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1
Introduction
With regard to the LS that SA2 sent to RAN and SA in S2-173686, SA2 has received responses from RAN (in RP-171473) and SA (in SP-170584). 
SP-170584 contains an update to the objectives in the EDCE5 WID in SP-170583 which adds the following objective:

/…./
- mechanism to inform RAN on a per bearer level whether the traffic requires low latency e.g. by making use of the low latency features being defined by TSG RAN
/…/

Design of this ‘mechanism to inform RAN’ was left to SA2 and is the subject of this document.
Discussion at SA indicated that other aspects of low latency (e.g. selection of an appropriate S/PGW) and ‘reliability’ should be delayed until the initial EDCE5 work was progressed.
2
Mechanism to provide per bearer level requirements to RAN

In order to minimize the impact on EPC, and to reuse existing established concepts, it is proposed that one or more QCIs are specified to signal the need for lower latencies to the RAN. 

Proposal 1: use QCI framework for signaling QoS requirements for low latency to the E-UTRAN.

3
Guaranteed low latency or “best effort low latency”?

The requirements for low latency services seem to be somewhat diverse.

Taking GBR services as an example, a Guaranteed Low Latency service would imply that the bearer is torn down if the latency guarantee cannot be met. This might suit some services, e.g. ones that for safety reasons require a machine to be stopped if the user plane latency cannot be met.

In contrast, other applications might have strong need for low latency, but do not want their data communciations to be removed just because the ultra-low latency cannot be met.
Proposal 2: at least one “Guaranteed Low Latency” and at least one “best effort low latency” QCI are to be specified.

4
Default vs dedicated bearers
Is it permitted for the low latency bearer to be a default bearer, or, shall it be a dedicated bearer?
Currently it is not allowed to have a GBR bearer as the default bearer, so it is suggested that it should not be allowed to have a Guaranteed Low Latency bearer as the default bearer.
For low latency services on restricted radio bandwidths at the cell edge, it may well be necessary to avoid large IP packets in order to get the packet sent within one TTI. This means that it would be desirable that an alternative bearer is available for large packets to be sent in the background. While desirable, this is not mandatory.

Proposal 3: Guaranteed Low Latency QCI(s) shall not be used for default bearers.
Proposal 4: it is permitted (but not recommended) that “best effort low latency” QCI(s) can be used for default bearers.
5
Summary
It is requested to debate, possibly modify, and agree the above 4 proposals and then to conduct the subsequent specification work, e.g. via CRs to TS 23.203.

