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Agenda:
1. 
Opening of session




-- 1:00 pm (sharp)

2. Approval of Agenda / Assignment of Tdocs to Agenda Items

3. Incoming LSs and Reports from other Groups

Tdocs: 

4. Session on GPRS QoS Enhancements 

Tdocs: 3, 6,7,8,

5. Reports from other groups 

Tdocs: -

6. Session on UMTS Bearer Attributes  

Tdocs: 1,2,3,4,10,11,12,

6.      Session on QoS Architecture

Tdocs: 

9.
Closing of meeting


- No later than 3.00 p.m. July 8



Procedural Isues:

There was no representation from the ETSI secretariat. Given this Hans Traven (Ericsson) reluctantly volunteered to take minutes of the meeting.

The meeting decided to allocate temporary document numbers during the meeting. These documents will be assigned official S2-99-xxx numbers by the ETSI secretariat after the meeting. 

Approval of agenda:

Intentions to first cover GPRS QoS documents not handled at the QoS ad-hoc in Sophia Antipolis and start with 22.105 early Wednesday morning.

Tdocs 4-5 withdrawn (submitted by mistake).

Tdoc 3, FUJITSU, NEC, NTT DoCoMo, NTT COMMUNICATIONWARE, Comments for Sub Flows in a PDP address with different QoSs. Discusses the two approaches to multiple flows in connection to mapping to ATM SVCs. Also suggests some Stage 3 issues to be further studied.

Questions and clarifications: 

1. What is “Double logical connection” ? PDP + PDF layers.

Conclusion: Pending until other documents on the same topic have been presented.

Tdoc 7, by Ericsson, CR AXXX, GSM 03.60 Parallel handling of multiple user application flows.
Parallel handling of multiple user application flows. Modification of ideas presented in Tdoc C-99-460. The Packet Data Flow (PDF) context is no longer used, instead only the PDP context is used. Each PDP context can be affiliated with a Traffic Flow Template (TFT) which contains the information for filtering and policing application flows. Secondary PDP Context Activation Procedures are introduced to create new PDP contexts that reuse a previous PDP address.

Some concerns about whether this CR contains all the information necessary to approve it.
There is consensus that the principle is accepted.

Questions and clarifications:

1. Add TFT explanation.

2. Relation between PDP context and PDP address and TFT needs explanation.

3. Dynamic addressing an issue? When secondary message returns PDP address, does this conflict with 04.08 ? Not needed already optional in standard (due to PPP PDP-type).

4. Why is APN ommited from secondary activation message? Has to be the same, otherwise needs separate IP address.

5. How can GGSN tell difference between old and new create message? 















Conclusion: Off line discussions needed. Revised in Tdoc QoS 26.

Tdoc 8, by Ericsson, Traffic flow templates used for edge node QoS functionality.

Explains the content of a Traffic Flow Template (TFT) and the functionality in the edge nodes that make use of the TFT. TFT contains two parts; a “flow record” and an (optional) policing behavior. Definitions are given for the Mapper/translator, Monitor, and Policer functions in the edge node(s). The flow record is used for classification and marking of packets. The policing behavior is used by the edge node to control policing (dropping, shaping and re-marking) of the flow.

Questions and clarification:

1. Document for discussion? Yes, if the concept is agreed a CR for 03.60 will be provided later.

2. Policing on Ingress or Egress ? Up to implementation.

3. What is “marking”? Functionality to mark (DS, MCML class indicator)

4. Is policing needed in GGSN? Yes, for real time services.

5. Why not make TFT part of the QoS profile? Possible, but this is not the way it is defined in current internet standards.

6. Roaming scenarios; Is policing also needed in the SGSN? Separate issue, current proposal only takes account of what happens in the edge nodes.

Decision: Revised version based on comments requested.

Tdoc 6, by Ericsson, QoS in GPRS phase 2 – Edge Node QoS interworking.

The contribution addresses the interworking and protocol stacks necessary at the edge nodes to identify flows with different QoS. For the downlink GGSN maps packets to PDP contexts (and MCML PPP links) by performing header analysis of incoming packets. For uplink it is proposed to either use PPP with TOS byte marking (MS terminated) or MCML PPP (GGSN terminated) for separating different data flows. Included is also a proposal for how to handle end-to-end signaling in case RSVP is used as the signaling protocol. 

