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Introduction
This is the summary of offline discussion for the following CB:
CB: # 1101_Email_V2X_F1
-  Topics for discussion
  - PC5 QoS parameters
  - SL DRB QoS in SL DRB configuration
  - PC5 Link Aggregated Bit Rate  
  - SL-PHY-MAC-RLC-Config and SL-ConfigDedicatedEUTRA
- Can also discuss other issues based on contributions submitted
(LG - moderator)
Summary of offline disc R3-204018
TPs for agreeable issues
For the Chairman’s Notes
Propose the following TPs:
R3-203707 – agreed
[bookmark: _GoBack]R3-203559 – agreed
R3-203240 revised in R3-204268 - agreed

Propose to capture the following Text:
SL DRB QoS is provided to DU
Revise the format for SL DRB QoS, i.e., to include both the standardized PQI and the non-standardized PQI as choices. 
 “Range IE” is not included in SL DRB QoS in this meeting, but can be further discussed as correction if clear benefit is found.
Agree Stage 2 change (R3-203707) for TS 38.470 on SL DRB QoS. 
Introduce PC5 link AMBR IE in UE CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST message and UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST messages, set it as “optional” and criticality “ignore”. 
Introduce the following two New IEs for DU to CU RRC Info IE and agree TP R3-203559: 
~ SL-PHY-MAC-RLC-Config 
~ SL-ConfigDedicatedEUTRA
Add descriptions in UE Context Setup and UE Context Modification sections for clarifying the usage of CG-ConfigInfo for SidelinkUEInformation as proposed in R3-203240. 
Discussion
On SL DRB QoS
Issue 1:  Whether the SL DRB QoS should be provided to DU?

This issue was discussed in [1][2][4][5][9], most of the companies think that it should be passed to DU. But I would like to check it again here since there is proposal, which mentioned the whole SL DRB QoS IE should be removed from the messages. Please provide your view on this issue: 

	Company
	Y/N
	Comment

	LGE
	Yes
	Basically, the SDAP and PDCP related configuration of a SL DRB is configured by gNB-CU, while the RLC/MAC related configuration of the SL DRB is configured by gNB-DU. From CU to DU, SL DRB ID and flow mapped to SL DRB list are passed to DU, which means that DU is doing per DRB level radio configuration instead of per flow level. So the DRB level QoS should also be received from CU. If DU only relies on the per flow level PC5 QoS parameters from the UE, this means that DU makes a decision for a SL DRB QoS parameters if several flows are mapped to a SL DRB. In this way function of SDAP is moved to DU, which is not appropriate.  
But the current format and IEs for SL DRB QoS in the BLCR need to be revised.

	CATT
	Yes
	Similar to the convey of Uu DRB QoS parameters, the SL DRB level QoS should be provided from CU to DU.

	Nokia
	Yes
	Only the gNB-CU can determine the mapping of multiple QoS flows to a SL DRB. So the SLRB QoS should be provided to gNB-DU. 

	Huawei
	Yes
	Follow the same principle for Uu DRB QoS.

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Agree with LGE. 

	ZTE
	Yes
	It is better to follow the same principle as Uu DRB. 

	Intel
	Yes
	



//////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////
Summary for issue 1
· All companies agree that “SL DRB QoS should be provided to DU”.
Proposal 1: SL DRB QoS is provided to DU. 
//////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////


Issue 2:  the format and IEs for SL DRB QoS

If “Yes” is selected for Issue 1, we need to decide the format and also the IEs for SL DRB QoS, i.e., whether the parameters currently defined for SL DRB QoS in BLCR are appropriate? what the detailed parameters shall be defined for SL DRB QoS?

In the current BL CR R3-203046, parameters in 9.3.1.xx7 are defined as the QoS to be applied to a SL DRB. 
[image: ]

On the format of SL DRB QoS parameter to DU, an example is to follow the format we did for Uu DRB QoS. The followings are from current 38.473 for Uu DRB. 

