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1. Liaison Statements

S2-001837, "Concerns on the scope of QoS", LS from N3

N3 requests a presentation from S2 regarding the QoS work which has been done so far to give N3 an impression of the work items which are relevant for them.

A presentation on the status of the QoS work in S2 will be given to N3. The presenter will be chosen after the date and location of the next N3 meeting have been found out. The presenter compiles the presentation, which can be handled by email approval.

S2-001849, "Answer to LS on 2G/3G QoS profiles", LS from N1

N1 clarifies the existence of both 2G and 3G QoS profiles in the 24.008 QoS IE, answering to a request from S5.

Noted.

2. Release 99 Issues

S2q000016, "CR to 23.107 on Bandwidth Handler CR# 37", Ericsson, 23.107 CR 37

Proposes to change the term "Resource Manager" in 23.107 to "Bandwidth Handler".

Discussion:

Nortel: Nortel has a document which may resolve this issue. We should first be sure how to handle this issue in 23.207.

Motorola: The name is not a highly critical issue for a functionality which is internal to a node.

AT&T: The term bandwidth handler seems to imply that only bandwidth is handled, e.g. delay seems to be excluded.

Revised to S2q000043.

S2q000019, "Transfer Delay Parameter", Ericsson, 23.107 CR 36r2

Proposes value ranges for the transfer delay attribute.

Discussion:

France Telecom: In the reason for change it is said that the delay values for conversational/streaming can be misinterpreted. However, it was said first that 100ms is the maximum value for the transfer delay. This has been changed now. Ericsson: 100ms and 80ms was the minimum possible value for this attribute. 

France Telecom: Are 500ms actually appropriate for speech? Ericsson: Conversational class traffic may not only be voice, but also video, gaming services, etc.

Motorola: Document S2q000029 handled the same issue.

Nortel: No rationale is given for the values of 500ms and 5000ms. Ericsson: The numbers are based on the amount of retransmissions that may be needed.

Lucent: 100ms may be too high as minimum value. Ericsson: It is potentially a somewhat conservative value. It only means however that the UE can not request lower value but not that the network can not provide a better service.

Lucent: "Ranges" should not be changed to "allowed values". Ericsson:The wording "allowed" is already used in the 23.107. 

Nortel: Are the values in the table mandatory or suggested? Ericsson and Nokia: The values are mandatory, as they are in the normative part of the specification.

Not approved. Revised together with S2q000029 to S2q000036.

S2q000027, "eMLPP and Allocation/Retention Priority", Motorola

Proposes to use the eMLPP values for the allocation/retention priority values.

Discussion:

Ericsson: Clarification of eMLPP is needed.

Nokia: What is the significance of not having eMLPP? Motorola: An LS to S1 may have to be sent to determine if there are requirements for eMLPP.

Ericsson: Is this a part of the CC protocol for CS calls? Motorola: In 22.067 it is specified as supplementary service for subscribers. It's a subscription parameter like allocation/retention priority parameter.

Nokia: 24.008 is not affected, but GTP and MAP.

Revised to S2q000044.

S2q000028, "Asymmetric Transfer Delay", Motorola, 23.107 CR 39

Proposes to introduce the possibility for an asymmetric transfer delay.

Discussion:

Ericsson: Is this really an issue for Release 99? This is a functional change. Motorola: This should be done for R4.

Concept for asymmetrical delay value is agreed in general.

Ericsson: A LS to N1 on this issue should be sent.

Revised to S2q000037.

S2q000029, "Defining Transfer Delay Value Ranges", Motorola, 23.107 CR 40

Proposes value ranges for the transfer delay attribute.

Discussion:

Lucent: 22.105 requires a maximum end-to-end delay of 400ms for speech. What if the 250ms add up to 500ms?

Alcatel: What about delay variation? Motorola: Currently not included in 23.107. 

Not approved. Revised to together with S2q000019 to S2q000036.

