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Title of the proposed Workshop





Quality of Internet Services








Proposers (companies, organization, etc.)





The Uninfo Committee “Quality of Internet Services”. 





The Committee currently includes the following members: AIIP (Associazione Italiana Internet Providers), ALENIA SYSTEMS, ANUIT (Italian Telecommunications Users Association), CCIAA (Camera Commercio Industria Agricoltura e Artigianato di Torino), Compaq Computers Corporation, CSELT (Centro Studi e Laboratori di Telecomunicazioni), FINSIEL, FUB (Fondazione Ugo Bordoni), IBM, ISCTI (Istituto Superiore delle Comunicazioni e delle Tecnologie dell’Informazion ), Politecnico di Torino, RP – Ricerche e Progetti, SIA (Società Italiana Avionica), SIEMENS, SIEMENS Telematica.


	








3)	Workshop objectives





The Internet user has a choice among several suppliers to connect to the network and benefit from the services offered. But too often the user has not the tools available to take advantage of the freedom of choice that he can, in theory, enjoy. The sore point is that he can not compare the offers coming from different sources; moreover, he can not measure the quality of the service that is supplied to him, relating it to contractually binding conditions.





The proposed project intends to define parameters, measures and procedures that allow to quantify the quality of the internet service, as it is perceived by the final user.





The objective is to put the user in the position to evaluate with reasonably simple means the quality of the service that is offered to him, and contribute to improve its price and performance. The activity could lead, for example, to the definition of a layered system, not too different from what is the “star” grading commonly used in other contexts.





No other similar international initiatives are known, even if in some countries comparable studies and activities have been initiated. 





The proposed project will strive to


foster collaboration with similar national initiatives,


reach European consensus


promote the worldwide diffusion and recognition of the results it will reach through participation in an appropriate forum.





The workshop take the results achieved by the Uninfo Group “Quality of Software for Internet”, which will be made available. Details can be found at http://www.polito.it/uninfo








3.1) Support for European Standardization Organizations' policy on consumer standardization requirements





The workshop responds to requirement 16 of the Generic Consumer Requirements for ICT Standardization, titled “Quality of service, system reliability and durability”, which reads:





“ There should be a standardized way to determine and present quality of service, system reliability and durability. This should include the development of standardized performance indicators. This information should be displayed at the point of sale.”





The concept is expanded in detail and applied to Internet access in the document produced by the Project To Study How Consumer Requirements May Be Taken Into Account By Standards. The workshop will be instrumental to implement the conclusions spelled out in section 6.2.1 – Access to the Internet: 





“Internet Service Providers (ISP) often engage in “specmanship” in an attempt to give their services a better position in the marketplace, which is often confusing to customers. Standardised sets of tests to measure and report the performance characteristics of the service should exist. 


The results of these tests should provide the consumer comparable data from different ISPs.


Quality of Services (QoS) measures are also required to differentiate between different grades of services. If this is not done, service would be delivered in a haphazard and poorly regulated manner.


The Internet is growing fast and offers even more information. Not only are new sites opened daily, more individual consumers are gaining access to Internet. The individual consumer is confronted with a huge amount of information in different fields. Although there are a lot of search possibilities, there is no easy way to access the quality of information. Finding, selecting, and assessing the right information will be a very important item in the near future.


[…]


Without commonly adopted metrics consumers and providers of Internet transport services will not have an accurate common understanding of the performance and reliability of the Internet segments that they use/provide.


Standards defining appropriate rating systems should be developed. The legal documents defining the code of practice for ISPs and certification procedures should be developed on a consolidated standards base. The standards related to Internet performance should also take into account cost transparency issues”





The workshop will be also instrumental to carry out the suggested Standard Action:





“..


Standards should be developed to create a common platform for Internet performance.


Standards defining appropriate rating systems should be developed”





and to set the ground for the suggested Legislation Action:





“..


The legal documents, defining the code of practice for ISPs, certification procedures should be developed on the consolidated standards base” 








4)	Detailed Workshop contents, deliverables and timescales





4.1) Scope of the activity








Some criteria have been followed to establish on general terms the scope of the workshop activity.





It includes only those elements in the communication chain which are accessible for measurement and the user pays for.


It includes only those functions and services where there is the possibility of a choice for procurement. 


