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1 Introduction

CB: # 1102_Email_V2X_QoS

-  Topics for discussion

  - Confirm WA?

  - Alt QoS Index in PDU Session Resource Notify Transfer

 - Can also discuss other issues based on contributions submitted

(Nok - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-204019
TPs for agreeable issues
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following:

R3-203465 rev in R3-204047 – agreed (NGAP)
R3-203745 rev in R3-204193 – agreed (XnAP)

R3-203746 rev in R3-204194 – agreed (F1AP)

R3-203466 – agreed (TS 38.300)
R3-203747 rev in R3-204195 – agreed (TS 38.470)
R3-203467 rev in R3-204171 – agreed (TS 38.460)
R3-203748 – agreed (E1AP)

3 Discussion

3.1 Confirm the working assumption on stage 3 CRs NG, Xn

Can we confirm the working assumption to base the solution for V2X QoS on the Set1 of stage 3 CRs for NG and Xn interfaces technically endorsed at last RAN3 (with the potential additions proposed in R3-203751 or R3-203949, to be discussed below)?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes.

	Vodafone
	We are not happy with that WA.

However, taking that WA, the following points should be clarified in NG and Xn (and SA2) CRs:

a) Is it required or not for the GFBR to monotonically decrease, and the PDB/PER to monotonically increase as the Alt QoS becomes less preferred?
b) Whether the Max Data Burst Vaolume needs to be reduced as the GFBR is reduced (e.g. with constant PER and PDB)?

	Ericsson
	Yes. SA2 have agreed to align SA2 specifications with the endorsed RAN3 TPs. The questions above are outside of RAN3 scope.

	Deutsche Telekom 
	In principle yes, but we should rely also on possible feedback, if any, from SA2 on RAN3’s LS sent at last meeting. Discussion seems to be ongoing.

	Huawei
	Alignment with SA2 is necessary. They will decide this week, and then RAN3 can finalize next week.

	InterDigital
	Yes

	LGE
	Yes

	CATT
	Yes

	Samsung
	Yes

	ZTE
	Yes 

	Intel
	Yes


Moderator’s summary:

It is proposed to turn the working assumption taken at RAN3#107bis-e into an agreement. 
Proposal 1: turn the working assumption taken at RAN3#107bis-e into an agreement and base the NG and Xn TPs on Alternative QoS parameter set lists as in R3-203465 and R3-203745.

3.2 Confirm the need of F1 CRs

Do you think that F1 CRs are also needed?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes.

	Vodafone
	The simple gNB implementation based on Admission Control of each Alt QoS Profile, and event based Alt QoS upgrade does not seem to need any F1 CR. However, the WA proponents seem to desire a complex solution.

	Ericsson
	Yes, Notification control is present in F1. Otherwise, it will not be possible to notify the CU in a split gNB scenario.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Yes, same view as E///.

	Huawei
	Yes. However, there is no procedural text when CU sends DU the alternative QoS parameter set, which means for both DRB and QoS flow level the info could be sent in several messages. It will be beneficial to update the CR by clarifying that only the DRB info is used.

	InterDigital
	Yes

	LGE
	Yes, it should follow notification control procedure. 

	CATT
	Yes

	Samsung
	Yes

	ZTE
	Yes 

	Intel
	Yes


Moderator’s summary:

It is proposed to have F1 CRs. It is proposed to agree R3-203747 and a revision of R3-203746 which adds procedural text in section 8 for the case where CU sends the alternative QoS parameter set (receiver perspective receiving the Alternative QoS parameter set list).
Proposal 2: agree R3-203747 and a revision of R3-203746 which adds procedural text in section 8 for the case where CU sends the alternative QoS parameter set (receiver perspective receiving the Alternative QoS parameter set list). 

3.3 Confirm the need of E1 CRs

Do you think that E1 CRs are also needed?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes.

	Ericsson
	Yes

	Deutsche Telekom
	Yes

	Huawei
	Yes

	InterDigital
	Yes

	LGE
	Yes

	CATT
	Yes

	Samsung
	Yes

	ZTE
	Yes 

	Intel
	Yes


Moderator’s summary:

Proposal 3: agree R3-203467 and R3-203748.
3.4 Stage 2 draft CR TS 38.300

There are two draft CRs proposed for stage 2 TS 38.300:

· One draft CR from Nokia, Ericsson, CATT, ZTE, Samsung, LGE, InterDigital, NTT Docomo in R3-203466 with only one sentence in section 12.1 (option 1)

· an alternative draft CR from Huawei, Vodafone in R3-203638 with more detailed description (option 2)

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Option 1. The feature is already extensively described in TS23.501, therefore one sentence in section 12.1 including reference to TS23.501 is enough as proposed in R3-203466.

