3GPP TSG SA WG 2 Meeting #12



S2-000561

Tokyo, Japan, 6.3.-9.3.2000

Title: Minutes of the QoS Drafting Meeting on March 8, 2000

Source: Nokia

Document for: Information
Participants: Bonnie Chen (Motorola), Xiabao Chen (Lucent Technologies), Amar Deol (Nortel Networks), Kayoko Fukasawa (NTT DoCoMo), Marc Greis (Nokia, Chairman), Juha Kalliokulju (Nokia), Masafumi Katoh (Fujitsu), Sang-heon Lee (Samsung Electronics), Christer Lind (Telia), Frank Mademann (Siemens), Masahiro Matsushita (NTT DoCoMo), Johnson Oyama (Ericsson), Herve Le Pocher (PMC-Sierra), Norvald Stol (NTNU/Telenor AS)

S2-000367, "Terminology for Describing UMTS QoS Policies", Lucent

Proposes an addition to 23.821 with definitions regarding the terminology for QoS policies

Discussion:

- The concern was raised that the bearer independence is violated in some of the examples. Answer: The examples are not included in the proposed definitions.

- UMTS is an access network with its own QoS policies. What is the added value? Is this outside from UMTS? Answer: The reason for having QoS policy in UMTS is to meet different user requirements.

- Why does this have to be standardized in UMTS? Answer: In 23.107, SLAs are mentioned, but not specified further. Further standardization of how these concepts are used and controlled is needed.

- Is this proposal aimed towards IP policies? Answer: Not only towards IP policies, but towards QoS policies in general.

Decision: Not approved.

S2-000368, "Supporting RSVP applications in UMTS networks", Lucent

Proposes a set of requirements for end-to-end QoS negotiation and introduces a model for end-to-end QoS negotiation using RSVP.

Discussion:

- Scenario 1 can not cater for the case where the peer initiates RSVP signalling Answer: There are two application scenarios for scenario 1. The remote end-point either uses RSVP or not.

- What is the advantage of piggybacking the RSVP QoS information. Answer: It is not the only solution. Also, today RSVP is relevant, tomorrow other protocols may be more relevant.

- PDP Config Option does not currently exist in secondary PDP context activation in 23.060. This needs to be checked.

- Why is RSVP needed between TE and MT instead of an API? Why are not the drivers used which are provided by the vendors? This discussion lead towards the proposals in S2-000401

Decision: Postponed to the QoS drafting session in May.

S2-000399, "Requirements for End-to-End QoS Negotiation Involving UMTS Networks", Nokia

Proposes a set of requirements for end-to-end QoS negotiation.

Discussion:

- Headline for the proposal should be "End-to-End QoS Negotiation Requirements"

- Why to add simplicity of authentication since this is a generally accepted requirement? Answer: It should be added just to highlight this requirement for this special case.

- Minimization of signalling traffic should be added.

- Requirement for minimum change to network architecture due to end-to-end QoS should be added.

- It should be stated clearly that the UMTS QoS end-to-end negotiation mechanisms are meant.

- Clarification for the last bullet point was requested.

- Clarification on the charging and billing point was requested. It was pointed out that this requirement only applies to the charging and billing which is directly related to end-to-end QoS.

Decision: Agreed with the changes (revised to S2-000560)

S2-000400, "RSVP Applicability Study for 3G Networks", Nokia

Summarizes a list of possible problems with the usage of RSVP in UMTS networks.

Discussion:

- Should the mapping between RSVP and UMTS QoS be standardized or not?

- Is the document for information? Answer: Yes, it is meant as a basis for further discussion.

- The RSVP proposals by Lucent, Ericsson and Nokia should be checked to determine if they take this list into account. It was decided that this will be done at the QoS drafting session in May.

Decision: Noted

S2-000401, "End-to-End QoS Negotiation", Nokia

Proposes a model for end-to-end QoS Negotiation using RSVP.

- The IP BS manager may be put together into one "box" with TE and MT to align this with Ericsson's proposal.

- It was pointed out that in the Ericsson proposal, the signalling between the IP BS managers in the MT and GGSN may be drawn as a dashed line in the figure to show that it is optional.

Decision: Postponed to the QoS drafting session in May.

S2-000404, "Handover and QoS in Release 2000", Telia

Discusses the introduction of a new "Application Bearer Priority" QoS attribute and proposes an LS to S1 as well as R2 and R3  to ask for guidance on this issue.

Discussion: 

- Does this parameter apply to CS or PS? Answer: It applies to both.

- Is this parameter set per application or per PDP context? One application can have several PDP contexts, or one PDP context can carry the data for several applications.

- Can the Traffic Handling Priority be used instead? 

- Liaison should be sent with an actual S2 proposal in it. The points should be clarified.

Decision: Not agreed at this point. Telia and Nokia will get together to draft a liaison statement to S1, R2 and R3 (contained in S2-000581).

S2-000279, "Key Issues for Release 2000"

The QoS section of the key issues list was discussed. The priorities for the issues remained unchanged and no issues were removed or added, but the issues were clarified. The result of the discussion is contained in S2-000562.

