and the Signalling Indication the following can be said:

On the one hand the text in these sections highlights that the two parameters can be used independently of each other (almost everything is "subject to operator policy"; in principle, TS 23.228 even allows the combination of a "general purpose" context with a Signaling Indication flag - subject to operator policy).

On the other hand the only practical use case discussed so far was the IMS where the linkage between the parameters is rather obvious. 

For the use case given in R3-071180 -- a UE which does not support secondary PDP contexts --, the problem is that once the UE has established a dedicated IMS signaling context (with the IM CN Subsystem Signaling flag set), the UE can use this context only for IMS signaling, and maybe DNS and DHCP signaling (this is controlled by filters applied by the GGSN). 
And according to TS 23.228 and TS 24.229 this context cannot be modified later to a general purpose context. This is independent of whether the Signaling Indication is set or not. 
So it is difficult to see how the CR would help then. (The UE might be able to change the QoS of the RAB so that it would no longer get prioritized treatment by the RNC, but the more severe restriction - that the PDP context can only be used for SIP, DNS and DHCP signaling, would remain.) 
The only solution for that would be to activate a general purpose PDP context right from the beginning or to activate a new PDP context.
Another concern is related to the fact that the modified RAB = general purpose RAB is an interactive RAB only although includes interactive and IMS signaling packets. 

The disadvantage is that the interactive RAB doesn’t fulfill the requirements for an IMS signaling RAB; instead the provided QoS characteristic is for an interactive RAB. 
Charging aspects may need clarification as well.
3
Proposal

To summarize our concerns as explained in section 2.2:

1. That a UE starts with an IMS signaling context, although the UE is not secondary PDP context support capable.

2. The modification as proposed in R3-071180 is in contradiction with TS 23.228 and TS 24.229.

3. The charging of such a use case is not clear. 

4. Whether such an use case makes sense needs to be clarified. 

5. The issues we identified have impact to other groups as well. 

Therefore it is proposed to postpone the approval of the CR at the RAN#36 plenary meeting and to involve other groups e.g. TSG SA2 and TSG CT1 in the discussion, an LS could be drafted during this meeting, informing both groups about the discussion and attaching, both the CR and this discussion paper. 
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