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Summary

For consideration by the IDG and resolution in Draft Edition 3, this paper presents three new PDRs which have been raised against Sub-Volume 5 since the last WG2 meeting in Gran Canaria.

Title:
LREF Compression and CLNP ECHO NPDUs

PDR Reference:
99100003

Originator Reference:

SARPs Document Reference:
ICS SARPs, Section 5.7.6.3.2.3

Status:
SUBMITTED

Impact:
C (Clarification)

PDR Revision Date:

PDR Submission Date:
29/10/99

Submitting State/Organisation:
France/STNA

Submitting Author Name:
Stephane Tamalet

Submitting Author E-mail Address:
Tamalet_stephane@stna.dgac.fr

Submitting Author Supplemental

Contact Information:

SARPs Date:
SV 5 Edition 2

SARPs Language:
English

Summary of Defect:

A difference of behaviour has been noted on the way the TAR and the ProATN A/G BIS process a CLNP ECHO REQUEST or ECHO RESPONSE PDU that has to be forwarded over an A/G Link:

When LREF compression is used,

  - the TAR discards the ECHO REQUEST/RESPONSE PDU (the ERQ/ERP PDU is not sent over the A/G link)

  - the ProATN A/G BIS sends the ECHO REQUEST/RESPONSE PDU unmodified (the ERQ/ERP PDU is sent uncompressed over the A/G link)

Regarding the SARPs, it appears that chapter 7 of Subvolume 5 is not very specific on the way ECHO REQUEST/ RESPONSE PDUs have to be processed by the mobile SNDCF when the LREF compression is in use. This explains the difference observed between the TAR and the ProATN systems:

1) the section 5.7.6.3.2.2 explains that any PDUs other than ISO 8473 (CLNP), ISO 9542 (ES-IS), ISO 10589 (IS-IS) and ISO 11577 (NLSP) PDUs sent over the A/G link, have to be discarded by the mobile SNDCF. According to this section, ECHO REQUEST/RESPONSE PDUs should not be discarded since they are standard ISO 8473 PDUs

2) the paragraph 5.7.6.3.2.3.1 lists the cases for which an ISO 8473 PDU must be sent unchanged (uncompressed) over the A/G link. Namely:

    a) When the Source Routing option is present,

    b) When the Recording of Route option is present,

    c) When the QoS Maintenance option is anything other than the globally unique format,

    d) When the padding option is present,

    e) When the priority option is present with a value > 14,

    f) When an unknown parameter is present.

According to this paragraph, an ECHO REQUEST/RESPONSE PDU that does not verify any of the above conditions, should be sent compressed over the A/G link.

3) The section 5.7.6.3.3 specifies how to compress with LREF a PDU. However, the compression procedures specify only how to compress an ISO 8473 DATA and ERROR REPORT PDU. There is therefore an ambiguity on the way ECHO REQUEST/RESPONSE PDU must be processed by the mobile SNDCF when LREF is in use.

It is proposed to clarify the issue by removing the ambiguity that currently exists on this subject in the SARPs.

Assigned SME:
Sub-Volume V SME (K.-P. Graf)

Discussion:

There are 3 possible options in the processing of an ECHO REQUEST/RESPONSE PDUs by the mobile SNDCF when the LREF compression is in use.

Option a): The ERQ/ERP PDUs are systematically discarded when LREF is used (the TAR approach)

Option b): The ERQ/ERP PDUs are sent uncompressed (the ProATN approach)

Option c): The ERQ/ERP PDUs are sent compressed

The option b) is proposed as the default to be implemented in all ATN systems.

The rationale is as follows:

1) The option a) can be of interest if it is commonly agreed that ERQ/ERP must not be exchanged over mobile subnetworks. However, in such a case, option a) would not be sufficient. This is because with option a)ERQ/ERP are only filtered if and only if LREF is used. If Deflate is used without LREF, or no compression mechanism is in use, then the ERQ/ERP PDU will not be filtered. So, if there is a requirement to prevent the transmission of ERP/ERQ PDU over mobile subnetworks, then a more general filtering mechanism (compression method independent) has to be specified within the SNDCF.

2) Option b) is proposed because it is believed that the use of ERP/ERQ over mobile subnetwork can be of interest in some cases for fault and performance management. This feature should therefore be supported by default by implementations.