S2q000036, "Value Ranges", Motorola, Ericsson (23.107 CR 36r2)

Combined revision of S2q000019 and S2q000029

Discussion:

France Telecom: There is no rationale for the values. Another contribution could just as well propose different values. Ericsson: This is currently the "best guess". Other proposals are welcome.

Telia: It is implied that on the radio the delay is 100 times higher than in the fixed network. Nokia: These are just maximum values.

Lucent: The one-way delay should not be higher than 400ms. Ericsson: 22.105 specifies this value for audio/video. The conversational class may not only be used for audio/video, but also for other (e.g. CS) services.

France Telecom: The lower value for the streaming class is also changed. Ericsson: The original value was 500ms.

To be moved to email approval. Proposed deadline: Mon, Nov 27

S2q000037, "Asymmetric Transfer Delay", Motorola, 23.107 CR 39

Revision of S2q000028

Approved.

S2q000038, "LS to S1 on eMLPP in Allocation/Retention Priority", Motorola

Requests clarification from S1 regarding the service requirements for eMLPP.

Approved.

S2q000039, "LS to N1 on introduction of asymmetric transfer delay in QoS IE", Motorola

Informs N1 of the decision to introduce an asymmetric transfer delay for R4 so that the necessary changes to the QoS IE can be introduced.

Header is incorrect.

Revised to S2q000049

S2q000043, "CR to 23.107 on Bandwidth Handler CR# 37", 23.107 CR 37

Revised version of S2q000016

Withdrawn

S2q000044, "eMLPP and Allocation/Retention Priority", Motorola, 23.107 CR 38

Revised version of S2q000027.

Discussion:

Ericsson: Is support both for A/R priority and eMLPP in MAP? 

Motorola: At this point, this document should be seen as starting point for further discussion.

Noted.

S2q000049, "LS to N1 on introduction of asymmetric transfer delay in QoS IE", Motorola

Approved.

3. End-to-End QoS/RSVP

S2q000018, "TS23.207 V0.0.2", Ericsson

Discussion:

Nortel: The change to the "Resource Manager 2" shouldl be removed.

Lucent: Can the issue of the APN be clarified? Is there an "access point of an APN"? Ericsson: This can be changed to "access point of the network identified by the GGSN"? Lucent: What is meant by "access point"? Ericsson: An editorial note about the need for clarification can be added. Siemens: Several occurances of "access point" need to be clarified.

Revised to S2q000041.

S2q000023, "Inter-Networking for End-to-End QoS", Nortel

Proposes changes to TS 23.207 to include additional mechanisms for interworking between systems for end-to-end QoS.

Discussion:

Comverse: Is the idea to give examples for how to achieve end-to-end QoS? The Internet is open, for example RSVP does not work if it is not used by all nodes on the path.

Ericsson: Does the wording "Minimum set of capabilities" mean that it is intended to mandate how operators are to engineer their networks? Nortel: The intention is to add flexibility. Ericsson: The operator should be allowed to decide how QoS is handled in the network beyond Gi. Per-flow handling should not be mandated. Motorola: Table 1 in 23.207 specifies what is required and what is optional. RSVP is optional. 

AT&T: This may be an improvement over current text. The minimum set of capabilities seems to be reasonable. SLAs will definitely be in place. There is no consensus yet on RSVP being processed or not in the GGSN.

Lucent: Is LDP related to QoS signalling? Nortel: LDP is used together with MPLS. Here, it is just an example for an IETF mechanism.

Ericsson: The SLA precludes the possibility where an operator has a network which is overprovisioned. Lightweight mechanisms should not be excluded. Nortel: The proposal just refers to interaction with other autonomous systems. Telia: Support for Ericsson. This should not be mandated in UMTS networks. Nortel: Is no minimum set of requirements wanted at all? AT&T: At some point, something has to be mandated. Can SLAs be mandatory? Motorola and Nokia: DiffServ is already mandated by the agreed table.