Questions and clarification:

1. Why are AT commands used? It builds on existing GPRS AT commands.

2. Can both uplink methods be used at the same time ? No, either or (intended for the two PDP types (IP and PPP).

3. Does the MS need an IP stack? Only analysis of TOS byte or MLMC class indicator needed in MT.

Conclusion: CR(s) for 03.60 invited.

Tdoc 13, by Motorola, Involvement of BSS in QoS provisioning.

This is a revised CR (earlier versions presented on several QoS ad-hocs).  Major change is that a Packet Flow Id has been added also for SMS. 

Questions and clarifications:

Q1: Is really a BSS QoS profile needed in BSS best effort traffic ? Not necessarily.

Q2: Should the BSS be allowed to delete a “conversational class” BSS context ? This is probably not good for real-time services, but may be kept for the time being.

Q3: What modifications are needed on BSSGP, should we keep the QoS profile in the DL_UNITDATA messages ? Stage 3 issue but some information needed in stage 2 also.

Q4: Why do we have aggregate BSS contexts? Advantages that PDP contexts with (almost) the same QoS can be handled in aggregation by BSS. 

Q5: Page 6, section 12.4.3.5.1: BSS always has the possibility to download a BSS context 

Q6: In Fig. 2 BSS context creation can be done anytime between step 2 & 4.

List of changes required for the CR to be approved:

1. Flow ID can be null (for instance for best effort traffic)

2. Update of BSSGP section in 03.60 (indicate that BSSGP will need some changes).

3. Profile deletion in BSS without SGSN notification (agreed to keep as an open issue).

4. Handling of (aggregate) BSS QoS profile in SGSN should be clarified (note that an implementation may decide not to use the aggregation feature).

5. Clarification on what BSS QoS profiles are used (requested/negotiated) in the different messages.

6. A “reserved” Fow ID needed for SMS (and for BE traffic).

7. Clarify in Fig.4 that a BSS context can be created at PDP context activation.

8. Remove the BSS QoS profile from SGSN PDP context.

Conclusion: The CR with agreed changes will be approved by email. 

Tdoc 9, by Ericsson, Radio Resource Handling with respect to GPRS Quality Service

Adresses three issues:

1. Enable uplink QoS
Except Peak throughput, the BSS has no access to QoS profiles for uplink traffic.

2. Improve downlink QoS
Primitive downlink QoS now: Just dividing the existing bandwidth in a cell in a relative manner to different PDP contexts.

3. Support  for real-time services
Provide absolute delay guarantees.

The document differentiates two traffic classes: “GPRS Conversational class” and “GPRS non-conversational class”.  The QoS attributes needed for these classes are listed and explained. Harmonization between GPRS and UMTS parameters is accepted goal.

Main enhancements proposed:

Need packet data flow identifier for each RLC/MAC PACKET RESOURCE REQUEST and BSSGP DL_UNITDATA. Enhance QoS profiles used today. Metho

Questions and clarifications:

1. Time spent in system. How to do this ?

2. Shall SGSN estimate the delay in BSS (upper limit), calculate the radio “budget” ? SGSN knows the total GPRS budget and can substract the estimated time for SGSN-to-Gi. Answer: A matter of taste, the result should be the same.

3. Why talk about PDFs ? Notation.

4. Why do we use different traffic classes/parameters than UMTS. Especially why is “interactive” mapped to non-conversational, (which has no tranfer delay) ? Yes, we must harmonize, agree (“interactive” has no transfer delay in UMTS either).

5.
Impacts on mobility to user because of absolute guarantees ? Yes, real time services need more work until it will work. This is a starting point.

6.
How does this paper relate to Motorola´s enhancement paper? No contradictions seen. Builds upon it.

7.
Streaming class ? It is part of the conversational class with longer delays. Need to solve the issues as homework. What does a missing cross in the parameter table mean ? Will parameters not present in table be ignored ? No can always be present. Open question: what will happen if application modifies QoS request, do we start a new PDP context or renegotiate ?

Conclusion:

Extend RLC/MAC and BSSGP by sending LS to SMG3 & SMG2 ? Motorola CR to be approved first.