[image: ]

From the table above, the following observations can be given: 
Observation 1): The reference for Uu DRB QoS follows “QoS Flow Level QoS Parameters”. 
Observation 2): The format on “QoS Flow Level QoS Parameters” not only include the standardized 5QI but also contains the non-standardized 5QI. 

On the other hand, from RAN2 38.331 (version 16.0.0), UE reports the SL QoS profile to CU in the SL UE Information message according to the following format: 
[image: ]
It can be seen that from UE to CU both the standardized PQI and the non-standardized PQI are included in the SL UE Information message. 
Observation 3): Both the standardized PQI and the non-standardized PQI are included in the SL UE Information message reported from UE to CU. 

Thus, from CU to DU, the SL DRB QoS should also include both the standardized PQI and the non-standardized PQI. The following is an example: 

	IE/Group Name
	Presence
	Range
	IE type and reference
	Semantics description
	Criticality
	Assigned Criticality

	PQI 
	M
	
	INTEGER (0..255, …)
	PQI is a special 5QI as specified in TS 23.501 [9].
	-
	

	CHOICE QoS Characteristics
	M
	
	
	
	-
	

	>Non-dynamic PQI
	
	
	
	
	-
	

	>>Non Dynamic PQI Descriptor
	M
	
	9.3.1.xx8
	
	-
	

	>Dynamic PQI
	
	
	
	
	-
	

	>>Dynamic PQI Descriptor
	M
	
	9.3.1.xx9
	
	-
	

	PC5 Flow Bit Rates
	O
	
	
	Only applies for GBR QoS Flows.
	-
	

	>Guaranteed Flow Bit Rate
	M
	
	Bit Rate
9.3.1.22
	Guaranteed Bit Rate for the PC5 QoS flow. Details in TS 23.501 [9].
	-
	

	>Maximum Flow Bit Rate
	M
	
	Bit Rate
9.3.1.22
	Maximum Bit Rate for the PC5 QoS flow. Details in TS 23.501 [9].
	-
	




Companies are encouraged to give views and comments on the format and IEs for SL DRB QoS: 

	Company
	Revise or not
	Comment

	LGE
	Yes
	To revise the format for SL DRB QoS so that both the standardized PQI and the non-standardized PQI are included as a choice by referring to Uu case in 9.3.1.45. 
The revised one above is an example. 

	CATT
	Yes
	It’s easier to have the same format for SL DRB QoS profile and SL QoS flow QoS profile.
As has been decided in RAN2, PQI, PC5 Flow Bit Rates, and Range should be there.

	Nokia
	Yes
	Agree with the changes. 

	Huawei
	Yes
	Fine to follow the format of “QoS Flow Level QoS Parameters” by having dynamic and non-dynamic PQIs.

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Principle is fine by us, we might come later on details

	ZTE
	Yes
	Fine with the format and the support of both standardized PQI and non-standardized PQI.

	Intel
	Yes
	Follow SL-PQI as in 38.321


//////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////
Summary for issue 2
· Most companies agree to revise the format for SL DRB QoS, i.e., to include both the standardized PQI and the non-standardized PQI. 
Proposal 2: to take the following one as baseline, and companies are welcome to comment on the details: 

	IE/Group Name
	Presence
	Range
	IE type and reference
	Semantics description
	Criticality
	Assigned Criticality

	PQI 
	M
	
	INTEGER (0..255, …)
	PQI is a special 5QI as specified in TS 23.501 [9].
	-
	

	CHOICE QoS Characteristics
	M
	
	
	
	-
	

	>Non-dynamic PQI
	
	
	
	
	-
	

	>>Non Dynamic PQI Descriptor
	M
	
	9.3.1.xx8
	
	-
	

	>Dynamic PQI
	
	
	