Lucent: An SLA does not necessarily mandate any QoS mechanisms.

Revised to S2q00035.

S2q000025, "End-to-End QoS Requirement", Nortel

Proposes the introduction of a new requirement for end-to-end QoS related to external devices attached to a UMTS MT.

Discussion:

AT&T: Does "connected" refer to a direct physical connection? Nortel: Yes.

France Telecom: What about other protocols on external devices? Does the UE have to support all of them? Nortel: Only RSVP is covered by this requirement.

Siemens: The text is misleading. End-to-end QoS implies the other endpoint as well.

Nokia: Is this a service requirement, i.e. an S1 issue?

AT&T: The main concern is about the wording. There is a need for clarification of the issue.

Ericsson: This does not solve the problem of end-to-end QoS for the UMTS case.

Revised to S2q000042.

S2q000030, "RSVP Support in the UE", Nokia

Discusses drawbacks of using RSVP in the UE and proposes to keep RSVP usage in the UE optional.

Discussion:

Telia: With the security problem for charging mentioned in the contribution, should RSVP then not even be optional?

Nortel: The charging problem can be fixed in the GGSN. Nokia: That does not prevent the user from sending huge RSVP messages over the air interface. Nortel: This can still appear on the bill.

Nokia: Is there a mechanism to find out if RSVP terminals are well-behaved? Comverse: An optional mechanism can be included in GGSN.

Ericsson: If RSVP is mandatory in the UE, does this imply that for type approval, RSVP has to be included in UE?

Nortel: RSVP is widely used and robust. Proprietary mechanisms should not be used. Ericsson: The PDP Context Activation will be used much more widely than RSVP in e.g. 2002. Nortel: IP specific elements should not be used in the PDP context activation.

AT&T: Agreement with the recommendation. Another question is if mechanisms are to be developed which support RSVP from the UE even though it is not mandatory.

Siemens: Some mechanism will have to be mandated. Lucent and Ericsson: End-to-end QoS can be provided without RSVP.

Siemens: We need RSVP-signalling end-to-end so that the services know that end-to-end QoS is available. The approach for SIP services has been that RSVP is used for QoS signalling. Nokia: Where is this stated? Ericsson: Each host should use signalling mechanisms that are available in the access network.

Lucent: Where is RSVP used nowadays? Siemens: Nowhere, but where are commercial IP-based networks?

Not approved.

S2q000031, "RSVP Signalling towards External Networks", AT&T

Discusses drawbacks of signalling RSVP towards external networks and proposes to keep RSVP optional in the GGSN.

Discussion:

AT&T: There is no large scale deployment of RSVP yet. Main reason is lack of support for traffic engineering. RSVP is the only standards track mechanism for providing explicit indication over the bearer path of the resources which are needed over the bearer path, which implies that RSVP has to be supported to solve the problem of providing end-to-end QoS.

AT&T: Sessions towards Internet hosts are not an issue for R5.

Nokia: Is it implied by AT&T that operators will have deployed RSVP by the time that R4/R5 networks have been deployed and have to deploy it? AT&T: Yes.

Comverse: RSVP would be made mandatory by the market. If RSVP is really the "winner" in the future, then GGSNs can not be sold without RSVP support. Other mechanisms may come up in the future. AT&T: The main issue is interworking. One operator can not support RSVP if the other operators do not support it.

Telia: There is a need to look at these arguments. Telia may not want to support mandatory RSVP in the GGSN.

Not approved.

S2q000035, "Inter-Networking for End-to-End QoS", Nortel

Revised version of S2q000023

Discussion: 

France Telecom How are the resources now managed between the two networks? Should the resource manager be removed? Nortel: It's out of the scope of 3GPP.

Lucent: LDP is not a QoS protocol. Issues should not be mixed. Nortel: This can be removed.

Revised to S2q000048

S2q000041, "TS23.207 V0.0.3", Ericsson

Approved.