	Vodafone
	3466 omits any reference to handover and hence gives no “RAN stage 2” linkage to the Xn CRs.

Thus prefer 3638.

	Ericsson
	Agree with Nokia, the feature is well described in SA2 stage 2 specs and they already describe Handover scenario with AQP. We can keep the description text in TS 38.300 to a minimum.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Option 1, to avoid duplicated information from TS 23.501. Referencing should be sufficient.

	Huawei
	Option 2.  As the support of AQP is an important feature, a separate section is needed.

	InterDigital`
	Option 1 – Agree with Nokia

	LGE 
	Option 1, referencing as we generally did for concept from SA2. 

	CATT
	Option 1, agree with Nok, DT, no need duplicated texts, with reference to 23.501 seems easier.

	Samsung
	Option 1, Agree with Nok.

	ZTE
	Option 1, to avoid duplicated texts.

	Intel
	Option 1


Moderator’s summary:

A majority prefers R3-203466. It is proposed to agree R3-203466.
Proposal 4: agree stage 2 in R3-203466.
3.5 Additions proposed in tdocs R3-203751 and R3-203949

Do you think that one can assume an homogeneous deployment of AQP feature (Alternative QoS Profile) in the NG-RAN nodes of the VPLMN?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	No. Even though homogeneous deployment should be the majority case, one cannot exclude deployments which happens to be non-homogeneous.

	Vodafone
	No.

While we expect the VPLMNs to strive for useful homogeneity (e.g. “covering all major roads”), it is not something that the HPLMN / customer’s AF can rely on.

	Ericsson
	??? We don’t really understand the significance of this question with respect to the topic discussed

	Deutsche Telekom
	No. It would be certainly useful for V2X service offering, but cannot be expected in all relevant RAN nodes of a VPLMN.

	Huawei
	No.

	InterDigital
	No

	LGE
	No, but mainly should be. 

	CATT
	No

	Samsung
	We don’t understand question well either.

	ZTE
	No 

	Intel
	Not quite understand the question


Moderator’s summary:

Following the majority, one cannot always assume an homogeneous deployment even if should be the nominal case. 

3.6 Additions proposed in tdocs R3-203751 and R3-203949

Taking into account the above question 3.5, should the SMF be made aware by the signaling protocol whether the NG-RAN node supports AQP?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia 
	Yes. This could be added with simple update of the Set 1 CRs as proposed in R3-203949.

	Vodafone
	Yes. 

	Ericsson
	Yes, however, there’s a question that needs to be answered first: when would the SMF need to know the support and what is the function behind the knowledge at a certain point in time?

1) at PDU Session Resource setup, the SMF indicates AQPs and receives a positive answer from the NG-RAN node. 

a) If the criticality is set to “ignore” for the AQP IEs, the SMF can either assume the QoS to be supported at QoS flow setup, or receive an indication that at least one of the alternative QoS parameters is supported at the time of setup. If none, the NG-RAN node would respond negatively at admission control.

b) If the criticality is set to “reject”, the SMF would know the non-support of the NG-RAN node by a negative answer.

There would not be, hence, any AQP related function in the SMF associated with the case that the NG-RAN node had positively ACK’d the request. So there is no need to indicate this fact.

2) At Notification Control, assuming an AQP index is always provided (in case of “not fulfilled”), the SMF would know from the presence of the AQP Index whether AQP is supported/applied. This seems to be sufficient as only at this point in time the SMF may trigger an action (if any at all).

R3-203751 in this respect would not be necessary. The new indication proposed is redundant with the presence of the Current QoS parameters set index IE



	Deutsche Telekom
	Yes, we agree with E///’s view.

	Huawei
	Yes.

	InterDigital
	Yes agree with E///

	LGE
	Yes

	CATT
	Yes, agree with E///.

	Samsung
	Yes

	ZTE
	Yes 

	Intel
	Yes, agree with E///


Moderator’s summary:

Following the majority, it is acknowledged that the SMF shall be made aware by signaling protocol whether the NG-RAN node supports AQP. The question is when.
3.7 Additions proposed in tdocs R3-203751 and R3-203949

If answer to question 3.6 is YES, should the SMF be made aware:

· as soon as when PDU Session/QoS flow is setup, or moved into another NG-RAN node as in R3-203949 (option 1),

· only when/if the serving NG-RAN node happens to send the PDU Session Notify as in R3-203751 (option 2).

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia 
	Option 1 or Option 1+2. 