Its focus is specifically on the quality metrics directly perceived by the final user. Technical aspects are considered only when needed, for example to qualify the user parameters.
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As it is normal in all the situations where the overall result is determined by the interaction of several independent factors, and making reference to the figure above, the QoS perceived by the final user [1], at the same time hides and summarizes the performance of several actors. First of all, the user often has to go through a telephone connection [2] to the nearest internet server: hence issues of availability and performance. 


The user needs then the services of someone who allows him to get access to internet [3]; the business model prevailing for these transactions is of a different nature than the one between [1] and [2]. Internet itself [4] is a world per se, with its own dynamics. 


The availability of applications such as email [5] must be considered separately, even if in many cases the access services supplier can offer these services as well.


Finally, other application providers [6] may respond to the user requests, at the other end of the chain. 





A tricky question is the distinction between the services that belong to [6] and those that belong to [5]. If the criterion of user accessibility of for scope definition is applied, content provision [6], which includes portals and search engines, is not of concern to the project; Internet application services [5] such as naming, mail, mirroring, caching are of concern. The performance of the internet backbone will not be considered.  The aspects related to telephony (e.g. last mile communications) [2], are considered only to the extent they are of relevance to internet access support.





Even with the limitations above, the problem space for the project is still very wide, and it appears that its activity must be segmented, with its initial focus being restricted to a few selected topics. The selected first activity area is data transmission; voice and video transmission are excluded. Two separate profiles are required, the first for modem access (i.e. via switched line: home and SMEs); the second for CDN access (i.e. via digital leased line: large enterprises). At the current stage there is no evidence that different industries require different approaches.


Certification and the items in box [6] of the figure in page 2 are outside the scope of the current activity, but may become the subject of future projects.





Security and privacy, whose nature is pervasive and are subject of other ongoing initiatives, are excluded from the scope.





The workshop will develop liaisons with the organizations listed in section 6, and will endeavour to develop working collaborations with other organizations active in the domain of Quality of Internet Services such as


ANX - Automotive Network Exchange http://www.anxo.com/..


ANX is a TCP/IP network comprised of trading partner subscribers, certified service providers, and network exchange points allowing for efficient and secure electronic communications among subscribers. ANX is an initiative of AIAG The Automotive Industry Action Group http://www.aiag.org/ 


EURESCOM . 


 Project Quasimodo P906 and Project GIEQoS P806 are particularly relevant.  http://www.eurescom.de/public/newpub.htm 


W3C 


The World Wide Web Consortium activity carried out in WCA - Web Characterization Activity http://www.w3.org/WCA/








4.2) Deliverables


 





The deliverable of the workshop is a CWA, which is due November 2000 (final, approved by workshop) and September 2000 (draft). The CWA is composed of the following four parts (chapters): 








Framework.


A technical report providing a reference framework to 


define the adopted terminology 


identify the elements that form the system under observation


identify their interactions


Due date: March 2000 (final) January 2000 (draft)





2. Perceived elements and their mapping on technology. 


A report that:


Identifies the meaningful parameters for the internet service, as seen by the final user.


For each of the elements identified in deliverable 1, identifies the parameters that are required to assess the quality of the service provided by that particular element. In general, these parameters are of quantitative nature and technology oriented. 


To the extent this is feasible, the report maps the technology and element related parameters of point 2 into the parameters related to user perception identified in point 1. Ideally, in case of unsatisfactory performance it would be possible to identify the provider responsible for it and the cause of the malfunction. 


Defines the different levels of service based on metrics on the parameters.


Due date July 2000 (final) May 2000 (draft)





Methods and tools. 


A technical report that identifies the key points for benchmarking procedures and tools to verify and measure the value of service parameters. The detailed design will be the subject of subsequent projects.


Due date September 2000





Recommendations for future work. (if necessary)


Due date September 2000





Each part is related to a corresponding task or activity.





A project Team (PT) will carry out the actual authoring and editing of the CWA and of its four chapter, as described in annex 1. The PT will submit the draft s of the chapters and of the whole CWA to the workshop for approval.





�
4.3) Project plan





The Kick-off meeting of the workshop will be held in October 1999. 


The workplan is 
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�Review deliverable














Milestones and events	





���Workshop plenaries	           …*……………………*…………………………………………….. *





������Deliverables                              ………………………………………………………………………….


                                                                                   1 draft                1          2draft                 2     3,4   CWA draft  





�Endorsement as CWA               …………………………………………………………………………*
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Project Team                             ………………………………………………………………………….


