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1 Introduction

CB: # 69_Rel-16_AQP_MDBV

E///,Nok,ID,LG,Intel 6504:

Add description for notification control procedure over Xn.

HW,Or,BT,VF 6461:

Add the AQP parameters in the PATH SWITCH REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE message

HW,Or,VF 6462,6463:

S-NG-RAN node feeds back current QoS profile index during S-NG-RAN node addition and M-NG-RAN node initiated SN-NG-RAN node modification; Update procedure text for Notification Control Indication procedure to enable S-NG-RAN node to provide QoS parameter set index for MN terminated bearer; DU feeds back DRB level current QoS parameters set index during UE Ctxt Setup and UE Ctxt Mod

VF 5922:

no requirement that the GFBR monotonically decreases, nor that the PDB or PER monotonically increase as the Alternative QoS Profiles become less preferred; update behavior text for PDU Session Setup and Modification

HW,Or,VF 6476:

in Rel-16, add the MDBV to the set of QoS parameters defining an AQP to fix the problem of RAN resource waste when selecting an Alternative QoS Profile.

(E/// - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-206918
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following:

R3-206981 was R3-206461 path sw ack is agreed.
R3-206982 was R3-206462 XNAP is agreed.
R3-206983 was R3-206463 F1AP is agreed.
R3-207043 was R3-206504 TS 38.300 is agreed.

R3-207116 TS 37.340 is agreed (+adding E/// as co-signer).

3 Discussion 

3.1 CR to TS 38.300

Is it agreeable adding the stage 2 description for notification control procedure over Xn as proposed by R3-206504?

	Company
	Y/N
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Yes
	- 

	Vodafone
	-
	Adding more description in 38.300 is fine, however, this CR text is not very clear, e.g

a) Does “both NG-RAN nodes” refer to master and Secondary nodes, or, handover source and handover target nodes?
b) Combining the CR text with the cover sheet information would seem to imply that the secondary RAN node is communicating directly with the core network.
c) There is no description of R15 notification control in this section. Without that, is it necessary to add AQP infromation here – or in a more general section on DC in 38.300?

	InterDigital
	Yes
	

	Nokia 
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes, but
	Some clarification for ‘both NG-RAN nodes’ is needed.

	Huawei
	Yes, but
	Similar comments as VDF, should we consider adding this in 37.340? 

	Deutsche Telekom
	Yes, but
	We share Samsungs’s view as well as Vodafone’s view on items a) and b). 

	ZTE
	Yes, but
	Clarification for ‘both NG-RAN nodes’ is needed, and the corresponding stage2 text for TS37.340 is also needed. If agreeable, we are volunteer to provide the CR for TS37.340.

	LGE
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes, but
	Same view as most of the companies, clarification for ‘both NG-RAN nodes’ is needed, e.g. “In DC case, either MN or SN…”.


Moderator’s summary: 
Ericsson to provide R3-207043 (revision of R3-206504) to add clarification for handover case in TS 38.300, and another CR R3-207116 is provided by ZTE to clarify the MR-DC support in TS 37.340. It can also be discussed online whether these CRs are really needed.
3.2 AQP in Path Switch Request Acknowledge message

Is it agreeable introducing the AQP in Path Switch Request Acknowledge message as proposed by R3-206461?

	Company
	Y/N
	Comment

	Ericsson
	No
	The Path Switch Acknowledge message doesn’t work for updating any QoS flow level information, especially not for communicating AQP outside the QoS profile (we had already communicated to SA2 in RAN3#108e that we don’t mix QoS related actions over different procedures). We could very well update the QoS flow descriptors with the AQP part with the PDU Session modification procedure, this goes along today’s principles.

BTW, the tabular is quite misleading, it references 9.3.1.153, which is rather the AQP index (with index 0!), but in the wrong message.

	Vodafone
	Y
	Ericsson seem to have misunderstood the SA2 design and use case.

This CR is to cover the (for example network sharing) situation where the UE has Xn hand-over from a “AQP-supporting gNB” to a “AQP non-supporting gNB” and then Xn handover to a “AQP supporting gNB”. In such a situation, AQP operaion needs to be restored.
The PDU session modification procedure is inappropriate to use in this case as it requires detailed cell capability knowledge to be held by the SMF (and probably requires cell knowledge in the SMF in the HPLMN).

	InterDigital
	No
	Agree with Ericsson

	Nokia
	Yes
	Seems indeed needed to cover the case of some gNBs not supporting AQP.

	Samsung
	Yes
	AQP seems to be required in the Path Switch Request Acknowledge message.

	Huawei
	Yes
	This is needed. We should refer to 151 instead (Alternative QoS Parameters Set List)

	Deutsche Telekom
	Yes
	Needed, but change in tabular according to Ericsson’s and Huawei’s feedback required.

	ZTE
	Yes
	Seems indeed needed to cover the case of some gNBs not supporting AQP.

	LGE
	Yes
	Seems necessary to have it. 

	CATT
	Yes
	It’s beneficial to have this in Path Switch Request Acknowledge message to allow the target NG-RAN to receive the AQP parameters from the CN during the Xn based handover, and perform the notification control at the first place.


Moderator’s summary: 
Seems this addition is needed. Thank you, Huawei, for providing the revision of R3-206461 and fixing the IE reference. It is proposed to agree R3-206981.

3.3 Addition of AQP to Dual Connectivity messages

Is CR R3-206462 agreeable for adding the Alternative QoS Parameters Sets IE in the S-NODE ADDITION/MODIFICATION REQUEST messages and the Current QoS Parameters Set Index IE in the Acknowledge messages?

	Company
	Y/N
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Yes but,
	We see some benefits to this CR for adding support of alternative QoS parameters during MR-DC operations such as SN modification and SN addition.

