SA WG2 Temporary Document

Page 2

SA WG2 Meeting #131
S2-1901899
Santa Cruz - Tenerife, Spain, 25th Feb 2019 - 1st Mar 2019

Source:
CATT
Title:
Discussion for the conclusion of KI#7
Document for:
Discussion/Approval

Agenda Item:
6.20

Work Item / Release:
FS_5G_URLLC / Rel-16

Abstract of the contribution: This paper tries to achieve agreements on some principles related to KI#7.

1. Discussion

Several solutions were agreed in the last meeting to address Key Issue #7: Automatic GBR service recovery after handover. In this paper we try to achieve agreements on some principles related to this KI.
Question1: do we need to define a new QoS parameter or just using the R15 Notification Control parameter?
In R15, PCF sets the notification control in the PCC rules according to the AF request and provides the PCC rules to SMF. When the GFBR can’t be guaranteed, with the notification from RAN, the AF could decide to downgrade the rate or release the QoS Flow or just do nothing (i.e. keep the QoS flow and wait for the GFBR can be guaranteed again). 
From the aspect of AF, it’s not needed to distinguish whether the GFBR can’t be guaranteed occurs in a handover procedure or not, there’s no reason for AF to provide two separated notification parameters for the handover and non-handover cases.
We also don’t think the Source RAN itself can generate a new notification parameter without the instruction from AF/CN.
Proposal1: Reusing the R15 Notification control parameter for KI#7.
Question2: is this parameter transferred from Source RAN to Target RAN during handover?
In the R15 handover procedure, the notification control parameter is already transferred from Source RAN to Target RAN in the QoS profile of the QoS Flow.
Proposal2: The parameter is transferred from Source RAN to Target RAN.

Question3: if the GFBR can’t be guaranteed at Target RAN, will the Target RAN accept or reject the QoS Flow setup?
Some solutions in the last meeting propose the Target RAN to reject QoS flow setup if the GFBR can’t be guaranteed, the target RAN still keep the QoS profile for these QoS flows which are released and monitor the radio resource status for these QoS flows. 
Considering one of the benefits of introducing notification control mechanism is that the GBR service can be restored as soon as possible, e.g. after receiving the notification that the GFBR can’t be guaranteed, AF could stop the traffic without other actions (without modifying or releasing the QoS Flow), after receiving the notification that the GFBR can be guaranteed again, AF can continue the traffic as soon as possible. If the Target RAN reject the QoS flow setup, we will lose some benefits of notification control mechanism. 
Proposal3: if the GFBR can’t be guaranteed at Target RAN, the Target RAN still setup the QoS Flow.
Question4: Will the Target RAN continue allocating the uplink/downlink resource to the QoS Flow?
The notification control is configured by the AF, after the notification is received, AF may decide to stop the traffic or adapt and continue the traffic, it’s up to the AF’s decision. 
Proposal4: The Target RAN continues allocating the uplink/downlink resource to the QoS Flow. It’s up to AF decision whether to stop the traffic.
Question5: Need the UE be informed by RRC signalling that the GFBR can’t be guaranteed?

As discussed in Q3 and Q4, Target RAN still setup the QoS Flow and continue allocates the radio resource to the QoS Flow, from the perspective of UE and SMF, the QoS Flows are setup successfully. The notification of the GFBR can’t be guaranteed is provided from Target RAN to AF (through CN), UE can get the notification status from AF at application layer. Whether the traffic is stopped or continued is up to the Application layer decision.
Proposal5: There’s no need to inform UE by RRC signalling that the GFBR can’t be guaranteed.
2. Conclusion
We propose to agree the following principles for KI#7:
· Reusing the R15 Notification control parameter for KI#7.

· The parameter is transferred from Source RAN to Target RAN.

· If the GFBR can’t be guaranteed at Target RAN, the Target RAN still setup the QoS Flow. The Target RAN continues allocating the uplink/downlink resource to the QoS Flow. It’s up to AF decision whether to stop the traffic.
· There’s no need to inform UE by RRC signalling that the GFBR can’t be guaranteed.
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