	
	-
	

	>>Dynamic PQI Descriptor
	M
	
	9.3.1.xx9
	
	-
	

	PC5 Flow Bit Rates
	O
	
	
	Only applies for GBR QoS Flows.
	-
	

	>Guaranteed Flow Bit Rate
	M
	
	Bit Rate
9.3.1.22
	Guaranteed Bit Rate for the PC5 QoS flow. Details in TS 23.501 [9].
	-
	

	>Maximum Flow Bit Rate
	M
	
	Bit Rate
9.3.1.22
	Maximum Bit Rate for the PC5 QoS flow. Details in TS 23.501 [9].
	-
	


 
Please give your comments in the following table.
	Company
	Commnets

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	




//////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////

Issue 3:  whether to add “Range IE” for SL DRB QoS

The following proposal is given in [5] (CATT), 
· Align the QoS parameters between SL DRB and SL QoS flow, keep the parameter “Range IE” in the PC5 QoS Parameters.

Companies are encouraged to give views and comments on whether to add “Range IE” for SL DRB QoS: 

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	LGE
	-
	Not sure

	CATT
	Yes
	As been discussed before, it’s the common understanding that  the parameter Range is not used for sidelink resource scheduling. But to my understanding, it may be used for resource allocation. 
For Uu interface and our network interfaces, DRB level QoS parameters have the same format as the QoS flow level QoS parameters.
To make things easier, it seems better to use the same format as SL-QoS-Profile for SL DRB QoS, how to use the parameter “Range” is left to implementation.

	Nokia
	Yes
	It is beneficial to include the Range IE, as commented by CATT.

	Huawei
	No
	We have discussed and agreed to remove this IE already. The argument point in [5] is not strong. It is preferred to keep it out until there is clear benefit.

	Samsung
	Not sure
	It’s unclear how “Range IE” can be used for resource scheduling or resource allocation and what the benefit is.

	Ericsson
	No
	As commented before, the range parameter is only used for RX UE to determine whether to send HARQ feedback for groupcast, which is known by the UE already. There is certainly no need for gNB-DU to understand the range parameter, since it has nothing to do with scheduling.


	ZTE
	No
	Agree with Ericsson and Huawei.

	Intel
	Yes
	Agree with CATT



//////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////
Summary for issue 3
· Three companies prefer to add “Range IE” for SL DRB QoS, while three companies are against the adding. The benefit is not clear from RAN3 point of view.  

Proposal 3: not to include Range IE in this meeting, but can be further discussed as correction in TEI-16 if clear benefit is found. 

Please give your comments in the following table.
	Company
	Comments

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



//////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////


Issue 4:  On stage 2 change for SL DRB QoS

Stage 2 change for TS 38.470 is proposed in [9] (Nokia) for SL DRB QoS,  

Companies are encouraged to give views and comments on the change: 

	Company
	Necessary or not
	Comment

	LGE
	Yes
	From high level point of view, it is acceptable. I’ll on the details.

	CATT
	Yes
	Generally, I’m fine with the stage 2 text in [9].

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Fine by us, we might come later on details

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	Stage 2 text is fine



//////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////
Summary for issue 4
· All companies agree to have the stage 2 change for TS 38.470 as proposed in [9] (Nokia) for SL DRB QoS
Proposal 4: to take R3-203707 [9] (Nokia) as baseline, and companies are welcome to comment on the details. 

	Company
	Comments

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



//////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////

On PC5 link AMBR in the UE CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST message and UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST messages in F1 interface
Issue 5: FFS on whether to define a new IE named PC5 link AMBR in the UE CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST message and UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST messages

This issue was discussed in [1][2][5][7], the views are still not converged. 

Companies are encouraged to give views and comments on whether to define a new IE named PC5 link AMBR in the UE CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST message and UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST messages, i.e., remove the FFS in the current BL CR.  

