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Abstract of the contribution: this contribution analyses some solutions addressing KI#3 and concludes that they should not be moved to normative phase.
1.
Discussion
According to its description, the main goal of KI#3 is to address the exposure of information to Edge AFs and, in particular, to understand:

1.
Which information that have already existed in Rel-16 needs to be exposed with low latency to the edge computing functions by the 5GS?

2.
How does the 5GC determine whether a network information need to be exposed with low latency?

3.
How to expose the network information to the application functions deployed in the edge with low latency?
4.
Whether and how to maintain the exposure when the UE moves out of the coverage of NF(s) supporting the exposure? 

The following solutions in TR 23.748 are supposed to address KI#3 (Network Information Provisioning to Local Applications with low latency):

-
Solution #42: Providing selected radio information to an App requiring it;
-
Solution #47: User Plane based Network Information Provisioning;
-
Solution #56: Edge NEF based Network Information Provisioning.
Solution #42, #44 and #56 are OAM based solutions and use local NEF to revoke the SA5 defined services to obtain the information provided by management system. Usually the network management system is deployed in a centralized location and can only handle information in an non-real time manner compared with control/user plane solutions, hence in most deployments, OAM based solutions cannot expose information with latency lower than control/user plane solutions. Furthermore, SA5 defines their own exposure mechanisms, in which SA2 defined NFs (e.g. Local NEF) need not to be involved.

In addition, Solutions #42 and #47 are based on the exposure of the UE radio conditions (e.g., RSRP, RAN DL (PDCP) buffer in overflow status, Radio congestion state, etc.). Such radio related parameters are rather dynamic and by the time they are provided to the EAS it may already be outdated. This make them rather useless for any sort of QoS adaptation and/or UE/EAS relocation.
Notice that in Rel-16 the concept of QoS Sustainability was introduced to allow the application to preventively adapt to potential QoS changes, for example by triggering a route change for a V2X UE (see TS 23.288 clause 6.8 and TS 23.287 clause 5.4.5.2). However, this Rel-16 feature is purely based on the usage of RAN UE Throughput (for non-GBR resource type) and QoS flow Retainability (for GBR traffic) exactly because other parameters (e.g., RSRP, RAN DL buffer in overflow, etc.) were considered too dynamic.

Solution #56 has another method that exposes the RAN info via Control Plane requiring an explicit local NEF insertion. It requires to locally deploy the SMF, which is a limitation to deployment, and causes frequent SMF/I-SMF changes.

Proposal 1: Because of the reasons mentioned above, it is proposed not to move Solutions #42, #47 and #56 to normative phase.
2. Text proposal
Based on the analysis in clause 1, it is proposed to agree the following changes vs. TS 23.748.
>>>>BEGINNING OF CHANGES<<<<
7
Overall Evaluation

Editor's note:
This clause will provide evaluation of different solutions.
>>>>SKIPPED UNCHANGED TEXT<<<<
7.x
Evaluation of solutions for Key Issue #3
7.x.y
Evaluation for Key Issue #3: OAM based solutions

Solution #42, #44 and #56 are OAM based solutions and use local NEF to revoke the SA5 defined services to obtain the information provided by management system. Usually the network management system is deployed in a centralized location and can only handle information in a non-real time manner compared with control/user plane solutions, hence in most deployments, OAM based solutions cannot expose information with latency lower than control/user plane solutions. Furthermore, SA5 defines their own exposure mechanisms, in which SA2 defined NFs (e.g. Local NEF) need not to be involved.

Solution #56 has another method that exposes the RAN info via Control Plane requiring an explicit local NEF insertion. It requires SMF is deployed locally, which is a limitation to deployment, and also causes frequent SMF/I-SMF changes.

Solution #42, #44 and #56 cannot expose information with low latency in the most deployments.
In addition, Solution #42 is based on the exposure of the UE radio conditions (e.g., RSRP, RAN DL (PDCP) buffer in overflow status, Radio congestion state, etc.). Such radio related parameters are rather dynamic and by the time they are provided to the EAS it may already be outdated. This make them rather useless for any sort of QoS adaptation and/or UE/EAS relocation.
>>>>SKIPPED UNCHANGED TEXT<<<<
9
Conclusions

Editor's note:
This clause will list conclusions that have been agreed during the course of the study item activities.
9.x
Conclusions for Key Issue #3

9.x.y
Conclusions for Key Issue #3: OAM based solutions
Solutions #42, #44 and #56 are not recommended for normative phase.
>>>>END OF CHANGES<<<<
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