S2q000042, "End-to-End QoS Requirement", Nortel

Approved.

S2q000045, "RSVP call flow for Scenario 5/6", Alcatel

Proposes a modified RSVP signalling flow for scenario 5 and 6 in 23.207.

Discussion:

Nokia: In a mobile-to-mobile situation, both sides wait for Path message. Álcatel: This proposal applies only for fixed-network endpoint.

Nokia: How does the GGSN know if it is a connection to a fixed-network endpoint?

Not approved.

S2q000048, "Inter-Networking for End-to-End QoS", Nortel

Revised version of S2q000035

Approved.

S2-001931, "End-to-End QoS Scenarios in R00", Alcatel

Discusses the applicability of the QoS scenarios in 23.207 for IM CN SS sessions.

Discussion:

The four proposals were handled separately.

Proposal 1:

AT&T: An application usually makes the request and is in control. This seems to conflict with some parts of the proposal. Alcatel: By the proposal, it is avoided that the UE requests two different sets of QoS parameters. AT&T: For example, the UE may want to mark DiffServ packets. Alcatel: The DSCP has only a local meaning, so this does not make sense. Nortel: Solutions for this problem are being developed in RSVP. Siemens: The network has to verify anyway which DSCPs to use. Nokia: No mobile phone vendor can be prevented from implementing DSCP marking in the UE. 

Lucent: If the UE does not request any QoS, how does the network know what is requested? Siemens: A PDP Context has to be set up. 

Lucent: What is the "IP MM" backbone? Alcatel: The network between the GGSN and the remote access point.

Lucent: Which information should be included in the IP-specific elements?

Proposal 2.:

Nokia: Is it implied that exclusively 5 and 6 are used for IP MM sessions? Alcatel: Yes.

Lucent: Does the MT have to be aware of RSVP? Alcatel: Yes, to terminate RSVP. Nokia: There is possibly interworking in the TE. Siemens: There would be a  "Layered approach" in the TE. Information in e.g. GQoS can be mapped to RSVP or PDP Context Activation depending on the access network.

AT&T:The MT could be used as gateway to IP networks which gain access to UMTS networks through generic QoS protocols.Nokia: This implies routing functionality in the MT? Siemens: This is not precluded.

Proposal 3:

Lucent: The third bullet point is not valid, as mandatory termination of RSVP in the UE is not approved.

Nortel: IP-specific elements seem to be mandated by this text. There is a reluctance to accept this.

Motorola: It is not possible to agree to this text without agreeing to the previously discussed principles.

Proposal 4:

Ericsson: Scenario 3 shows something else regarding the end-to-end mechanism than scenario 2.

Not approved.

4. Policy Control Issues

S2q000017, "Principle of User Choice", Ericsson

Proposes to allow the user to decide when policy control would be used by the GGSN/PCF for a bearer activation.

Discussion:

AT&T: What is "classic GPRS"? The contribution misses the point of policy control which is that the operator wants to protect the network, this contradicts with the concept of allowing the user to choose. If the users were trusted, there would not be a need for policy control. Ericsson: "Classic GPRS" relates to R99 where it is possible to set up GPRS bearers with a certain QoS as long as the subscription and the roaming agreements allow that. The underlying thought is that operators are able to bundle services with bearers which would attract users. AT&T: Operators may or may not choose to use policy control mechanisms. Mechanisms for policy control should be available to the operators. 

Siemens: In GPRS, policy is already available in the subscription. The question is if it should be coupled to SIP services and not to charging mechanisms.

France Telecom: It is not good for the operator to allow the user to request services which are not controlled by the operator.

Nokia: Strong support for the AT&T side of the discussionl. The operator who has paid for the resources should be able to control them.

Nortel: It's not the user's decision, but the operator will decide and the user will decide which operator to choose.

Not approved.

