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Abstract: It is proposed to have evaluation and conclusion of KI#6.
1. Introduction/Discussion
There are 6 solutions for KI#6, i.e. Solution #2, #12, #13, #15, #21 and #22. (Solution #16 has already been merged in Solution #12).
The details of the solutions are shown as Table 1-1.
Table 1-1: Details of solutions for KI#6
	Solutions
	Title
	BAT required
	Whether can adjust before traffic start  
	Direction

	#2
	Burst arrival time adaptation 
	No
	No
	 DL

	#12
	Cross layer scheduling optimization based on RAN feedback 
	 Yes
	 Yes
	DL&UL 

	#13
	Pro-active RAN burst timing preference provision 
	 Yes
	 Yes
	DL&UL 
 

	#15
	Burst arrival time adaptation 
	 No
	 No
	UL 

	#21
	 BAT adjustment by TSNCF to TSN in the transport network
	Yes
	No adjustment to the application
	UL&DL?

	#22
	Transmission opportunities exposure
	Yes
	Yes
	DL&UL 


All solutions could be divided into two scenarios:
1) AF can provide BAT (Solution 12, 13, 21, 22)
2) AF cannot provide BAT (Solution 2, 15)
And they could be discussed separately:
1) AF can provide BAT (Solution 12, 13, 21, 22)
· Solution 21 does not adjust the sending time of the application. For example, UPF will adjust the DL packet sending, which cannot reduce the E2E latency of the application. Other solutions can adjust the sending time before the start of the traffic.
· Some solution (Solution #12) prefer AF provide Alternatives for BAT but some (Solution #13, #22) prefer RAN provide the Alternatives. But in general RAN does not understand the service logic so cannot provide precise alternatives, i.e, all the Alternatives provided by RAN may be not accepted by the AF. It is proposed to let AF provide Alternatives (i.e. like Solution #12). 
· Solution 13 proposes that periodicity could also be adjusted by the AF. Not sure currently such kind of service exists. 
· AF capability is implied when it provide Alternatives.
2) AF cannot provide BAT (Solution 2, 15)
· Solution 2 is for DL and solution 15 is mainly for UL.
· This kind of solution can only adjust the sending time after the start of the traffic. So there must be several packets that cannot reach the really low latency. But for some services, e.g. XR, the AF may not be able to provide BAT and it is acceptable to lose some packets at the beginning.   
· AF capability is mandatory, otherwise the RAN cannot know whether to generate the offset to fulfill the requirements.
It is proposed to have both scenarios in normative phase. For “With BAT” scenario, it is proposed to use Solution #12 as baseline for normative work. For “Without BAT” scenario, it is proposed to use Solution #2 and #15 as baseline. To have a general behavior in both scenarios, it is proposed that AF should provide its capability on adjustment explicitly or implicitly (Alternatives for BAT). To have a unified behavior in RAN side, RAN should provide the same response for both scenarios to trigger the adjustment of the traffic and the “offsets” is a way to encode the feedback from the RAN to accomplish this.
2. Text Proposal
It is proposed to capture the following changes vs. TR 23.700-25.
[bookmark: _Toc519004414][bookmark: _Toc517082226]* * * * First change * * * *All new
[bookmark: _Toc104964573][bookmark: _Toc57532564][bookmark: _Toc57530363][bookmark: _Toc57236722][bookmark: _Toc57236559][bookmark: _Toc54968237][bookmark: _Toc54930432][bookmark: _Toc50536654][bookmark: _Toc44311977]7	Evaluation
7.1	Evaluation for KI #6: Adapting downstream scheduling based on RAN feedback for low latency communication
All solutions could be divided into two scenarios:
1) AF can provide BAT (Solution 12, 13, 21, 22)
2) AF cannot provide BAT (Solution 2, 15)
And they could be discussed separately:
1) AF can provide BAT (Solution 12, 13, 21, 22)
· Solution 21 does not adjust the sending time of the application. For example, UPF will adjust the DL packet sending, which cannot reduce the E2E latency of the application. Other solutions can adjust the sending time before the start of the traffic by indicates an appropriate offset or time window.
· Some solution (Solution #12) prefer AF provide Alternatives for BAT but some (Solution #13, #22) prefer RAN provide the Alternatives. But in general RAN does not understand the service logic so cannot provide precise alternatives, i.e, all the Alternatives provided by RAN may be not accepted by the AF. It is proposed to let AF provide Alternatives (i.e. like Solution #12). 
· AF capability is implied when it provide Alternatives.
2) AF cannot provide BAT (Solution 2, 15)
· Solution 2 is for DL and solution 15 is mainly for UL.
· This kind of solution can only adjust the sending time after the start of the traffic by indicating an appropriate offset. So there must be several packets that cannot reach the really low latency. But for some services, e.g. XR, the AF may not be able to provide BAT and it is acceptable to lose some packets at the beginning.   
· AF capability is mandatory, otherwise the RAN cannot know whether to generate the offset to fulfill the requirements.
* * * * Second change * * * *All new
[bookmark: _Toc104964575]8.1	Conclusion for KI #6: Adapting downstream scheduling based on RAN feedback for low latency communication
It is proposed to have both scenarios in normative phase. 
1) AF can provide BAT 
2) AF cannot provide BAT 
For Scenario 1), it is proposed to use Solution #12 as baseline for normative work. For Scenario 2), it is proposed to use Solution #2 and #15 as baseline for normative work. To have a general behavior in both scenarios, it is proposed that AF should provide its capability on adjustment explicitly or implicitly (Alternatives for BAT). To have a unified behavior in RAN side, RAN should provide the same response for both scenarios to trigger the adjustment of the traffic and the “offsets” is a way to encode the feedback from the RAN to accomplish this.
[bookmark: _GoBack]* * * * End of changes * * * *
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