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1. Introduction
China Telecom has launched the eHRPD PCC functional test in the lab. The HSGW acts as BBERF and the PGW acts as PCEF in eHRPD network. We found it is very hard to construct the reasonable test scenario for the deferred QoS rules case in our test.
After checking the related description in the 3GPP specification and discussing with some companies, it seems the understandings of the deferred QoS rules are inconsistent between SA2 and CT3. So this contribution discusses the deferred QoS rules in BBERF. 
2. Discussion
The following description is excerpted from clause 4a.5.12 of TS 29.212:

4a.5.13        Time of the day procedures 

………… 

If the QoS rule(s) that include the Rule-Activation-Time AVP are bound to a bearer that will require traffic mapping information to be sent to the UE, the BBERF shall report the failure to the PCRF by including the QoS-Rule-Report AVP with the Rule-Failure-Code set the value "NO_BEARER_BOUND (15)" for the affected QoS rule(s) identified by the QoS-Rule-Name AVP in either a CCR or an RAA command.

NOTE 1: This limitation prevents dependencies on the signalling of changed traffic mapping information towards the UE.

The QoS rules including Rule-Activation-Time and Rule-Deactivation-Time shall not be applied for changes of the QoS or service data flow filter information.
This issue was discussed in CT3#65 in the last August meeting, attached C3-111564 adding both deferred PCC rule and QoS rule in TS 29.212, it may not be discussed in detail whether the deferred QoS is reasonable, so, the CR was agreed. 

In SA2#90 meeting, S2-121361 was noted with the following conclusion in the SA2 meeting report:

“The proposal in S2-121361 to add support for deferred activation/deactivation of QoS rules was reviewed but could not be agreed. At the moment TS 23.203 explicitly states that deferred modification of PCC rules shall not be applied for changes of the QoS or service data flow filter information of PCC rules. It was commented that it might be worth removing such a restriction, which would create the case for deferred QoS rule operations, but before getting there some additional analysis will be needed and hence it was suggested to postpone the discussion for a future meeting.”
So, if the modification of deferred QoS rules shall not be applied for changes of the QoS or service data flow filter information of QoS rules, it seems there are no reasonable application scenarios for the deferred QoS rules.
3. Conclusion

Based on the discussion above, there are some possible solutions for this issue.

Solution 1: If CT3 reaches an agreement that there are some reasonable application scenarios for the deferred QoS rules, we suggest CT3 to send the LS to ask SA2 to align with CT3 and add the corresponding text for deferred QoS rules.

Solution 2: If CT3 reaches an agreement that there are no reasonable application scenarios for the deferred QoS rules, we suggest CT3 to delete the text referred to the deferred QoS rules.

Solution 3: If CT3 doesn’t reach an agreement, we suggest CT3 to send the LS to ask SA2 to re-discuss this issue again, and if SA2 reaches agreement, CT3 could align with SA2.