                                                                           Start                                                                          End auth      Endedit





��Project                                       ………………………………………………………………………….


                                                     Start                                                                                                            End























5)	Resource requirements





 





5.1) Function Workshop Chairman  





The estimate for the requirement for the chairman function is 15 mandays. Part of the days will be used for liaison activities. The functions of the Workshop Chairman are:


To prepare (agenda) and supervise the organisation of the Workshop meetings


To chair the Workshop meetings


To manage the consensus building process


To review the draft minutes of the Workshop meetings


To review the Workshop web pages before publication;


To supervise the process of elaborating and delivering CWA documents.








5.2) Function Workshop Secretariat 





The workshop secretariat will be provided by a European National Standardization Body. The number of workdays will be 30. The functions of the Workshop Secretariat are:


To invite to, to organize as well as to produce a report on the Workshop meetings ;


To produce the necessary documents to assist/enable the Chair to manage the Consensus building process


To provide edited web pages, enabling CEN/ISSS to update the Workshop web pages;


To provide expertise and help in progressing Workshop deliverables to CWAs.


To be the administrative contact point for the Workshop








5.3) Project team





It is intended to make use of a EC funded Project Team to produce the Draft CWA, under the overall responsibility of the CEN/ISSS Workshop on Quality of Internet Services, who will finally comment on and finally endorse the CWA.  The detailed terms of reference are in Annex 1.





The work assigned to the project team consists of 


The completion of chapter 1 of the CWA, based on the materials made available by the Uninfo Group


The authoring and editing of chapters 2,3 and 4 of the CWA


The assembly of the four chapters to produce the draft CWA





The workshop secretariat and the Project Team will be completely funded by the EC. The remainder of the activities will be on a voluntary basis.





The activity of the PT is made of two tasks, namely authoring and editing, each with its own budget. If the editing will use less resources than expected, the remaining funds may be used for authoring. 





FUNCTION�
FUNDING�
�
Workshop�
Voluntary�
�
Workshop Chairman�
Voluntary�
�
Workshop Secretariat�
EC�
�
Project Team (authoring)�
EC�
�
Project Team (editing)�
EC�
�






6)	External liaisons


 


The following is an indicative list of liaison parties for this project, particularly in the context of promotion of the project work, as well as dissemination of the project deliverable. The list will be amended expanded for the project duration. The nature of the liaison may be informal or formal.





National initiatives such as Uninfo - QoS Committee http://polito.it/uninfo, and Afnor - A Quality Reference System for Internet Access http://afnor.fr 


Relevant IV and V Framework Projects and other relevant supported initiatives such as Ten-Telecom


ETSI projects SPAN, User Group, and Tiphon http://www.etsi.org


ANEC - European Association for the Co-ordination of Consumer Representation in Standardization 





7) Contact points





CEN/ISSS


Luc Van den Berghe


Rue Stassart, 36


1050 Bruxelles


Belgium


Tel +32 2 550 08 74


Fax +32 2 5500966


luc.vandenberghe@cenorm.be








Compaq Computers


Massimo Actis Dato


c. Vinzaglio 25


10100 Torino


+39 011 5176011


dato@uninfo.polito.it
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Business Plan
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Terms of reference for project team on QoIS











1. Title of the Project team to be established





Quality of Internet Services








2. Subject and Scope





The PT will produce the workshop deliverables, as described in the workshop business plan.








3. Justification of a BT





The timeframe which constrains the workshop activity is such that an approach based upon a free aggregation of voluntary resources has little possibility of success. Section 5 provides further considerations that suggest the use of a PT to achieve the envisaged results.








4. Reference Authority





The QoIS (CEN/ISS Workshop on Quality of Service for Internet Services) which is in the process of being established. The PT will operate under the ISSS rules.








General Context/Background/Environment





The workshop is the direct continuation and the transposition in an international context of the work started in the Uninfo Committee “Quality of Service for Internet”.  In addition, every effort will be made to leverage known initiatives ongoing in other bodies.





The following considerations support the establishment of a ISSS workshop, and suggest that a BT is used to lay the foundations of the work.