Support presented estimation of time spent in core network ? Not ready, Siemens has different idea.

Wednesday 99-07-07

Tdoc 2, by FUJITSU, Conformance definition for bit rate.
Discuss how to determine whether a user flow is compliant to the traffic contract, e.g. bitrate between the user and the network and policing/shaping of user flow. Proposes that a description on conformance definition  (for bitrate) should be added to 23.907. Two alternatives are presented for measurement of bitrate. Alternative 2, based on a token bucket algorithm is preferred.

Questions and clarifications:

1. To what network elements should this be applied ? Interface nodes (gateway for down-link, MS for up-link).

2. Definition needs to be different for an IP vs. ATM bearer (less stringent).

Conclusion: Future contributions are invited on this topic

Tdoc 11, by Nokia, Parameter Mapping from Generic QoS API to UMTS QoS Parameters

Revised version of contribution presented in Sophia Antipolis.  Now updated to latest version of the MS GQoS API documentation. The contribution provides example what QoS parameters are available from MS GQoS and how they could be mapped to UMTS QoS parameters. It is proposed to add the text from chapters 2-5 to 23.07 as an informative annex on GQoS parameter mapping to UMTS QoS parameters.
Questions and clarifications:

1. Is there any risk if different vendors do the mapping differently ? Probably no “risk” but can lead to inefficient network usage.

2. Should the end-user be allowed to provide the mapping table ? Not defined so far.

Conclusion: Pending until after Tdoc 16 has been presented.

Tdoc 16, by Motorola, Issues in Mapping Parameters from Microsoft’s Generic QoS API to UMTS 23.907.

By specifying only the Peak bandwidth, QoS information is unable to do anything other than peak-rate allocation in the network to meet the QoS performance requirements. To appropriately allocate resources in the network to meet the delay requirement specified by the application requires, at a minimum, the specification of TokenRate (the average data rate), TokenBucketSize (the maximum burst size) and PeakBandwidth are necessary. The additional parameters of MaxSduSize and MinimumPolicedSize make the allocation more efficient. Proposes that UMTS 23.907 QoS parameter set be expanded to include these parameters.

Siemens indicated that TokenBucketSize can be obtained form the existing UMTS bearer parameters. 

Conclusion: Agreement was reached that an informative annex was needed for the GQOS API.
More discussion about how the mapping should be done (in detail) and for the different services needed.

Tdoc 15, by S1 (Nortel Networks), CR A013r2 and AA014r1 on QoS introduction to 3G 22.105.

S2 has been requested to provide feedback to S1 on the document.

Conclusion: Noted.


Tdoc 1, France Télécom, Review of TS 22.105

Proposes to:

1. Align TS 22.105 with this ITU-R recommendation M.1079. The one-way delay value of table 1 should be modified as follows for conversational voice : “ 40 ms objective; < 100 ms preferred; < 300 ms limit” instead of “< 150 ms preferred; < 400 ms limit”.

2. A third traffic type should be considered : a dynamically variable bit rate with a minimum guaranteed bit rate. It is also proposed to add this third case in section 5.2.1 of TS 22.105.

Questions and clarifications:

1. Figures in TS 22.105 are end-to-end delays (and apply for mobile to mobile calls).

2. Concerns were raised the 40ms would be impossible to reach. 

3. 400ms upper limit was intended for non-terrestrial (satellite) access.

Conclusion: S1 to clarify that the values are end-to-end and requirements on the bearer service. France Télécom and Nortel to prepare a LS to S1. LS will be in Tdoc QoS 20. 

Tdoc 10, by Nokia, QoS in PDP context setup, modification, and deactivation.

Not presented. Document is for information in relation to the CR to 03.60 in Tdoc 7. Information will be provided as comments to the CR.

Tdoc 12, by Nokia, Differentiated Services on Iu and Gn.
Propose to add to the text of UMTS 23.907 that the UMTS packet core network and Iu-Bearer Service for packet traffic shall support Differentiated Services defined by IETF for providing negotiated QoS for user services and QoS on Iu.

Questions and clarifications:
1. Comments on wording were made, shall be “IETF DS shall be supported for providing different backbone  & Iu bearer services for QoS”.

