HT o4 ARTA A=

‘%1%110] el Al Qos e} A BAE

M193 SH=HLHIES EHSSHINS =28 M0 X1 S (2003.5)

% **O, LB FH Fx, o)A+
o}, #PFAREAATY
e-mail : ydyu@ce.cnu.ac kr

*
°1N'
&
JQL
:[bl
_."{L
OH

Packet Loss Model for QoS Mapping
Between Layers

Yong-Duck Yoo*’, Myoung-hwan Oh*, Hoon Choi*, Gil-Hang Lee**
*Dept. of Computer Engineering, Chungnam National University
**ETRI

2 of

%k% ¢ & Ad

1. M8

S AnE
A 33 A% 5
1Ml Age) sugel wel, 2 Ang

- 2

A gstA =AUt

Customer E

[Z%™ 1]SLA @4 =4

Mela AF w8 FEL dol ndd *1“]’\"'1] ‘:H
A AHE FEI BN 4eE b 3 A4, £HY ¢ A
o2 A3 dAA AAAHCE FEFE o oo B 4F HHS AA
AAMbl 2 F F2(SLA : Service Level Agreement)©] E]-[l][Z].
THAEL AFAA $9E AT ¥ $9% AA AEY Aulas A8 7bA)
22 A3 olgASAA FTAMH2Y FF B2FE  #HA AZHn Uk oA o8 Wo] EAHY Ux
dFoA 7t Mulx= dAIEe]l AFEASA Qe
"1“]}“’“ g 9 FF BE5E AT d8A
4 AE7} I
Bl A% 4 XNE= #gso]o} 3}23[3]
F A olAe EAXTo] dFHE A

o &
ox,
fllo

Relationship = wA P g Yo Mula

Service
Provider

‘ SLA £3 B3 AR ¥Po] Yasic)h % E—Erﬂl*i
B AED 99 A 2oF nHAEl el Lotr
esonvice Grsaity” T[4], AEHQ FU D 2 A &

ARFAME 2 FA 2P 71EY 93 nFED

7&%4 FdE AFE M A AL Seoz J3 ARFAAMY
£ Aol SdER v B =8 ST e T AHSAly A¥la AL g3 98
of, e NFAHA AgHsl Ip ‘%MVH QoS(Quality of Service)?t 3% ABHATM %, ZH Y
ARE ol&ate ENFoeN F2 AEYD ¥ H€at
At £ AFE T FUD AM T3 FEL AT 9% gAY &H9 £F

[l e meAQd 93 PEE P ¢ &Y de
FolMY F4 AE EEL Tk Mgt



R 193 stIRFYDH2Iets ENSSLTUS =2F HI10A H13S (2003, 5)

=

I Ethernet ]el ATM

«— > NEANEY <—> SHNUUNE YD
(2% 2] IBR MBlag 22

ﬁ@!

FDDI

FRY

=g FH 2 FolM AEZ G A meA
ol thste] Folw, 3 BN J& WP 2d B
£ B¢ A4 AFYPINY &3 FHE WA= &

X P TE AN, 4 BN AES dEn)

2. 3 23 XNEY WYY Al DAty

1) slolg) sjR =5)

AFPEE ALHe Hd AE QYMIU
Maximum Transfer Unit)?] 37y A4 dlojele] 3]
7t g wet Azl doly gojaEalz s
A g EAolths] o}l [2¥ 3] 1998 W
949 2 U5E 19999 29 1 Y474 @FARNA =
AMgE o= digtm AFE Foe] LAN AaHEE}
2209 32E @AZ)E RMON(Remote Monitoring) 4]
g ol83t 5 AY B S 258 REE 24P

azolny APl HEHE AR A7) £ES
HAETHI. 29 37 $TE 29 A4 Fu

F4 53 o2 A4H%: Ping 49 dolE
R 2717t FEAA wlolE Aslo) mAA Eeo, ®
AT MTU #tol wiXA 28e mdFEch o
HEZ Ping W& ol&ste UREY EF 23E
BT TN FA R4 Jol AgeA Ravin ¥
F Ao

512~ 158 %37 (Bytes)
3%
T
wes~-127
0128~255
w5811 5285~511
% m512~ 1518

[2% 3] 9EAFAA AdHe e 37 2%

)Fd BE J1E

Agd d2 F2 2% AR vy} b 4 2
o g 9 53YAA FE BF Auags AR
B, ol%HE B2 23 AEEL o] 3AYH 9%
He oE AN 94Ut bz sdd £ dd

webr ERPA AGHFAAHQ) EFE »E
AEE o€ FAAE I 23sdE gde 3
B F4o] 530 Y 4 Rt Hoz 4
HAHACIE Q) BA4L & £ YL Fetslof &
t}8].

3.1 Y3 5t S £4 XEZ YWY

B FAXAE A9 1P 3 A5 ATM o)} =
g9 Feolg 2L I AgY 09 4 &2 AK
B3P werd A Ho)

&4LE A AFE9 tlEo] dEHQ] FAt 2
BF NE2A A8En &42 HF5d A dolH
o 3 #AEo] A sHolH g ¥&L n@} &
4 AEZ Ad AE9 o E 4 AsdE 4o
#AE BAdol @k [a¥ 412 IP F S oy
€ 39 Hew "A$ @9 3vld wety A$ "ol
HE AadeoldsR e 3% 3ty Adgare &
AEol 1P T £AEY) A JdFEL RAFT F
Ao &9 AFNMY £HEL BF 3%
2R &4 e we A9 AF £48 2 o
FE uAL ¢ F ITH56)T).
L L iR
HENnnn | | [ | ]

UUROURDDECOOEOCO®ROON
[EECIETETY

|| I | B |

19 AlLIIRS R O PHY 248 33%
29 AlLIIQQ B BH IPH2 4R 100%

[23F 4] vlol8] &4 47 @)

D7E &3 A% 949 24

71EY &4 A% 9% 29 wolgle &Y Ag
o A9 PDU o] A3 &4 Ax7 Ip 2o &4
g vAE 9FL RAFE 2939 512 AU
o}.

