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1
Purpose

The aim of the session was to find a way forward following the plenary’s inconclusive debate on S2-01-3282 and S2-01-3510.

The convenor suggested that we start by identifying the constraints imposed by ‘future/backwards compatibility’ and then see where are.

2
Backwards/future compatibility

2.1
Should R’5 mobile send different QoS parameters to R4 and R5 networks?

No. The “signalling marker” is sent to both old and new SGSNs along with a consistent set of R’4 QoS parameters.

2.2
Standardised set of QoS parameters in the UE?

It was agreed that there is a need to standardise the QoS parameters that the R’5 UE [should/shall] sends to network when requesting a signalling PDP context. This is to ensure that an old network can allocate the “best fit” PDP context. 

There was no final agreement as to whether this was a “should” or a “shall”.

The intention of the strongly recommended parameters in the mobile is to permit a simple RNC implementation with only one R’5 “signalling RAB” (eg only one bearer would be added to (or identified in) [section 6.10.2.2 of] 34.108).

2.3
Should R’5 SGSN send different RAB Assignment Command messages to R4 and R5 RNCs?

No, the RAB parameters sent to both R4 and R5 SGSNs, should be the same. This means that the SGSN sends the “signalling marker” to both RNCs, and, also sends the full set of other QoS parameters to both RNCs.

2.4
How to handle R6 mobiles which need a “modified signalling PDP context” with R5 SGSN?

Decide that the R5 SGSN shall not reject PDP context requests containing the “signalling marker” just because the other QoS parameters do not match the “standardised R’5 values”.

If an R’5 SGSN receives such a PDP context request, then it shall use the QoS parameters received from the mobile to generate the Iu interface RAB parameters.

2.5
How to handle R6 mobiles which need a “different signalling PDP context” with R5 RNC?

When the R’5 SGSN receives such a PDP context request, then it shall use the QoS parameters received from the mobile to generate the Iu interface RAB parameters.

The R’5 standard shall define how the RNC treats these parameters (eg the RNC might ignore the request for a lower bandwidth and allocate the R’5 signalling bandwidth, or, if a greater bandwidth request is received then it could drop back to using the ‘interactive’ traffic class). However, the RNC should, at least, use the “signalling marker” as an input to the selection of the DiffServ Code Point used uplink on the Iu interface. 

2.6
What happens if an R’6 mobile does not like what an R’5 network does?

The PDP context accept message sent to the mobile indicates what has been allocated by the RAN. If the mobile does not like what has been allocated, it can always release the context and try again with different QoS parameters.

2.7
What happens on SGSN-GGSN interface with an R’4 SGSN?

After discussion, it seems likely that an R’4 SGSN will discard the “signalling marker” on the 24.008 side of the SGSN. Hence the “signalling marker” will not get copied through to the GGSN.

However, if an SGSN did copy the signalling marker to the GGSN, this was not thought likely to cause any problem.

2.8
How does GGSN use “signalling marker”?

Decide that the GGSN shall not use the “signalling marker” to check that the mobile/SGSN has set the other parameters “correctly”.

The GGSN should use the “signalling marker” as an input to the selection of the DiffServ Code Point used on Gn and Gi interfaces and as an input to the CDR.

2.9
Inter SGSN RA update

At RA update from an R5 SGSN to an R4 SGSN, it is expected that the “signalling marker” will get discarded. (It was noted that R’99, R’4 and R’5 SGSNs all use GTPv1). Hence at a subsequent R4 SGSN to R5 SGSN RA update, the “signalling marker” will not be available in the R’5 SGSN. 

To cover the case of R5 to R4 RA update, it is necessary that the R5 SGSN has the ‘other’ QoS parameters to be sent to the R4 SGSN. (Note that the use of GTP v1 by both R4 and R5 SGSNs means that an R5 SGSN cannot [easily] tell whether it is talking to an R4 or R5 SGSN.)

It was noted that for an operator to properly utilise the Signalling PDP context, then all SGSNs (within the PLMN) need to be at R’5 level. (Inter-PLMN handover might raise a few issues.)

The issue of RA update from R’5 SGSN to R’97 SGSN was briefly mentioned: however all the secondary contexts are lost in this case, so this was not discussed further.

3
Further Discussion

The issue of “signalling flag” or “new traffic class” was then discussed. 

It was agreed that the constraints listed in section 2 could be handled by either a “signalling flag” or a “new traffic class”.

It was agreed that whichever way we go, we need to define what the QoS attributes are for the signalling PDP context: hence we should concentrate on doing this.

For the documentation of these QoS attributes, it seemed sensible to use a new column in the tables in 23.107. 

It was suggested that for the short term we use the term ”traffic sub-class” as a header for the column documenting the signalling PDP context’s QoS attributes.

It is intended that the range of values for each QoS attribute (of the signalling PDP context) should be limited, possibly with just one value permitted per attribute.

Some delegates stated an interest in specifying the ‘transfer delay’ for the Signalling PDP context. Other delegates disagreed.

4
Way Forward

A framework CR to 23.107, adding new columns to the tables, should be developed and then the QoS attributes should be agreed.

Progress needs to be made by email if the R’5 timescales are to be achieved.

Hence delegates will try to provide a ‘framework’ CR by email and achieve agreement on it before Christmas (this year)

In between Christmas and the S2 meeting in Pheonix, email discussion should focus on the attribute values.