2. Proposal to define a fixed set of code points for UMTS backbone.

Conclusion: Revised in Tdoc 21.

Tdoc 19, by Ericsson, Speech-related architecture
This document proposes speech service related modifications to the UMTS QoS Concept Technical report. It proposes modifications to the leveled structure of the QoS architecture, so that it also covers the Teleservice speech service. The proposed refinement of the architecture highlights the unequal error protection (UEP) function, which is definitely needed for conversational bearer services such as speech.

Questions and clarifications:

1. Can the teleservice for speech also be used also for PS ? How are the information about the codec provided for the bearer service?

2. Proposal to only include RAB service, sect. 6.1.5.2 not the text for Teleservice Speech in sect. 6.1.5.1. 

Conclusion: Sections 6.1.2-3 agreed (after clarification), 6.1.5 not agreed. Revised in Tdoc 22.

Tdoc 17,  by Ericsson,  Radio Access Bearer Attributes

This document proposes speech service related modifications to the UMTS 23.907 and some additional Radio Access Bearer Service attributes, “Max SDU Size” and “SDU format information”. “SDU format information” only relevant for the conversational class, “Max SDU Size” relevant for all traffic classes. And similar for UMTS RAB attributes.

Changes are summarized in the tables.

Questions and clarifications:

Why is “Source statistics descriptor” not included for the streaming class? Only intended for the speech generated by AMR codec (on UMTS bearer level), not application codecs.

Conclusion: Max SDU size to be added for the conversational class. Confusion as to if needed also for the other classes and how flow aggregation is performed. Source statistics descriptor to be added to the conversational class. Offline discussions needed. Revised in Tdoc 23.

Tdoc 14, by TSG-S4 Codec Working Group, LS Error resilience in real-time packet multimedia payloads. 

The LS provide some indicative figures for the residual bit error rates that could be tolerated by audio-visual H.323 payloads in a 3G environment. TSG-S4 invites S2 and R3 to use this information when considering the support of unequal error protection for real-time packet multimedia services.

Conclusion: Text to be added as an informative annex to 23.907. Revised in Tdoc 24.

Tdoc 18, by Ericsson, Reliability attribute.

The purpose of this contribution is to provide a more detailed definition of the reliability attribute in 23.907. Propose the use of SDU loss ratio, Bit error ratio and Delivery of corrupt SDUs to define. An example on how to set these attributes for some exemplary services is given.

Questions and clarifications:

1. BER cannot be specified for interactive and background class.

2. BER to be changed to residual BER.

Conclusion: Single reliability attribute not enough, the specific attributes require further elaboration. Revised in Tdoc QoS 28. To be circulated by e-mail.

Tdoc 20, by QoS ad-hoc, LS to TSG S1 with Comments on the CR A013r2 to TS 22.105.

Conclusion: Agreed.
Tdoc 21, by Nokia, CR 23.907, Differentiated Services on Iu and Gn, revised Tdoc QoS 12.
Modifications were suggested to make the use of DS one option rather than the only mechanism for service provisioning in the backbone.

Conclusion: Agreed with changes. Revised changes in Tdoc 25. (This document could not be made available during the meeting)

Tdoc 22, by Ericsson, Speech-related architecture, revised Tdoc QoS 19.

Conclusion: Agreed with editorial changes.

Tdoc 23, by Ericsson, Radio Access Bearer Attributes, revised Tdoc QoS 17.

Maximum SDU size only for Conversational and Streaming class. Use for interactive and background class taken away. If unequal error protection shall be used by Radio Bearer service, SDU format information attribute also defines the exact format of SDU payload. SDU format also needed for the Streaming class. Maximum SDU size used for admission and policing (not scheduling). Editorial changes to 6.4.3.2.
Conclusion: Revised in Tdoc QoS 27, to be circulated and agreed by e-mail.

Tdoc 24, by QoS Ad-hoc, CR 23.907, Error resilience in real-time packet multimedia payloads.

Conclusion: Approved

Tdoc 26, by Ericsson, CR 03.60 Parallel handling of multiple user application flows, 
revised Tdoc QoS 7.