S2q000024, "Policy Management Framework", Nortel

Discusses the mapping of the elements in the QoS framework for R4 onto logical elements relating to IETF terminology.

Discussion:

Siemens How are the policies enforced which have been decided on the service level on the bearer level? Nortel: Not a full separation is proposed. Communication between bearer and service level is necessary, but the exact mechanism is FFS.

AT&T: The mapping of Figure 2 to the previous figure is not clear.

Lucent: Support for the general concept.

Siemens: The proposed separation also relates to the access independence requirement.

AT&T: The original figure showed multiple interfaces between services and policy.

Nortel: "Figure 2" will be removed and replace by the "Alternative Figure 2" with modifications.

Ericsson: The trust relationship should be emphasized. The CSCF should be the Proxy-CSCF.

Ericsson: This is not necessarily an issue for the QoS group. Nortel: Only changes to text in 23.207 are proposed.

Revised to S2q000046.

S2q000033, "Architecture Requirements for Policy Enforcement and Control", AT&T

Proposes the addition of new annexes to 23.207 which describe the requirements for policy interactions in more detail.

Discussion:

Nortel: The location of logical functionality should not be mandated.

Nortel: Is the token approach (token transferred through the UE) ruled out? AT&T: A Gate Identifier is to be passed between CSCF and GGSN through the UE, but does not contain the actual policy.

Nortel: The pull and push model should both be discussed.

Siemens: Was it agreed that the PEP is located in the GGSN? AT&T: Yes.

Nokia: Services need to be considered which require this functionality, requirements for necessary attributes for the gate have to be defined. Possibly by S1.

(FT) Is COPS the only protocol which can serve this purpose. -> (AT&T/Nortel) Currently none other known. COPS well-suited.

(Nortel/Nokia) References to location of PCF should be removed.

Revised to S2q000047.

S2q000046, "Policy Management Framework", Nortel

Revised version of S2q000024

Discussion:

AT&T: The multiple arrows are missing, as pointed out before.

France Telecom: Originally there was no interaction between PDPs, now there is one. How is this explained? Nortel: To clarify and avoid confusion, not to force both logical entities into one physical entity.

Ericsson: How would it work for example if the gate is to be opened or closed in the GGSN based on a state transition in the P-CSCF? The fact that based on state transitions in the application servers, gates in the GGSN should be opened/closed etc. should not be touched.

Lucent: Resource Policy Control Point is not in figure. Nortel: That is an editorial mistake.

Lucent: It is a question if the CSCF is the PDP or PEP. Nokia: Support for this comment. Nortel: The IP Policy Decision point is logical entity, which can be placed anywhere.

AT&T: The PEP in the CSCF may turn the CSCF into a "slave". Nokia: N:1 and 1:N relationships may be imposed here. Should be studied.

Not approved.

S2q000047, "Architecture Requirements for Policy Enforcement and Control", AT&T

Revised version of S2q000033

Approved

5. General QoS Issues

S2q000020, "RAB negotiation", Ericsson

Proposes a mechanism for facilitating negotiation of QoS for the RAB assignment procedure based on information sent by the UE.

Discussion:

Nortel: Does the SGSN know the maximum QoS values? Ericsson: Yes, this is no change from R99.

Motorola: Which release does this apply for? Ericsson: R4

Ericsson: An example is that the user requests 16-22kbit/s and the HLR profile allows up to 64k, i.e. the RAB assignment will be based on 16-22k.

Motorola: How does the RNC choose the proper value from the value range? Ericsson: Algorithms are probably not specified.

Nokia: This should probably be a set of discrete values or a bitrate range.

Siemens: What kinds of applications can use/signal that?

Nortel: How does a TE which is not UMTS-aware support this kind of mechanism? Siemens: For example WINSOCK does not support this. Nortel: There is an S1 requirement to support the TE. Ericsson: Nothing is precluded by this mechanism.

Revised to S2q000040 (to be handled in the plenary session).

