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	Reason for change:
	This paper proposes the overall evaluation and conclusion for the Key issue#7.
Some principles : 

· Key issue #7 is concentrated on the case of handover, but there is no particular reason that the same « problem statement » to not apply also at QoS Flow establishment ( solution should be ideally generic for the QoS Flow establishment and handover

· QoS Notification is already supported in rel.15, enhancements to be done in rel.16 are already in place due to V2X SID (ref.conclusions for Key Issue #3 in TR 23.786)
· Functionality should be generic. For instance in V2X SID (TR 23.786) key issue #3 is also discussing solutions for QoS that involve adaptation 
· When rejection happens it will be rare since it means that even the « minimum » QoS profile cannot be met

· All the solutions documented in TR 23.725 for issue #7 involve NG-RAN keeping context for QoS Flows/DRBs for which admission control failed. No clarification in any of the solutions is provided how and when this context will be cleared

· Signalling reduction which is the main goal of Key issue #7 (see. … CN needs to repeatedly attempt to re-establish the GBR service. These re-attempts involve a considerable number of signalling messages, and are sent without any awareness of RAN congestion or potential link quality.) can be achieved through implementation specific timers in SMF and AF to avoid frequent retries
· RAN3 LS R3-191991 indicates : 

As requested by SA2 in S2-1902906, the feedback relating to Component B and Component C of one company’s proposal solution described in the Annex B of S2-1902906 is provided below.

Regarding Component B, from RAN3 perspective, the NG-RAN node shall be able to realize the guaranteed bit rate required by the QoS flow if it is admitted via the admission control. Therefore, the “3 steps admission control” described in the Annex B of S2-1902906 dilutes the meaning of admission control and GBR, the impacts from such deviation from the basic definition would eventually incapacitate these well-defined mechanisms. 

Moreover, RAN3 must point out that admission control design is a vendor implementation specific feature, so RAN3 is not able to assume that the admission control mechanism is designed in the way as elaborated in the Annex B of S2-1902906, or to guarantee that the prerequisites required by such solutions (e.g. prediction of future use of cell radio resources) can be fulfilled. 

Essentially, RAN3 would therefore like to suggest that the solutions for this issue should not contradict the existing definitions and framework of admission control and QoS model and would therefore eliminate this one company’s proposal from the candidate solutions of key issue #7.

None of the solutions #16, #20, #21, #22, #23 need to be specified in normative phase

	
	

	Summary of change:
	- Overall evaluation of solutions for Key issue #7.
- Conclusion proposal for Key issue #7.

	
	

	Consequences if not approved:
	No conclusion for Key issue #7.
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FIRST CHANGE
7.x
Evaluation for Key issue #7
Some consideration that can be used to evaluate solutions for Key issue #7 : 

-
Key issue #7 is concentrated on the case of handover, but there is no particular reason that the same “problem statement” described in clause 5.7, to not apply also at QoS Flow establishment. It is therefore preferable that any solution should be ideally generic for the QoS Flow establishment and handover procedures.
-
QoS Notification Control is already supported since rel-15 and this gives the opportunity to NG-RAN to perform “loose” admission control for GFBR QoS Flows (in handover or QoS Flow establishment) based on NG-RAN configuration. Further enhancements to how QoS Notification Control operates and signalling indication that QoS Notification Control is activated, is underway in V2X SID key issue#3.
-
Adaptation is preferred vs. “rejection” since it allows the application to function based on the minimum QoS profile. In this respect GFBR must be set to the minimum acceptable value. 
-
For URLLC applications if adaptation is not possible the network should be properly dimensioned to fulfil the QoS requirements, therefore when rejection happens it will be rare.

-
All the solutions documented in TR 23.725 for issue #7 involve NG-RAN keeping context for QoS Flows/DRBs for which admission control failed. No clarification in any of the solutions is provided how and when this context will be cleared.
-
Signalling reduction which is the main goal of Key issue #7 (see text from clause 5.7 “… CN needs to repeatedly attempt to re-establish the GBR service. These re-attempts involve a considerable number of signalling messages, and are sent without any awareness of RAN congestion or potential link quality”) can be achieved through implementation specific timers in SMF and AF to avoid frequent retries.
-
LS from RAN3 R3-191991 indicates: “As requested by SA2 in S2-1902906, the feedback relating to Component B and Component C of one company’s proposal solution described in the Annex B of S2-1902906 is provided below.Regarding Component B, from RAN3 perspective, the NG-RAN node shall be able to realize the guaranteed bit rate required by the QoS flow if it is admitted via the admission control. Therefore, the “3 steps admission control” described in the Annex B of S2-1902906 dilutes the meaning of admission control and GBR, the impacts from such deviation from the basic definition would eventually incapacitate these well-defined mechanisms. Moreover, RAN3 must point out that admission control design is a vendor implementation specific feature, so RAN3 is not able to assume that the admission control mechanism is designed in the way as elaborated in the Annex B of S2-1902906, or to guarantee that the prerequisites required by such solutions (e.g. prediction of future use of cell radio resources) can be fulfilled. Essentially, RAN3 would therefore like to suggest that the solutions for this issue should not contradict the existing definitions and framework of admission control and QoS model and would therefore eliminate this one company’s proposal from the candidate solutions of key issue #7.”
NEXT CHANGE
8.x

Key Issue #7: Automatic GBR service recovery after handover
No solution is recommended to proceed in normative phase. Implementation specific timer in SMF, AF and protocol defined maximum number of retries can fulfil this key issue. 
END OF CHANGES