However, in order to be compliant with principles agreed, we haven’t agreed to allow Current QoS Parameters Set Index to be reported at initial UE Context/PDU Session/QoS flow setup. This is a condition the SN does not know, but only the MN, so the MN has to indicate to the SN whether it is allowed to report in response an AQP index or has to perform admission control along the QoS profile. This applies for signaling for SN Addition or MN initiated SN Modification with Setup. Procedure text needs to be updated.

The case of reject by the SN should also be discussed, i.e., whether the SN can reply via the S-NODE MODIFICATION REQUEST REJECT to inform the MN that the alternative QoS parameter is not guaranteed.

Further , the reference to the Current QoS Parameter Set Index IE is lacking the IE name of the reference to 9.2.3.103 (Alternative QoS Parameters Set Index).

	Vodafone
	Yes
	

	InterDigital
	Yes
	Definite Benefits, But should verify we aren’t missing info in the initial setup 

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	Questions to Ericsson:

· Can you please indicate how you would like to modify the text. The same AQP parameters used for HO are reused for MR-DD so the SN may receive the AQP if MN choose to send. The current proposed text then states that the SN should respond with index if the AQP is included.

· So far think there is no need to modify the reject msg. Can you give an example?

Maybe the easiest way forward is to put a draft in the folder and discuss the detailed changes?

	Deutsche Telekom
	Yes, but
	Open issues raised by Ericsson have to be clarified.

	ZTE
	Yes
	Do we need to consider the reject case? Not only for Xn interface, but also for NG interface.

	LGE
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	


Moderator’s summary 
All companies agree on this addition. The CR is revised taking into account other companies’ comments and adding co-signers. It is proposed to agree R3-206982.
3.4 AQP in F1-AP UE context procedures

Is CR R3-206463 agreeable for adding the currently fulfilled AQP index within the F1 UE context setup/modification procedures?

	Company
	Y/N
	Comment

	Ericsson
	-
	Same comments as for the XnAP CR: The CU-CP know the scenario within which DRB resources are setup and need to signal to the CU-DU whether it is allowed to choose an AQP in the response.

Also there is a typo in the procedure texts where “S-NG-RAN” node is mentioned

	Vodafone 
	yes
	

	InterDigital
	
	Agree with Ericsson

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	Questions to Ericsson:

The AQP parameters are included in the GBR QoS Flow Information (9.3.1.46) to the DU. The current proposed text then states that the DU should respond with index if the AQP is included.

Maybe the easiest way forward is to put a draft in the folder and discuss the detailed changes?

	Deutsche Telekom
	Yes, but
	Open issues raised by Ericsson have to be clarified.

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	LGE
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	


Moderator’s summary 

All companies agree on this addition. The CR is revised taking into account other companies’ comments and adding co-signers. It is proposed to agree R3-206983.

.
3.5 Proposed stage 3 correction

Is CR R3-205922 agreeable for adding a stage 3 text that Alternative QoS Parameter values are non-monotonic?

	Company
	Y/N
	Comment

	Ericsson
	No
	No need. RAN3 never specifies how the combination of parameters in an AQP should be ranked. Further, this was already captured as within informative text only in SA2 TS 23.501.

	Vodafone
	Yes
	This is not to do ranking, but, it indicates that the AQPs can e.g. relate to different codecs. Thus, when changing to a less preferred codec/AQP, some (but not all) of the individual QoS attributes for the new codec might become more demanding than the previous codec. 
Hence this informative text in the SA2 specification places requirements on the RAN implementations. 

	InterDigital
	No
	It is in informative text only in 23.501

	Nokia
	No
	This is not the right place.

	Samsung
	No
	The text seems not be necessary in RAN spec.

	Deutsche Telekom
	No
	Not needed, as ranking is done by the order in the AQP list, independent of the QoS parameters assigned to each entry.

	ZTE
	No
	The text seems not be necessary in RAN spec.

	LGE
	No
	Not needed in RAN Spec.

	CATT
	No
	No need to specify about the ranking of the parameters.


Moderator’s summary: 
All companies agree there is no need for this.
3.6 MDBV

Is the set of CRs R3-206476-78 and R3-206481 agreeable for adding MDBV to the Alternative QoS Parameters?

	Company
	Y/N
	Comment

	Ericsson
	No
	MDBV is not part of agreements in SA2.

	Vodafone
	yes
	The SA2 CRs cover GBR flows and ‘delay critical GBR’ flows are a subset of GBR flows. Without variation of MDBV it will not be possible to support AQP with delay critical GBR flows.

	InterDigital 
	No
	

	Nokia
	No
	This point is not part of the received LS. Moreover, it was explicitly discussed by SA2 and not agreed to our knowledge.

	Samsung
	No
	Our understanding is also that MDBV has not been agreed in SA2.

	Huawei
	Yes
	This is not discussed in SA2 in detail. Since this is related to RAN resource handling, RAN3 can decide this and propose to SA2 to include this.

	Deutsche Telekom
	No
	No requirement from SA2 discussions.

	ZTE
	No
	

	LGE
	No
	Not agreed in SA2

	CATT
	No
	


Moderator’s summary: 

Most companies (8 vs 2) agree there is no need for this. 
4 Conclusion, Recommendations 

The following is proposed:
Proposal 1: Agree to introduce the AQ Parameters in the Path Switch Request Acknowledge message for non-supporting gNB.

Proposal 2: Agree to add the Alternative QoS Parameters Sets IE in the S-NODE ADDITION/MODIFICATION REQUEST messages and the Current QoS Parameters Set Index IE in the Acknowledge messages.

Proposal 3: Agree to add the currently fulfilled AQP index within the F1 UE context setup/modification procedures.
Proposal 4: agree to the stage 2 CRs to TS 38.300 and TS 37.340
5 References