�
5.1 A voice for users and SMEs


Virtually all the ongoing standardization activities on QoS for Internet are technology driven, and dominated by large enterprises. Users and SMEs are absent even if they are those who would benefit most from clear QoS criteria. Sometimes this is caused by lack of the required know how, sometimes because this sort of engagements is ill fitted to their mindset. Most often however their absence derives from lack of resources: they are too small to have a say directly independently of each other , too diverse to aggregate easily. Their needs are not taken explicitly into consideration, and they end up accepting whatever is proposed to them for procurement, at the available conditions. Hence the need of a ISSS workshop that starts the formulation of requirements and comparison criteria, and at least initially fosters the SME and user active presence. 








5.2 Technical feasibility





The main issue is the apparent lack of easy or intuitive way to map the technical view on the user view


Several factors owned by different actors contribute to the overall result. The QoS of the individual components can normally be expressed in rigorous terms; the overall result not necessarily. There may not be a way to infer the component that is faulty based on a behaviour which globally is unsatisfactory. 


The user side per se is a source of risk. What we really would like to tackle is user perception, but this is a slippery matter: can quantitative metrics be defined? Maybe “the problem” is to find a suitable balance between the different requirements.  Fragmentation is another serious danger. If a common paradigm can not be found across different applications, different industries, and different enablers, then the breadth of applicability of the conclusions reached might be too small to bear any relevance. Individual potential participants may feel the risks make the initiative not attractive; hence the need of a project team that takes upon itself the risks of the initial phases.








5.3 Political will





Standardization in a nutshell means to make know-how available in the public domain, in order to make the total market size grow. Are the key players willing to do so? Probably yes, if there is a sufficient pressure from the user side.  The business dynamics in this area are all to be explored. The key factor probably is the establishment of a critical mass of participation; if this happens also the most reluctant parties will have to join. But the critical mass is not going to be achieved per se, without some sort of catalyst to start the process: hence the need of the PT.








5.4 Lack of focus (ontology)





It is a truism to say that different folk have different views, but few topics lend themselves like QoS to make the point.  At the end everything boils down to agree on some measure of performance and put in place the means required to achieve a minimum guaranteed level; the point is that there is no agreement on the subject of the measure: it can be either a network-oriented measure such as bit-error rate, or QoS can be user-oriented, with measures aimed at the perceived quality received by the end user for audio, video or multimedia applications. In addition, QoS can be either an engineering challenge or marketing tool; it is seldom both things at the same time for the same person.  Several standardization bodies and fora are active in QoS with independent initiatives potentially diverging. hence the need of a ISSS workshop to promote the user view as a unifying tool.








Workplan including duration, and target dates








Review dates





Formal start of Project Team: December 2000.


It is envisaged that the PT will seek the Workshop’s explicit advice on the draft of Chapters 1 and 2 of the CWA (due dates January and May 2000). This will be done via email, and also through a plenary to be held in February 2000. 


The draft CWA is due on November 2000, and this deliverable will close the authoring part of the PT activity. Editing will continue until termination of the project (CWA approval Nov 2000), to incorporate all the comments received in the meantime.





Manpower (in man days)





In addition to the project team leader, a small number of editors/contributors, who will be working together towards the production of the required deliverables, will be contracted. The size of the PT is expected to be some 3-5 paid experts.





It is expected that the project team will be making use of electronic tools to minimize the number of meetings





The total number of workdays required is 130 man days. 





The reimbursement man day rate fore participating in the PT is 650 ecu/day, which amount should cover all costs (such as travel and lodging)





It is expected that the PT members will participate in the workshop plenaries.








8. Characteristics of the expertise required and criteria for selection of candidates





The task of the Project Team is to author and edit the reports on behalf of and at the instruction of the Workshop. It is at the Workshop level that all interested parties should participate and influence the report produced.





Expertise in the following domains is required:





User requirements


Internet engineering


QoS standardization


Internet Market


Web characterization





The Project Team leader requires a broad overview knowledge of all domains and has to be experienced in and equipped for leading Projects of comparable size. The Project Team leader is expected to have a full understanding of current European issues in this area..





There are no geographical limitations on the Project Team experts.





Obviously, the ability to easily work in English and electronically is a requirement for every Project Team expert.








9. Expected deliverable





The final deliverable of the Project will be a CWA endorsed by the Workshop on QoIS, made of the following chapters (intermediate reports), which are described in the Workshop workplan 





Framework 


Perceived elements and their mapping on technology. 


Methods and tools. 


Recommendations for future work. 
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