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1
Introduction

During RAN3#36, the joint contribution Nortel-Alcatel inTdoc R3-030712 presented the problem of symmetrical QoS (downlink/uplink) when IP transport is used. It was identified as applicable to both Iub ad Iur at least.

The problem stems from the symmetrical definition of RAB itself (see RANAP) that should at least lead to allow a receiving node to apply symmetry for uplink if it desires so, but with no mandate. Another factor is the recognized analogy with ATM R99 transport implicitly symmetrical.

There was a consensus reached in RAN3#36 to recognize that this is an issue and not a mere optimization and therefore solutions were called for release 5 (agreement also reached on this).

Email discussion and a reserved timeslot in RAN3#37 were decided to find this solution.
Alcatel and Nortel had already proposed one in Tdoc R3-030712 which consists in passing over RNSAP/NBAP a new parameter named TNL QoS which is generic.

2
Discussion

Motorola first commented on 12th August that they would like to come back to the traffic class solution and didn’t see the benefit of having a new parameter such as TNL QoS that has to be configured in the nodes.

Nortel answered on 13th August that for the first point it was too late since agreement has already been reached that traffic class is not enough and for the second point that the TNL QoS parameter purpose was to achieve harmonization of DSCP settings between different diffserv domains that can have different policies.

Siemens confirmed on 15th August there is indeed an agreed issue because it is needed to overcome the uncertainty of DSCP settings for the node B/RNC and then  they proposed also a new solution by mirroring or mapping at TNL level w/o touching RNL at all. Importantly, Siemens brought up another point in the debate which is the interaction with RSVP that may be used and carry explicitly DSCP values in RSVP message objects as per RFC2996. The problem is that the two source of information for DSCP may happen to be in contradiction.

Nokia commented on 15th August that the Siemens solution would not work if the first packet sent is uplink. Then for RSVP, we should not consider in RAN3 issues brought by RSVP since RSVP is not in our specification.  Use of RSVP is of course not precluded but if it  happened to be used, it should be in accordance with the defined TNL QoS parameter and not in conflict.

NEC Europe then questioned on 18th August whether DSCP was really the one and only option for IP transport in  UTRAN and Nokia answered that  the only IP  QoS mechanism specified  in TS25426 is  clearly IP DSCP marking.

Siemens  replied  the 18th August that  they disagree with Nokia that RSVP issues shall not be  considered because of what is stated  about the possible use of RSVP in  the  agreement  section of TR25933.

Nokia answered on 18th August that they stick to the point that the R5 IP transport  has  been specified  in  the  TS and  not in the TR.

Siemens insisted again on 18th August about the need  to assess the RSVP possible issue  as they see the TNL QoS as possibly leading to cumbersome and conflicting  overconfiguration.with RSVP and  since  RSVP is not precluded again  according to section 7 of the TR25933.

Nokia answered they agree to assess  the  issue but  their  view is  that since  the TNL QoS  serves well the purpose for diffserv marking  which is  the only QoS mechanism mentioned in the TS, it  should not be  objected  because of the potential use of other methods not mentioned explicitly  in  the TS (i.e. it  should be the use of these other methods that should be  “reasonable” and  therefore adapt). Therefore the one using RSVP should make it so that there  is  no conflict or the conflict get  solved by actions of the corresponding  node B. In a word, Nokia does even not see the use of RSVP as precluding the TNL QoS info provided the operator has some control of its network.

It should be noted that Nortel did not interfere further in the debate since their opinion were fully represented through Nokia statements.

The discussion then diverged to some new ATM-IP inter-working statements not relevant to the scope of this email discussion.

Then Alcatel  provided a first draft for RAN3#37 followed  by the contributions of the  other companies the following days.

3
Conclusion & Proposal

The email discussion seems to show that there  is a consensus that even if  the use of RSVP issue must be considered as highlighted  by Siemens, solutions exist to cope with it and this does not preclude the specification and use of the TNL QoS that seems to be the best for the generic case specified i.e. the IP QoS by Diffserv marking.

It is proposed  to  take this result  into consideration when  studying the discussion/approval papers  provided  for RAN3#37.  
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