It can be useful if SMF gets aware whether the serving NG-RAN node supports AQP as soon as admission control of the QoS flow (in PDU Session Setup/Modify Response or Path Switch Request) and even when the NG-RAN node fully admits the requested QoS profile. It is OK to add Option 2 on top but might not be needed if option 1 is there. An example is dropped in draft folder with both options included as possible way forward.

	Vodafone
	While we drafted option 2, we quite like the encoding concept of Option 1 and are not completely opposed to Option 1 itself. However:
a) We would prefer the “Alt QoS Index” of zero to indicate that the least preferred Alt QoS cannot be fulfilled.

b) If “Alt QoS Index” zero indicates “Full QoS”, then 3949’s procedural text needs to be updated to align with this.

c) The encoding concept in (a) above and in 3949 simplifies the number of parameters in the SMF -> PCF -> AF signaling, so combining the signaling of option 1 and 2 is probably not the best approach.

d) If using 3949, the information element text on index 0 should be extended to say that the gNB is operating Alt QoS for that flow. E.g. copy the text from 3751.  

	Ericsson
	Option 2 (see our comments in 3.6)
SA2’s concern is to know when NG-RAN node operates on a QoS level below the AQP with lowest requirements when the GFBR can no longer be fulfilled. Therefore, there is no need to signal anything outside Notification Control. 
With the addition of an index “0” in the PDU Session Notify (see below), it would indicate to SMF that even the lowest AQP cannot be supported.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Agree with E///’s proposal to modify the semantics description of Current QoS Parameters Set Index IE.

	Huawei
	Option 2 is needed and could be solved by indicating “0” as Ericsson proposed. We are also open to discuss to indicate whether the requested QoS profile is currently fulfilled with another special value.

	InterDigital
	Agree with Huawei

	LGE
	Option 2. Agree with Ericsson. 

	CATT
	Option 2. As proposed by Ericsson and Huawei, an additional index “0” in the PDU Session Notify could be used to indicate the SMF that even the lowest AQP cannot be supported.

	Samsung
	Option 2. Agree with Ericsson.

	ZTE
	Option 2, agree with Ericsson.

	Intel
	Option 2


9.3.4.5
PDU Session Resource Notify Transfer
This IE is transparent to the AMF.
	IE/Group Name
	Presence
	Range
	IE type and reference
	Semantics description
	Criticality
	Assigned Criticality

	QoS Flow Notify List
	
	0..1
	
	
	-
	

	>QoS Flow Notify Item
	
	1..<maxnoofQoSFlows>
	
	
	-
	

	>>QoS Flow Identifier
	M
	
	9.3.1.51
	
	-
	

	>>Notification Cause
	M
	
	ENUMERATED (fullfilled, not fulfilled, …)
	
	-
	

	>>Current QoS Parameters Set Index
	O
	
	Alternative QoS Parameter set Index
9.3.1.y
	Index to the currently fulfilled alternative QoS parameters set. 
Value 0 indicates that NG-RAN cannot even fulfil the lowest alternative parameter set.

	YES
	Ignore

	QoS Flow Released List 
	O
	
	QoS Flow List with Cause
9.3.1.13
	
	-
	

	Secondary RAT Usage Information
	O
	
	9.3.1.114
	
	YES
	ignore


Moderator’s summary:

It seems that a majority of companies prefer option 2 modified using the encoding similar to option 1 i.e. AQP index extended with a codepoint 0 used only in PDU Session Notify in order to signal that even the lowest AQP could not be fulfilled.

Proposal 5: agree a revision of the NGAP, XnAP, F1AP TP(s) introducing codepoint 0 in the AQP Index to be used in PDU Session Notify for signaling that lowest QP cannot even be fulfilled.

4 Conclusion

The following is proposed:

Proposal 1: turn the working assumption taken at RAN3#107bis-e into an agreement and base the NGAP and XnAP TPs on using Alternative QoS parameter set lists in R3-203465 and R3-203745.

Proposal 2: agree a revision of R3-203746 (F1AP) which adds procedural text in section 8 for the case where CU sends the alternative QoS parameter set list (receiver perspective receiving the Alternative QoS parameter set list). Agree a revision of R3-203747 for TS 38.470 capturing the following update received from online comments:
The function is can be also used to send to inform the gNB-DU the alternative QoS Parameters Sets when available for a QoS flow
Proposal 3: agree R3-203748 for E1AP. Agree a revision of R3-203467 for TS 38.460 with update of WI code.

Proposal 4: agree stage 2 in R3-203466.

Proposal 5: agree a revision of the NGAP TP R3-203465, XnAP TP R3-203745 and F1AP TP R3-203746 introducing codepoint 0 in the AQP Index to be used in PDU Session Notify for signaling that lowest QP cannot even be fulfilled. 
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