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1 Introduction

During RAN3#22, it was agreed to initiate an e-mail discussion regarding the L1 specification for IP transport. This contribution summarizes the discussion as well as brings some additional topics.

2 Description

2.1 e-mail discussion

The e-mail discussion was started on 7/19/01, basically identifying the aspect we have not treated in any RAN3 meeting regarding the L1 specification for IP.  One issue was identified during the RAN3 meeting #22; it is related with the UTRAN synchronization reference when a non-synchronous physical interface is used (e.g. Ethernet). A proposal for the R5 Layer 1 specification was sent also as attachment.

The discussion was closed by 8/15/01 without receiving any comment.

*****************************e-mail sent by 7/19/01**************************

Hi all;

This e-mail is to start the discussion on the contents of the R5 L1 spec (25.411) regarding the L1 req. for IP transport option. The intention is to find the right wording for the current agreement as well as identify the possible issues with the current requirements. The deadline for this discussion is August 15th.

Attached is a very initial proposal for the specification, where I detected three issues (the first one is still open):

1) The clock source for UTRAN can be extracted from Iu. However, for the Ethernet case, as well as any non-synch L1, it is not possible to distribute any clock unless you use an "above L1" technique for the clock distribution. For IP, the SNTPv4 (Simple Network Time Protocol v4, also attached) RFC 2030, supports the means for the transfer of a clock reference, in the order of microseconds.

The issue is: Is it implementation dependant? should we specify the way the clock ref is transfered accross an asynchonous link like Ethernet?. Or should we only recommends it use as the syncronisation is not mandatory over Iu? I would say it is implementation dependent, however, it is recommended to implement SNTP if the Network interface is ethernet type.

2) The quality requirements in G.826 generally applies to every kind of L1 IF. However, it is completely focused on PDH/SDH. I added the wording (if applicable) to state that it only applies to this type of interface, since there is not such spec for links like ethernet

3) Jitter and Wander specs only applies to PDH and SDH types of links. There is not such type of spec for ethernet. I added the wording (if applicable) to state that it only applies to the PDH/SDH types of interface.

Regards

Alberto Montilla

Motorola

Attachments: Proposed TS 25.411 5.0.0; RFC 2030.
************************************end of the e-mail*****************************

2.2 Open issues

2.2.1 Network Synchronization in UTRAN depending on the PHY interface type

As TS 25.411 4.0.0 states that there is the possibility to use the Iu PHY interface as a clock reference. If it is the case, the Iu PHY interface shall comply with some requirements imposed by G.811. However, this is applicable only for synchronous-serial-type (PDH/SDH) of interfaces that provides a clock as part of the internal link synchronization.

For IP transport, there is the possibility to use other kinds of PHY layer, for example Ethernet, that does not provides a clock reference to the other end. With Ethernet interface, it is not possible to provide a clock reference for the UTRAN network synchronization. The SNTP (RFC 2030) cannot be used since it is a protocol for providing a timing but not clock reference.

As the network synchronization mechanism is implementation dependant, it is suggested not to exclude any PHY layer that cannot provide a clock reference, and recommend, in case a synchronous-serial-type of interface is used, the compliance to G.811 in the same way it is done for R99 and R4.

2.2.2 Jitter and Wander performance

TS 25.411 4.0.0 states that the Jitter and Wander performance of the Interfaces shall comply with G.823, G.824 and G.825, this applies only for PDH/SDH type links. There is no sense in specifying jitter and wander in a non-synchronous-serial type interface. It is recommended to mandate the compliance to these specs only in the case where the specifications are applicable (PDH/SDH links).

2.2.3 Transmission Quality Control

TS 25.411 4.0.0 states that the Transmission Quality Control of the Interfaces shall comply with G.824, this applies only for PDH/SDH type links. There is not such specification for non-synchronous-serial interfaces like Ethernet. It is recommended to mandate the compliance to these specs only in the case where the specifications are applicable (PDH/SDH links).

3 Proposal

If the suggestions in 2.2.1, 2.2.2 and 2.2.3 are acceptable, Motorola would kindly submit the necessary CRs for the next RAN3#24 meeting. See attachment for a proposal of TS 25.411 5.0.0.
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