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introduction

RAN WG3 thanks for the opportunity to comment on the QoS concept and the proposed RAB parameters. This is considered as a very crucial part of the system for the further specification of UTRAN functions and interfaces. Therefore RAN3 is happy to note the progress on this issue, and agrees on an overall level on the proposed QoS concepts. RAN3 has however a number of questions and comments on the detailed level.

detailed comments

Chapter 6.1.2:

· The paragraph on Radio Access Bearer seem to indicate that the NAS signalling over Uu is carried on a RAB. On the contrary, RAN3 have the understanding that the RAB is only used to denote the service in the userplane. NAS signalling is carried in the controlplane through the Access Stratum and is thus not carried on a RAB.

· It would be beneficial to state what the RAB represents. Proposal:
“The Radio Access Bearer is used to hide the radio specific details from the CN. It thus represents an abstraction of the radio channels and other radiospecific functions in the UTRAN and the UE.”

Chapter 6.1.3:

· In the understanding of RAN WG3, the Radio Bearer and Iu Bearer are only representing the two halves of a Radio Access Bearer.  Therefore it should not be needed to specify QoS parameters on another level. Mapping to transport layer attributes over the Iu interface  and to radio channel parameters, is done by the SRNC based on the RAB attributes.

Chapter 6.2:

· Is this chapter needed? The function split is already specified in other documents.

Chapter 6.4.3.1:

· It could be clarified that the traffic class also defines the applicability and meaning of the other attributes.

· RAN3 considers that there are two major types of Conversational RABs, which are handled quite differently in UTRAN and over Iu. One is a RAB with “Predefined SDU formats”,where the CN can provide the SDU size information at RAB Assignment. The other is a RAB with “Variable SDU formats”, where the UTRAN cannot operate with transparent RLC.  RAN3 would appreciate if this distinction could be made clear at the RAB-type level.

· It is stated that theTraffic Class could be used to allocate buffer capacity for downlink traffic. However, RAN3 understands that the source traffic charactersistics is not necessarily known just because a certain RAB type is used. From a UTRANpoint of view, an explicit parameter defining the DL buffer capacity would be preferrable.

· Maximum bitrate: It is difficult to see how UTRAN shall use this parameter. Is it needed?

· Guaranteed bitrate: For the RAB of type “Predefined SDU formats”, this should correspond to the formats (SDU sizes) that the source (CN) is able to use at any time. (Procedures for maximum rate control will be used to limit the available bit rates, but the guaranteed formats must always be supported.)

· SDU size information: For RABs with this specified, also the periodicity of the SDU delivery (e.g. every 20 ms) need to be specified. RAN 3 is currently working on how this is represented in the RANAP signalling.

6.4.3.3

· Split the conversational class into the “predefined –sdu formats” and the “variable sdu formats”. SDU size information is only relevant for the former class. Relaibilty and guaranteed bitrate information will be specified differently.

· Interactive and background classes are very similar. Could Background traffic be considered as theInteractive with the lowest traffic handling priority level?
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