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Goals for ETS . 1o support a converged

network, need a way to
satisfy the requirements
of different traffic types
— IPC - low latency
— SAN - loss sensitive

E _@ — LAN — latency & loss

tolerant

s ! « l|deally a “virtual pipe” for
each traffic type so that
Interference is minimized

/  Two pieces
— Minimum scheduler
L RSN,

behavior that allows this

— Managed objects for
consistent configuration in
a multi-vendor environment

LAN

i
i
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Definitions

Priority
3-bit priority in the 802.1Q tag.
Priority Group (PG)

A set of priorities bound together by management for the
purpose of bandwidth allocation

All priorities in a PG are expected to have similar traffic
handling requirements with respect to latency and loss

Priority Group ID (PGID)
A 4-bit identifier assigned to a priority group

PGID = 15 is a special value that indicates the priority is not
managed by ETS,; this is used for strict priority and AVB

PGID values from 8 to 14 are not used

Priority Group BW (PG%)
Percentage of available link bandwidth allocated to a particular
PGID
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Priority Groups and Bandwidth Assignment —

Priority | PGID | Desc An Example

7 15 IPC

6 1 LAN [ IPC
5 1 LAN ,

4 1 LAN > % SAN - 50%
3 0 SAN PGID | BW% | Desc 5

2 0 SAN 0 50 SAN 5 | AN _ 50%
1 1 LAN 1 50 LAN ‘11 2

0 1 LAN - 0

(priority 6,5,4,1,0) & SAN (priority 3,2)

Within a PG, scheduling is not specified
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WRR

There are 3 priority groups in use — IPC, LAN & WAN
First all IPC traffic is serviced (priority 7)
Next, the available bandwidth is shared equally by LAN



Minimum Scheduler Reguirement

 Devices shall support at least 3 Priority Groups
— One or more priorities with PGID 15

— At least one PG with bandwidth allocation with all of
the priorities within that group having PFC enabled

— At least one PG with bandwidth allocation with all of
the priorities within that group having PFC disabled

« BW configuration with at least 1% granularity.
 Work-conserving transmission selection policy

az-ghanwani-ets-proprosal-0708-v1.pdf 7



Configuration Recommendations

Don’t group priorities having dissimilar traffic
handling in the same PG; e.g. PFC traffic
should not be grouped with non-PFC traffic

Don’t map priorities from multiple Priority
Groups to the same traffic class; behavior in
such instances Is undefined
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More Information

e This presentation
— az-ghanwani-ets-proposal-0708-v1.pdf

e Accompanying writeup
— az-wadekar-ets-proposal-0608-v1.01.pdf
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