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1. [bookmark: OLE_LINK13][bookmark: OLE_LINK14]Introduction
According to the discussion in RAN2#97bis meeting, RAN2 achieved the following agreements for avoiding the flow ID in the data transmission:
Agreements on QoS layer:
-	New AS layer PDU is PDCP SDU
-	AS layer header is byte-aligned
-	DL packets over Uu are not marked with “Flow ID” at least for cases where UL AS reflective mapping and NAS reflective QoS is not configured for DRB.   
-	AS layer header include the UL “Flow ID” depending on network configuration
However is not clear in which case the UL flow ID can be ignored in the UL data. In this contribution, we give the detailed use case analysis of ignoring the UL flow ID.
2. Discussion
2.1 [bookmark: OLE_LINK21][bookmark: OLE_LINK22][bookmark: OLE_LINK30][bookmark: OLE_LINK31]Use cases of ignoring UL flow ID   
According to the current agreements made so far, we could have the following cases to ignore the UL flow ID.
Table 1: Use case analysis of ignoring UL flow ID
	Use Case
	Ignore UL flow ID (Yes/No)
	Network Configuration (Example of Field)
	Configuration Condition(s)

	Case 1: One normal flow in one DRB configured by RRC
	Yes
	Indicating (i.e. 1bit) ignoring the UL flow ID 
	After or at the same time when configuring the flow ID. (can be ignored by default configuration without extra signalling)

	Case 2: multiple normal flow(s) in one DRB configured by RRC
	Yes
	Indicating one flow ID to be ignored 
	After or at the same time when configuring the flow ID. (if one flow ID is ignored in Case 1, the NW does not have to explicitly indicate a flow ID for Case 2)

	Case 3: One reflective QoS flow in one DRB (To be further confirmed if this case is vailid.)
	Yes
	Indicating (i.e. 1bit) ignoring the UL flow ID 
	After the reception of the reflective QoS flow ID in UL. (should be explicitly indicated by the network configuration)

	Case 4: multiple reflective QoS flow in one DRB
	Yes
	Indicating one flow ID to be ignored 
	After the reception of the reflective QoS flow ID in UL.

	Case 5: Case 1 + Case 3 
	Yes
	Indicating one flow ID to be ignored 
	After the reception of the reflective QoS flow ID in UL if the ignored flow ID is reflective QoS flow ID.

	Case 6: Case 1 + Case 4
	Yes
	Indicating one flow ID to be ignored 
	After the reception of the reflective QoS flow ID in UL if the ignored flow ID is reflective QoS flow ID.

	Case 7: Case 2 + Case 3 
	Yes
	Indicating one flow ID to be ignored
	After the reception of the reflective QoS flow ID in UL if the ignored flow ID is reflective QoS flow ID.

	Case 8: Case 2 + Case 4
	Yes
	Indicating one flow ID to be ignored
	After the reception of the reflective QoS flow ID in UL if the ignored flow ID is reflective QoS flow ID.


For Case 1, the extra signalling of indicating ignoring the UL flow ID is not required, as the flow ID can be ignored by default network configuration (i.e. one-to-one mapping between a flow ID and a DRB). For Case 3, if a DRB can only be configured via RRC with a valid flow ID, then Case 3 is not a valid use case. If Case 3 is allowed (i.e. a DRB can be configured/established via RRC without any flow ID included), 1 bit indication is recommended to indicate if an UL flow ID can be ignored after the network receives the UL reflective QoS flow ID. Otherwise we have to define/discuss the detailed rule(s) of when the UE can ignore the UL flow ID as there is no RRC configuration for the reflective QoS flow ID. 
For Case 2 and 4-8, if a flow ID was ignored in Case 1/3, then the network does not have to explicitly indicate a flow ID to be ignored. If no flow ID was ignored in Case 1/3, the network needs to explicitly indicate the flow ID to be ignored. 
According to the use case analysis given above, although we may only have 1bit indication field and the flow ID field for ignoring the UL flow ID, the conditions when/how to configure such field(s) to ignore an UL flow ID are quite different in different cases. For example, an UL flow ID could have been ignored in the flow-to-DRB one-one-mapping case by using the default configuration option without the extra 1bit field of indicating ignoring the flow ID. When the gNB adds a new flow ID in the same DRB, then we needs to clarify if the flow ID can still be ignored. To simplify the implementation of both the network and the UE and save the standard effort due to the limited time in NR phase 1, we prefer that the explicit indication is used for all cases listed.
Proposal 1: Introduce one bit to indicate if a flow ID can be ignored in uplink when one DRB includes only one flow.
Proposal 2: Introduce a flow ID indication to indicate if a flow ID can be ignored in uplink when one DRB includes more than one flows.

3. Conclusion
According to the discussion given for the configuration of ignoring uplink flow ID, we have the following proposals:
Proposal 1: Introduce one bit to indicate if a flow ID can be ignored in uplink when one DRB includes only one flow.
Proposal 2: Introduce a flow ID indication to indicate if a flow ID can be ignored in uplink when one DRB includes more than one flows.
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