71&9 EdoA= p £ DA pDUMR)S &4
B, kO0<k<l, kp<1)E 9&HE 4 &2 F= FJ%
T, 4 &Ho] olde 4 &4 9L Wi Markov
EdE Adstn ok a8y o] 2L vhga e

EAdE) Qo

1342



H193 sxAEHI8ts SHss

2HOS =2% M10A A5 (2003 5)

1-kp
[2% 51 71&9 4 &Aoo ¥ Markov 22

Cd&HE 4 &880 p2 U4

ME AE5HA 4 &89 o 1y e

@ 9439 4 &4 Axd e gg Ao &4
HA ¥& &5 0 nRY S5 A

@ FAH A Ekp<1)

2)AtE &4 AE P9 ok
=&dAE A9 A% PDU & Aade o) dste
doiz 3l9) A% PDU o U8 A4 ==
burst 3HA] BAE A& nFEm, 718 AG =g
o] FAMLE £A% Markov 22 A <3}

,€_)~1 o]

i-p P

19 3%

(k=1)/k (k=2)/k

1y A%

c A& A PDU A47E i 4€ YERE state
[2¥ 6] At A &£ & Markov 2Y

[28 614 p &} £ & AAE 7|&E9 AYE =Y
3 2t ¢ RN =1 9 7= burstness 7 FAI S}
A e Ao, of wel Yoo} Mol &MHA @
£ steady-state FE, o5 ¢=1p oIt} k>1 2 39, o=
o3 o] 7+ 4 gk

P[no loss]= 7z, =

1—(2,1k,-1xn(k j)])( 7, (1)

olc}.

A 4WelA 7, =
5
14
o3, 49 £4] s} LANYE W *BL U
bt}

Srle] ¢dHA Fe %
W E o887 483} 2ol T +

,-,{ iR H(k 1))+ Z,_l(k,_l xH(k )% _]}

<1>9+ total probability
Atk

P[no packet loss]= Z ((p z_(n-l)m ) ~(2)

AMlM &4 A= we gelel do| AR
%< 25¢ 74 (¥ 71 2o

0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.26 0.3 0.35 0.4 0.45 0.5
A 24E(p)

(28 7] €999 do] &HdHA ¥& FE

[28 71904 BXeol dA&%H: 4do &3 Rx
(burstness, k)7t AZAFE, FAe] &£Qdgo] AT
A% A7 EHELE FopAdk 2 ofe 4 &40
FFAA LAY Ae FdHE g ® HALY F7t
ddd oz HojR 7| wEgeltt I AL FAsE
deje] Ao Edgo] AR wet HAA ALHE P
HZ o EHEL Fop. 2oz AR A$HE
IP sfiZle] &HES 39 dLEgoAy d&4U 4
<4 Az dFe won, k gol 5T P Pl
9 A £45o] FolF g HoFET}

4. 2B

B ERAAL ARYANAY FUT BN
4 u%s Had A9 ALAD AL P D
3 ahe AgwR ATM FolAe &4 AE BGol
ol 7129 Ad w3 Pt BAREL Agn
oo aAste] Al AFFolAel &

Jm
2,
tle
T,

1343



H 193 S22 Me|sts] E)sagl

03 ==& M10A M 13 (2003. 5)

e Ma2d 98 U AN B 978 59
AP A FE3t FAMN 2 ED $EE AT
A3 Bag A A &2 F£F] Foize d,
olg A 87HE 39 AFNAMY Mulx &
€ ¢ 7 AARNY. FF A7 AL GFF R
B Ao oid @3 i, 1P 33 s Agdd
ATM Bl SREA &2 T3 ¥ Wt st
o 43& A5E Agoldt

Angs

[1] TeleManagement Forum, SLA Handbook, Jun. 2001.

[2] Goderis et al, "Service Level Specification Semantics,
Parameters and Negotiation requirements", Internet Draft,
Oct. 2000.

[3] R. Rajan, et al, "Service Level Specification for Inter-
domain QoS Negotiation", Internet Draft, Nov. 2000.

[4] M.S. Borella, D. Swider, S. Uludag, G.B. Brewster,
“ Internet packet loss: measurement and implications for
end-to-end QoS,” Proceedings of the 1998 ICPP
Workshops, pp. 30 12, 1998.

[5] V. Paxom, et al, “ Framework for IP Performance

Metrics,” RFC 2330, May. 1998.

[6] G. Almes, et al, “ A One-way Packet Loss Metric for
IPPM,” RFC 2680, Sep. 1999.

[7] Rajeev Koodli, et al, “ One-way Loss Pattern Sample
Metrics,” Internet Draft, Nov. 2000.

[8] L. DaSilva, “ QoS Mapping along the Protocol Stack:
Discussion and Preliminary Results” , Proceedings of the
2000 IEEE International Conference on Communications

(ICC 2000), pp. 713-717, Jun. 2000.
[97 http://www.neuronnet.co kr/it/tech/net/gigabit. htm

1344



