SA WG2 Temporary Document

Page 3
-


3GPP TSG SA WG2 Architecture — S2#52
S2-06xxxx

08 - 12 May 2006

Shanghai, China

Source:
Nortel
Title:
QoS parameters provided over S1 interface
Document for:
Discussion and Approval
Agenda Item:
7.9.3
Work Item / Release:
SAE / Rel7
Abstract of the contribution:

This contribution argues to favour provision of QoS parameters for SAE Bearer to the eNodeB via S1 signalling.

Introduction

In order to reduce the amount of UE context data stored in the eNodeB and transferred during HO and to minimize QoS related packet processing, it is worth considering simplification of current UMTS QoS attributes.
A separate contribution (S2-061615) proposes a simplified list of parameters foreseen as needed in the eNodeB as following:

· Admission control: GBR, ARP

· Scheduling: GBR, Forwarding Behaviour, ARP

· Policing (UL only): MaxBR

· Buffer management (e.g. due to radio congestion): per-packet Discard Eligibility (DE), ARP

· Other resource management: Discard Timer (to avoid unnecessary transmission of expired data and/or avoid interactions with higher-level retransmissions)
The goal of this contribution is not to discuss this set of parameters.

The goal of this contribution is to discuss the provision of these QoS parameters in the eNodeB:

· Either some static QoS profiles with static set of QoS parameters are defined in the eNodeB (by OAM) and in the AGWs and AGW references these pre-defined profile when establishing a bearer
· Or the AGW provides the simplified set of QoS parameters, in the same way as done for 3G Networks, when establishing the bearer.

This discussion below is valid even if the above set of parameters is not yet agreed: it is assumed below that at least some parameters such as GBR and MBR will be used to define the SAE bearer QoS.

Discussion

The two above solutions are compared below based on different criteria:
	
	First approach

Configured QoS profile in eNodeB

AGW provides QoS profile reference to eNodeB at bearer establishment
	Second approach

AGW provides limited set of QoS parameters to eNodeB at bearer establishment
	Conclusion

	OAM
	OAM to define QoS profile in the eNodeB

OAM to define the same QoS profiles in AGW

OAM coordination between eNodeB and all AGWs

Reference agreement between different eNodeB providers
	none
	Simpler OAM for the second approach

	QoS data handling
	QoS profile definition is needed in both the eNodeB and the AGW

The number of QoS profiles to be defined may be important, it depends on the supported combination of the QoS parameters needed by the eNodeB.
	no
	No QoS data duplication for the second approach

	QoS processing
	AGW performs mapping between requested QoS parameters and a QoS profile reference

eNodeB performs mapping between the QoS profile reference and a set of QoS parameters
	no
	No duplication of QoS processing in the second approach

	QoS Signalling
	QoS Signalling needed between AGW and eNodeB to request bearer establishment

This signalling will have parameters to provide at least the reference to the QoS profile selected

Some QoS parameters (MBR, GBR) cannot be pre-defined and shall be added in the QoS signalling (see Note 1 below)
	Same QoS signalling is needed between the AGW and eNodeB to request bearer establishment

This signalling will have parameters to provide all QoS parameters (MBR, GBR, ARP…)

QoS parameters are all provided I the QoS signalling
	QoS signalling is needed for both approaches, only the set of parameters provided differs

	Iu Flex impact 
(different AGW share the same eNodeB)
	Different AGW needs to coordinate their mapping between application QoS and known QoS profile in order to request the same QoS profile for the same requested QoS parameters.

If this is not done, two UEs attached to two different AGWs may obtain different QoS profiles when requesting same application.
	None

QoS parameters are provided to central eNodeB which will apply the same QoS for the two UEs.
	Second approach does not need QoS parameters/QoS profile mapping coordination between different AGW

	Network Sharing impact
	Same as above between AGW of different Operators
	none
	Second approach does not need QoS parameters/QoS profile mapping coordination between different Operators


Note 1: Some parameters cannot be pre-configures in eNodeB as their values is not known in advance, so signalling has to be done to provide at least these parameters:

· the GBR (Garanteed Bit Rate) of a SAE bearer: GBR is the cumulative GBR values of its individual flows aggregated so its value depend on flows added/removed.

· The MBR (max Bit Rate) for non-RT bearers could be defined regardless of the number of IP flows of the bearer but then could be based on subscription information, so will depend on the UE and cannot be pre-established in the eNodeB.

Conclusion

According to above comparison table it is clear that the second approach (QoS parameters provided to eNodeB) is not more complicated from the first approach (QoS profile referenced by the AGW) from signalling perspective. Furthermore, it does not require as much OAM and OAM coordination as the second approach, it does not duplicate QoS parameter processing and it simplifies handling in IuFlex or Network Sharing configuration cases. We see no such advantage into the first approach.

Nortel suggest SA2 to agree on the second approach in which all QoS parameters are provided to the eNodeB.
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