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1. Overall Description:
RAN1 has received the LS S2-1813386 from SA2. There are two new combinations of QoS characteristics values in the LS: 1) PDB = 5ms, PER = 10-4 and MDBV = 1354 bytes for Collision Avoidance and Platooning with high LoA, and 2) PDB ~1.5 ms, PER=10-5 and MDBV ~1300 bytes for Emergency Trajectory Alignment and Sensors information Sharing with high LoA. SA2 proposed the following question to RAN1. 
	SA WG2 would like to ask RAN WG2 and RAN WG1 whether, for Uu over E-UTRA and NR, the two new combinations of QoS characteristics values indicated above are feasible or not. 
RAN1 has sent an LS R1-1905904 as reply to the feasibility of the first combination of QoS values. RAN1 LS R1-1905904 also asked SA2 and RAN3 to provide information about the network interface latency for Combination 2) of QoS characteristics values, in order to get Uu interface latency budget for feasibility evaluation.  RAN1 has received response from SA2 (LS, S2-1906340) and RAN3 (LS, R3-193258). Based on the received information, the packet delay budget for the Uu interface is obtained, and RAN1 view is below.
(a) If the one way delay for non-ideal backhaul scenario is 2.5 ms (R3-193258), then no packet delay budget is left for the Uu interface. Combination 2) is not feasible.
(b) If the UPF-AN delay is 2 ms (LS, S2-1906340), then no packet delay budget is left for the Uu interface. Combination 2) is not feasible.
(c) If the UPF-AN delay is 1 ms (LS, S2-1906340), and the latency between gNB and RRH is negligible (assuming ideal backhaul and negligible propagation delay between the CU and the DU, and between the DU and the remote radio head as in R3-193258),  the Uu interface delay budget is 0.5 ms. In this case, it’s RAN1 understanding that Combination 2) is not feasible with radio link configuration as defined in TR 38.824 (e.g., bandwidth=40 MHz DL and 40 MHz UL, BS antenna configuration= 16Tx/16Rx). On the other hand, one company’s evaluation showed that Combination 2) is feasible if advanced configuration is assumed in the simulation (e.g., bandwidth =200 MHz for DL and 100 MHz for UL, BS antenna configuration= 8Tx/8Rx for DL and 32Tx/32Rx for UL).
(d) It is unclear what largest Uu interface delay can be assumed based on (LS, S2-1906340) and (LS, R3-193258) for evaluating the feasibility of Combination 2). As an example, if the UPF-AN delay can be reduced to 0.75 ms or 0.5 ms and the latency between gNB and RRH is negligible, the Uu interface delay budget is 0.75 ms or 1.0 ms. In this case, two companies’ evaluation results show that Combination 2) is feasible with radio link configuration as defined in TR 38.824. 
In addition, it is unclear to RAN1 that what’s the proper backhaul type and network architecture to assume. 
It is left to SA2 to decide whether Combination 2) is considered feasible or not based on the information provided above.

2. Actions:
To SA WG2
RAN1 respectfully asks SA2 to take above information into consideration for Combination 2) of QoS characteristics values.

4. Date of Next TSG-RAN WG1 Meetings:	
TSG RAN WG1 Meeting #98b		14 – 18 Oct 2019, Chongqing, China
TSG RAN WG1 Meeting #99		18 – 11 Nov 2019, Reno, US