3) Option c) would require major text amendments in chapter 7 (to specify how ERP and ERQ must be compressed. It would be costly for implementations and would not be backwards compatible. Furthermore, there is little to gain in compressing the ERQ and ERP PDUs since it is expected that these PDUs will be very rarely exchanged over mobile subnetworks.

Proposed SARPs Amendment:

Replace paragraph 5.7.6.3.2.3.1 by

"5.7.6.3.2.3.1  The ISO/IEC 8473 NPDU header contained in the SN-Userdata shall then be inspected. If one of the following is true:

  a) the ISO/IEC 8473 NPDU is an Echo Request (ERQ) or Echo Response (ERP) NPDU,

  b) parameters other than the security, the priority or the QoS Maintenance parameters are present in the options part of the NPDU header,

  c) the QoS Maintenance option is anything other than the globally unique format,

  d) the priority option is present with a value greater than 14,

then the SN-Userdata shall be sent unchanged over the virtual circuit using M-bit segmentation procedures as appropriate."

Impact on Interoperability:  None

SME Recommendation to CCB: ACCEPT PDR

CCB Decision:

Title:
ISO/IEC 8208 Non-Standard Default Packet Size Facility

PDR Reference:
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Originator Reference:
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Status:
SUBMITTED

Impact:
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PDR Revision Date:
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Contact Information:

SARPs Date:
SV 5 Edition 2

SARPs Language:
English

Summary of Defect:

Para 5.7.6.2.1.3.1 mandates the use of the ISO/IEC 8208 non-standard default packet size facility to make full use of the maximum packet size supported by the a/g subnetwork. However, there are alternative methods (e.g. the ISO/IEC 8208 flow control negotiation facility) of achieving the same effect. So, the underlying requirement is correct, i.e. using the biggest packet size possible for each SVC, but the SARPs are over pre-screptive in mandating a particular procedure. Consequently they should be relaxed to let the implementor choose the most appropriate way of achieving the underlying requirement.

Assigned SME:
Sub-Volume V SME (K.-P. Graf)

Proposed SARPs Amendment:

To be drafted

Impact on Interoperability:  None

SME Recommendation to CCB: ACCEPT PDR

CCB Decision:

Title:
Reservation of Unassigned/Undefined Values

PDR Reference:
99100005

Originator Reference:

SARPs Document Reference:
ICS SARPs, Sections 5.6.2.2.6.8, 5.8.2.1.4.4, 5.8.3.2.8

Status:
SUBMITTED

Impact:
C (Clarification)

PDR Revision Date:

PDR Submission Date:
31/10/99

Submitting State/Organisation:
Germany/DFS

Submitting Author Name:
Klaus-Peter Graf

Submitting Author E-mail Address:
klaus.graf@unibw-muenchen.de

Submitting Author Supplemental

Contact Information:

SARPs Date:
SV 5 Edition 2

SARPs Language:
English

Summary of Defect:

The paragraphs 5.6.2.2.6.8, 5.8.2.1.4.4, 5.8.3.2.8 assign specific values for the security classification, the supported ATSC Class, and the capacity route metric respectively, to be used in the header of CLNP and IDRP PDUs respectively. However, the specification misses to reserve currently unassigned/undefined values for future use by future editions of SV5.

Assigned SME:
Sub-Volume V SME (K.-P. Graf)

Proposed SARPs Amendment:

1.) Add the following new paragraph 5.6.2.2.6.8.4:

"5.6.2.2.6.8.4  Those security classification tag values which are not assigned in Table 5.6-2 shall be reserved for future use by this specification."

2.) Add the following new paragraph 5.8.2.1.4.4.3.8:

"5.8.2.1.4.4.3.8  Those ATSC Class values which are not defined in Table 5.8-1 shall be reserved for future use by this specification."

3.) Add the following new paragraph 5.8.3.2.8.2:

"5.8.3.2.8.2  Those capacity route metric values which are not assigned in Table 5.8-6 shall be reserved for future use by this specification."

Impact on Interoperability:

Implementations compliant with Edition 1 or 2 of SV5 should not have used any undefined or unassigned values for parameters specified in SV5. Although their use is highly unlikely, it cannot be ruled out completely.

Interoperability is not affected by the proposed SARPs amendment. Interoperability problems with Package 1 systems may arise if the currently undefined or unassigned values will be allocated by future editions of SV5.

SME Recommendation to CCB: ACCEPT PDR

CCB Decision:
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