Summary of changes:

1. Clarifications added to “Reason for Change”.

2. In 9.2.2.1.1 paragraphs added for clarifying handling of secondary PDP context activation.

3. In 9.2.4.2 NSAPI changed to TeardownId.

4. In 9.2 Qualification to a sentence made.

Questions and clarifications:

1. Policing specified in TFT is controversial.

2. Handling of PDP contexts after they have been activated (procedures etc) is equivalent for all PDP contexts, independent of how they were activated.

3. Handling of dynamic addressing ? Who sends back an IP adress. Clarification that this is not done, and not needed !


Conclusion: To be revised in Tdoc QoS 29. To be agreed by e-mail.

List of Tdocs:

Doc.
Source
Subject
Result

QoS 1
France Télécom
Review of TS 22.105 
LS to S1 in Tdoc QoS 20

QoS 2
FUJITSU
Conformance Definition for Bitrate
To be revised

QoS 3
FUJITSU, NEC, 
NTT DoCoMo, NTT COMMUNI-CATIONWARE
Comments for Sub Flows in a PDP address with different QoSs
Pending

QoS 4
Siemens
CN Domain Distribution Function
Withdrawn

QoS 5
Siemens
ASN.1 Usage – Working Assumptions on Encoding Rules
Withdrawn

QoS 6
Ericsson
QoS in GPRS phase 2 – Edge Node QoS interworking
CR to 03.60 invited

QoS 7
Ericsson
CR 03.60 Parallel handling of multiple user application flows
Revised in QoS 26

QoS 8
Ericsson
Traffic flow templates used for edge node QoS functionality
To be revised

QoS 9
Ericsson
Radio Resource Handling with respect to GPRS Quality of Service
Pending

QoS 10
Nokia
QoS in PDP context setup, modification, and deactivation
Withdrawn

QoS 11
Nokia
Parameter Mapping from Generic QoS API to UMTS QoS Parameters
CR invited

QoS 12
Nokia
Differentiated Services on Iu and Gn
Revised in Tdoc QoS 21

QoS 13
Motorola
CR A085r7 03.60 Involvement of BSS in QoS provisioning
To be revised

QoS 14
TSG-S4 Codec Working Group
LS Error resilience in real-time packet multimedia payloads
Revised in Tdoc QoS 24

QoS 15
TSG-S1
CR A013r2 and AA014r1 on QoS introduction to 3G 22.105
Noted

QoS 16
Motorola
Issues in Mapping Parameters from Microsoft’s Generic QoS API to UMTS 23.907
CR invited

QoS 17
Ericsson
Radio Access Bearer Attributes
Revised in Tdoc QoS 23

QoS 18
Ericsson
Reliability attribute
Revised in Tdoc QoS 28

QoS 19
Ericsson
Speech-related architecture
Revised in Tdoc QoS 22

QoS 20
QoS Ad-hoc
LS to S1 for Review of bearer service delay values in TS 22.105.
Agreed

QoS 21
Nokia
CR 23.907, Differentiated Services on Iu and Gn., revised Tdoc QoS 12
Agreed

QoS 22
Ericsson
Speech-related architecture, revised Tdoc QoS 19
Agreed

QoS 23
Ericsson
Radio Access Bearer Attributes, revised Tdoc QoS 17
Revised in Tdoc QoS 27

QoS 24
QoS Ad-hoc
CR 23.907, Error resilience in real-time packet multimedia payloads. 
Approved

QoS 25
QoS Ad-hoc
Conformance Definition for Bitrate, revised Tdoc QoS 2
Pending

QoS 26
QoS Ad-hoc
CR 03.60 Parallel handling of multiple user application flows, revised Tdoc QoS 7.
To be revised in Tdoc QoS 29

QoS 27
Ericsson
Radio Access Bearer Attributes, revised Tdoc QoS 23
For e-mail approval

QoS 28
QoS Ad-hoc
Reliability attribute, revised Tdoc QoS 18
Pending

QoS 29
QoS Ad-hoc
CR 03.60 Parallel handling of multiple user application flows, revised Tdoc QoS 26.
For e-mail approval

QoS 30
QoS Ad-hoc
CR 23.907,


Next meeting:

Next meeting of the QoS ad-hoc group will take place on Tuesday 99-07-27 at the S2 meeting in New Jersey. 





















































