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Abstract of the contribution: Discussion on the need of Non-GBR for 5MBS in R17.  
Discussion
According to key issue 4 in TR 23.757 V1.0.0, the study should investigate the need for MBR or GBR for 5MBS.

Solution 36 “QoS Control for MBS Session”, which is a candidate for conclusion of the study, currently has an open issue whether to support Non-GBR QoS Flows.  

It is encouraged to discuss whether there really is a need for MBR (i.e. Non-GBR) in MBS in R17. Some relevant aspects are:
· No explicit requirements to support Non-GBR for MBS e.g. from verticals, have been expressed.   
· eMBMS in LTE/EPC did not support Non-GBR, hence the legacy does not put any requirements on Non-GBR.

· The unidirectional characteristic of MBS differs significantly from normal unicast bidirectional communication. In bidirectional communication, the receiving host typically gives feedback to the sending host, for adjustment of bitrates. For example, the TCP slow start mechanism, the RTP rate adaptation, etc. In unidirectional communication systems, such feedback is not possible to provide. Hence, the motive for variable bitrate support, typically provided as Non-GBR, is not obvious.
· Due to the point-to-multipoint nature of MBS, it is not feasible to do rate adaptation in just one leg of the MBS data distribution tree. Any DL buffer in such a leg could soon fill up and overflow with data loss as a result. GBR therefore seems better suited for MBS.

· Better synchronicity between NG-RAN nodes can be achieved with GBR, hence better seamless mobility can be supported (less forwarding, less jitter). 

· Better scalability of the 5MBS system is achieved if less forwarding (in total) is needed when UEs move around in the network with active MBS Sessions. 

The above could lead to a conclusion that only GBR should be supported in 5MBS. It is encouraged to discuss what justifications there really are for supporting Non-GBR in 5MBS R17. 

If the conclusion is that only GBR is needed, it is proposed to make the changes proposed below.
Proposed text to TR 23.757
Dependent on SA2 discussion, it is proposed to make the changes below.
************************* FIRST CHANGE ************************************************************
6.36
Solution #36: QoS Control for MBS Session
6.36.1
Functional description

The solution provides a solution to KI#4.

If the MBS service is provided by a dedicated PDU to a UE (i.e. 5GC Individual MBS traffic delivery method as defined in clause 4.4), the QoS Control is the same the QoS control as defined in clause 5.7 in TS 23.501 [2].

This solution only focus on the MBS service provided by 5GC shared MBS traffic delivery method.

The QoS Control (e.g. QoS Parameters, QoS Characteristics etc) for the MBS Session is similar with PDU Session, so only the differences of the QoS Control between the PDU session and MBS session control are listed here, the same part are not listed here.

There are differences as below:

1)
Uni-directional QoS Control for the MBS Session


Only DL direction QoS Control and all the MBS QoS Flow are DL only, and No UL Packet filter sets is used in (MB-)UPF and UE in the MBS Session.


The QoS Control is per MBS Session, it is not per UE per MBS Session.


2)
For the GBR QoS Flow, QNC and alternative QoS Profile is not used.

3)
Non-GBR QoS Flow is not used and Reflective QoS is not used.

4)
MBS Session-AMBR.


Non-GBR QoS Flow is not used in MBS. 

5)
UE-AMBR


The UE-AMBR is not affected by MBS.
There are some QoS-related functions need to TBD as below:
1)
Whether Delay Critical resource type GBR QoS is supported in the MBS Session ?

2)
Whether new 5QI is defined for the MBS Session ? Whether new QoS characteristic is defined for the MBS Session?

************************* NEXT CHANGES ************************************************************

7.x
Key Issue #4: QoS level support for Multicast and Broadcast communication services
The need for Non-GBR has been considered. Findings are:

-
There are no explicit requirements to support Non-GBR for MBS in this release.

-
There are no legacy requirements to support Non-GBR i.e. Non-GBR was not supported for eMBMS in LTE/EPC.

-
There are no obvious technical motives to support Non-GBR for unidirectional MBS services.

-
Due to the point-to-multipoint nature of MBS, it is not feasible to do rate adaptation in just one leg of the MBS data distribution tree. Any DL buffer in such a leg could soon fill up and overflow with data loss as a result. GBR therefore seems better suited for MBS.

-
Better synchronicity between NG-RAN nodes can be achieved with GBR, hence better seamless mobility can be supported (less forwarding, less jitter). 

-
Better system scalability by less forwarding .
The above implies that it should be beneficial to only use and support GBR in 5MBS.
NOTE: The above is independent of if multiple MBS QoS Flows per MBS Session is supported or not.
************************* NEXT CHANGES ************************************************************

8.x
Key Issue #4: QoS level support for Multicast and Broadcast communication services
GBR QoS Flows shall be supported in 5MBS. 
Non-GBR QoS Flows is not be supported in 5MBS.
************************* END OF CHANGES ************************************************************
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