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1. Incoming LS

S2-000861, "Response to LS (S2-000584) on Call/Session Priorities in a Multicall Scenario", R2

S2-000869, "Answer to LS on Call/Session Priorities in a Multicall Scenario", R3

Both liaison statements answer the same LS which was sent to R2, R3 and S1 regarding priorities similar to the allocation/retention priority, which would be set by the user.

Discussion:

· Answer from S1 is necessary before action can be taken.

Noted

S2-000865, "Response to LS (S2-000604) on Clarification on Transfer Delay value for the streaming class", N3

This document clarifies why N3 chose Streaming Class for non-transparent data services which triggered a change in the value ranges for this class in 23.107.

Discussion:

· Has this been considered by RAN? Answer: N3 and RAN have been working together closely.

· The related values in 23.107 should not be changed anymore to keep the R99 specifications stable. N3 will be notified of this decision.

Noted, Reply LS in S2-000995

2. Policy Framework

S2-000840,  "Proposal for IP Policy Architecture", Ericsson

This contribution proposes an IP Policy Architecture applicable to UMTS.

Discussion:

· Policy Control can be located in the GGSN.

· What exactly does the word "local" mean? The GGSN may be located in another network? Answer: The term refers to a trust relationship.

· Which are "existing policy mechanisms"? Such a statement would be confusing in an R00 spec.

· Will the current UMTS QoS policy for R99 be changed by this proposal? Answer: Nothing is changed regarding the UMTS QoS policies.

Revised to S2-000986

S2-000986, "Proposal for IP Policy Architecture", QoS Drafting Group

Revised version of S2-000840

Discussion:

· The sentence "This ensures conformance to mainstream IP developments." should be removed.

· What does the application server actually do? Answer: The purpose of having it in the picture is to show that it feeds information into the policy control function.

· The sentence "The IP Policy Control has a local scope." is to be removed, the related paragraph is reworded to clarify the meaning.

Revised to S2-000996

S2-000996, "Proposal for IP Policy Architecture", QoS Drafting Group

Revised version of S2-000986

Approved

S2-000841, "Application of IP Policy Architecture in UMTS", Ericsson

This contribution examines how policy control can be performed based on the architecture proposed in contribution S2-000840.

Discussion:

· Are there possible timing issues in requesting the secondary PDP context activation/modification after SIP signalling between UE and CSCF? Answer: Needs further study.

· Is it possible to allow external application servers to authorize QoS? Answer: Issue has not been studied in the IETF yet.

Noted

S2-000920, "Introducing the QoS Policy Manager into UMTS QoS Architecture" Lucent

This document proposes the addition of a policy manager to the QoS framework.

Discussion:

· Where exactly is the policy manager? Is it in the Gateway? Proposal is not clear enough.

· Policy manager is attached to the admission/capability control. Does that mean that IP policy controls the UMTS bearer? 

Not approved

S2-000921, "Classification of QoS Policies", Siemens, Lucent

This document proposes the addition of text to 23.821 which describes the classification of QoS policies into three different levels (User service, IP bearer, UMTS bearer).

Discussion:

· Which specification will this text be added to? Is it better to propose this to be added as an annex to 23.821?

· What is the UMTS user service level? The wording may be ambiguous and too specific towards UMTS.

· How would the information for the UMTS Bearer Service Level affect the specifications? The purpose of adding this is not clear.

Not approved

S2-000947, "Interface between GGSN and Policy Control Point", AT&T

This document proposes a policy interface between GGSN and CSCF.

Discussion:

· If there is a direct interface between GGSN and CSCF, how can one find the other?

· How is the security handled between GGSN and CSCF? 

· The document is meant to contribute to the discussion related to 840.

Noted

3. End-to-End QoS

S2-000842, "End-to-end QoS Related Information Carried in the PDP Context Message", Ericsson

The document proposes to carry information related to end-to-end QoS (e.g. DiffServ or IntServ information) in the PDP context activation messages.

Discussion:

· Layer mixing may not a good idea. Answer: The layers are not actually mixed, but there is peer-to-peer communication between IP BS managers.

· Why do we have the translation function if we transport the QoS information in the PDP context activation?

· In the document it is said that the IP BS manager does not exist in the UE, so how can there be peer-to-peer communication between the IP BS managers?

Not approved

S2-000919, "Supporting RSVP for End-to-End QoS Negotiation at the IP Bearer Service Layer", Lucent

Withdrawn, Updated version provided in S2-000988

S2-000939, "Scenarios for RSVP usage in the UE"

This document discusses possible scenarios for the interaction between TE and MT.

Discussion:

· How can the packets be classified into the PDP contexts? Where are the TFTs set?

· TE should be access-independent, i.e. user should not have to install any drivers.

· Which group is responsible for this issue? T2 or S1? The issue may have to be brought up in the S2 plenary.

Noted

S2-000931, "RSVP Termination", Motorola

Withdrawn

S2-000948, "Use of RSVP for QoS Management", AT&T

This document proposes that RSVP messages are sent from the TE, pass transparently through the MT, then trigger a PDP context activation procedure from the GGSN.

Discussion:

· Does the usage of bidirectional RSVP mean that access dependence in the application is assumed? Answer: It is an optional optimization.

· Does this interwork with R99 GGSN and with networks of operators who do not wish to support RSVP?

Not approved

S2-000988, "Supporting RSVP for End-to-End QoS Negotiation at the IP Bearer Service Layer", Lucent

This document proposes the inclusion of two scenarios relating to RSVP usage in UMTS networks into 23.821.

Discussion:

· How do the terms "UE-terminated, GGSN-terminated" relate to the figures?

· It is not clear what is meant by the arrows between the RSVP PATH/RESV boxes in the figures

· Why is RESV sent to the UE before the PDP context is set up, even though the QoS is not actually available end-to-end? And application which has to understand this can not be access independent.

· How does a UE know if it is in Scenario 1 or Scenario 2?

Not approved

4. Release 99 Issues

S2-000839, "Add subflow bit-rate to description of SDU format information (CR 020 to 23.107)", Ericsson

This CR proposes a correction to align 23.107 with TS 25.413 ver 3.1.0 (RANAP).

Discussion:

· Does this apply to CS or PS data? Answer: Only relates to CS data. It does not exclude PS data, but is probably not applicable.

Approved

S2-000887, "Conversion of QoS attributes to LLC attributes in the Aggregate BSS QoS Profile (CR 156 to 23.060)", Ericsson

This document introduces a correction to the BSS Packet Flow Context Creation Procedure in 23.060 to take into account the the UMTS bearer service attributes maximum SDU size, SDU error ratio, residual bit error ration, maximum bitrate, guaranteed bitrate and the BSS part of the transfer delay.

Approved

5. Intergroup Coordination

S2-000950, "Proposal for the Release 2000 Features, Building Blocks and Work Tasks", Intergroup Coordination Convenor for QoS (Oscar Lopez-Torres, T-Mobil)

Noted

6. Postponed Documents

S2-000936, S2-000937, S2-000938, S2-000949 (which was handled in the S2 plenary later)

