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1. Clarifications to TR 23.821

S2-001111, "Comments to TR23.821v0.4.0 section 9 QoS", Motorola

This contribution states that a "Local Service Control" may have to be added to figure 9.1 in 23.821. It also proposes to move the Resource Manager to the external network and to add a note that the number of source statistics descriptors is for further study.

Discussion:

· Is it the proposal to control external resources with the resource manager? Answer: Yes, it is.

· Simply moving the resource manager may not solve the problem. More clarification is needed.

· Currently, the figure shows the interface between Gateway an resource manager to be a service primitive interface. It may have to be changed to protocol interface.

· Is there a local policy decision point? Answer: It would be located in the GGSN.

· Should an additional border be drawn around the elements in the UMTS domain to clarify which elements are internal or external? Answer: This could be covered better by an editorial note.

· It needs to be clarified why the resource manager is needed, which interfaces are necessary, where it is located, etc.

· Ericsson agreed to draft a contribution which would explain the need for further study in 23.821. The Tdoc number is S2-001149.

· Which decision is to be made by the IP Policy Control function? An end-to-end decision or UMTS-internal decision? Answer: This Policy Control element satisfies the requirements for authorizing the transport bearer, which were identified in previous AT&T contributions

· Regarding the changes proposed for section 9.3.: What is meant by "number"? Answer: Other source statistics descriptors may be possible.

· Why is "other" better than "unknown"?

· Decision to leave "unknown", but to add the editorial note which was proposed. Motorola agreed to provide a contribution on this. The Tdoc number is S2-001148.

· Regarding the changes proposed for section 9.1.: Should "Local Service Control" be added to the UE? Answer: The figure just shows the relevant QoS management functions.

· Decision to leave that part of the figure as it is.

Not approved, but two contributions (S2-001149, S2-001148) resulted from the discussion.

S2-001148, " Change to TR23.821v0.4.0 section 9.3", Motorola

This contribution proposes to add the editorial note, "The number of different source statistics descriptors that should be allowed is FFS." to 23.821, section 9.3, based on the discussions related to S2-001111.

Approved

S2-001149, "Editorial Note to Resource Manager", QoS Drafting Group

Proposes an editorial note with FFS items regarding the Resource Manager in figure 9.1 in 23.821.

Discussion:

· The word "protocol" from "protocol interface" should be removed.

Revised to S2-001191

S2-001191, "Editorial Note to Resource Manager", QoS Drafting Group
Revised version of S2-001149

Approved

2. RSVP-related Contributions

S2-000936, "RSVP Usage in UMTS Networks", Nokia

This document proposes scenarios for the usage of RSVP in UMTS networks.

Discussion:

· In the first figure, the PATH message should also be stopped at the GGSN, for reasons of consistency.

· What triggers the Secondary PDP Context Activation, if not RSVP? Answer: Application-layer signalling would have to be involved.

· In which way would a GGSN be "RSVP-capable"? Having RSVP soft state in the GGSN may have a huge impact.

· The QoS requirements in section 9.1 of 23.821 have to be kept in mind.

· The scenarios should not refer to RSVP-capable GGSN and/or UE, but to GGSN-terminated and UE-terminated RSVP

· Should the transport PDP context be set up before the RSVP messages are sent? Answer: In the UE, this order is implementation-specific.

· More detailed annotations like in 23.060 may be needed which explain how each step depends on the other.

Not approved, content is covered by S2-001147

S2-001135, "Supporting RSVP at the IP Bearer Service Level  in UMTS", Lucent

This contribution also proposes methods for the usage of RSVP in UMTS networks and describes the interaction between PDP context activation and RSVP signalling.

Discussion:

· A RESV message should not be sent before the PDP context activation in the UMTS network is completed.

· RSVP should not be mandated at the GGSN. It remains an implementation issue.

· Is this to be included into a specification in the future? Answer: Needs to be considered once all RSVP contributions have been discussed.

Not approved, content is covered by S2-001147

S2-001147, "RSVP Usage for End-to-End QoS in UMTS", Ericsson

This contribution proposes typical RSVP usage for end-to-end QoS applicable to UMTS. The signalling flows presented in this contribution basically cover the scenarios discussed in S2-000936 and S2-001135.

Discussion:

· The figure A-8 implies RSVP processing due to the way the arrows terminate/originate at the GGSN. May have to be changed to clarify the actual capabilities of the GGSN.

· Scenario 3 in Annex A of 23.821 covers the cases where GGSN may or not be RSVP-capable. It was stated that this is not clear from scenario 3, and it may have to be clarified there.
· What does "RSVP-capable" actually mean? Better wording was agreed: RSVP transparent (i.e. no RSVP messages are processed) and RSVP non-transparent (RSVP messages are processed in some way).
· Order of signalling sequences can be changed in some cases.
· Signalling sequence in Figure A-10 is to be changed to match the Nokia proposal. The original proposal is noted to be for further study.
· Figure A-11: Should the PATH message be sent before the PDP context is activated.
Revised to S2-001150

S2-001150, "RSVP Usage for End-to-End QoS in UMTS", QoS Drafting Group

Revised version of S2-001147

Discussion:

· References to UMTS specific QoS mechanisms should be removed.

Revised to S2-001154

S2-001154, "RSVP Usage for End-to-End QoS in UMTS", QoS Drafting Group

Revised version of S2-001150

Approved

3. Contributions Related to End-to-End QoS

S2-001145, Scenarios for UMTS Specific IP QoS Mechanism", Ericsson

This contribution proposes to introduce one new capability to the IP BS Manager and clarify its applicability by adding two scenarios to the current set of informative end-to-end QoS conceptual models.

Discussion:

· Does this propose a new reservation protocol? Answer: No, it just proposes that additional information is carried in the PDP context procedures.

· Is this really necessary? The TFT is enough to determine the endpoint address, UMTS QoS may be enough to determine relevant end-to-end QoS.

· Which information is needed for DiffServ? Answer: For example endpoint address, to determine which SLA applies to a certain traffic flow.

· How is this used, if no IP BS manager is present in the UE. Where does e.g. the RSVP information come from in this case?

· Could simple UDP packets carrying this kind of information be sent to the GGSN? Answer: It is better to change existing procedures than to add new ones.

· Independence between bearer level and application level needs to be considered.

Revised to S2-001151

S2-001146, "UMTS Specific IP QoS Attributes", Ericsson
This contribution examines how the PDP context can be used to provide IP level end-to-end QoS information
Discussion:

· Why is "CAC" (call admission control) mentioned, even though no call may be involved?

· The benefit is not clear. For example for DiffServ, the address of the remote endpoint can be taken from the TFT.

· If UMTS QoS is not sufficient for providing enough information for describing the traffic specifications for end-to-end QoS, how can it be sufficient for doing this for the UMTS backbone?

Not approved

S2-001151, Scenarios for UMTS Specific IP QoS Mechanism", QoS Drafting Group

Revised version of S2-001146

Discussion:

· Which parameters are considered for transfer to the GGSN? Answer: IP layer parameters.

· There are several layers of QoS which may take precedence over each other (UMTS QoS, RSVP QoS, etc.). A note about the precedences for the different phases should be added.

· Does this scheme require IP QoS parameters to reside in the HSS?

· A better wording than "UMTS specific QoS mechanism" should be found.

· In a low-end mobile phone which does not support RSVP, where would the RSVP information come from? Answer: RSVP is not necessarily the main scope of this contribution, but only one example. Generic QoS parameters may be used, which could be mapped more easily to different QoS mechanisms.

Revised to S2-001152

S2-001152, "Additional Scenarios for Appendix A", QoS Drafting Group

Revised version of S2-001151

Discussion:

· "PDP" should be changed to "PDP Context Activation/Modification"

· "DS" should be changed to "DiffServ"

· UMTS-specific QoS mechanisms should go into a separate annex.

Revised to S2-001153

S2-001153, "Additional Scenarios for Appendix A and Creation of Appendix D", QoS Drafting Group

Revised version of S2-001152

Approved

S2-000936, "End-to-End QoS Notifications between UE and GGSN", Nokia

This contribution proposes the addition of a new QoS attribute "End-to-End QoS Negotiation" to the UMTS Bearer Service Parameters which would allow the UE and the GGSN to indicate their capabilities to each other.

Discussion:

· Is this a selection mechanism for different QoS mechanisms? Answer: No, it is only an indication.

· More study is needed, and the "full picture" has to be seen first, i.e. a list of which IP specific information is to be sent in the PDP context activation procedure.

Not approved

4. Call Control/QoS Interaction

S2-001136, "A SIP-based Call Control Model with End-to-End QoS Negotiation", Lucent
This contribution describes the interaction between the call setup process based on SIP and the UMTS bearer set-up with end-to-end QoS negotiation and resource reservation.

Postponed

5. Signalling QoS

S2-000937, " Quality of Service for IP-based Signalling Traffic", Nokia

This contribution proposes values for the UMTS bearer service which would be relevant for IP-based Signalling (e.g. SIP).

Discussion:

· Is the maximum bitrate of 4kbps sufficient? It may have to be extended to the maximum value (i.e. 2048kbps).

· Should this be normative or informative?

· Value ranges may be better to allow operator control.

· A high traffic handling priority may have to be reserved for signalling traffic.

· Values should not be controlled by the user.

Not approved