	Company
	Y/N
	Comment

	LGE
	Yes
	

According to TS 23.287 shown in Fig.1 above, one unicast link may consist of several flows between the UE A and UE B. PC5 Link Aggregated Bit Rate is to give a limit for UE in one link. This parameter is very similar to UE sidelink AMBR, which was agreed to be passed to DU since DU is in charge of the low layers and only it knows the exact bit rate from flow/link/UE point of view. So it should be passed to DU for performing the limitation. 
There was several concerns during email discussion in last meeting. 
Firstly, how DU can perform the limit for a link based on PC5 Link Aggregated Bit Rate?  Basically this parameter only applies to unicast and non-GBR. The cast type of a flow and whether it is GBR or non-GBR can be known by DU through the SidelinkUEInformation reported by UE, which goes to DU finally. 
Secondly, on whether CU can perform the limit based on PC5 Link Aggregated Bit Rate for a link? Basically, CU can perform the authorization on whether a QoS flow requested by UE is included in the PC5 QoS parameters received from CN. However, it is not possible for CU to perform the bit limit since this is low layer parameter. 
Thirdly, there was a concern that this is just subscription related information to check if what the UE requested is inline or not with its subscription. However, we have different understanding. UE does not report PC5 Link Aggregated Bit Rate itself to CU/DU, which cannot perform the verification only. This parameter is similar to UE sidelink AMBR, for which the function requested to DU is also very similar. 
Based on the analysis above, the following proposal is suggested: 
Proposal): To add PC5 Link Aggregated Bit Rates IE into the UE CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST message and UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST message and the corresponding descriptions as in [3]. 


	CATT
	Yes
	Share the view with LGE.
PC5 link AMBR is really needed, this info could be provided from CN to NG-RAN, and CU could provide it to DU. DU could use it to perform PC5 link level Aggregated Bit Rate.
To support this function, DU could distinguish the PC5 links via the info provided by UE in SL UE Information, i.e. resource type, cast type.

	Nokia
	Yes
	Agree with LGE

	Huawei
	No
	Sidelink AMBR is currently provided from CU to DU, which is a UE specific parameter. It is enough for the network to perform the aggregate bit rate control for all PC5 non-GBR QoS flows of one UE. In addition, RAN2 has discussed and decided not to include the PC5 link AMBR in the UE report. Therefore we don’t see the need to introduce more complexity.

	Samsung
	No
	We have similar understanding as Huawei. And UE and 5GC don’t provide the PC5 link related information to RAN, so DU doesn’t know which SL DRBs a unicast link consists of, so DU can’t enforce PC5 Link AMBR for the unicast link. 

	Ericsson
	No
	Agree with Samsung and Huawei. 

	ZTE
	No
	Agree with Samsung and Huawei. We think sidelink UE AMBR is enough.



Issue 6: If the answer is “no” on Issue 5, shall we remove the PC5 link AMBR IE in the current NG, S1, Xn and X2 BLCRs? Also send LS to SA2 to let them remove PC5 link AMBR in stage 2? 

PC5 link AMBR is similar concept as UE SL AMBR. If it is not passed to DU, then it is meaningless for CU since UE does not report this parameter to CU in the SidelinkUEInformation, which means there is no meaning from authorization point of view either. 

Companies are encouraged to give views and comments on issue 6, i.e., if the answer is “no” on Issue 5, shall we remove the PC5 link AMBR IE in the current NG, S1, Xn and X2 BLCRs? Also LS to SA2 to let them remove PC5 link AMBR in stage 2?

	Company
	Y/N
	Comment

	Huawei
	Y
	In this case, the PC5 link AMBR in other interfaces does not help. In the previous meetings, the FFS were removed without thoughtful considerations.

	Samsung
	Y
	The usage of the PC5 link AMBR should be clarified further in stage 2.

	Ericsson
	Y
	From RAN3 point of view, the PC5 Link AMBR has no use for scheduling, thus the benefits for sending it to the DU are unclear

	ZTE
	Y
	PC5 link AMBR is similar concept as UE SL AMBR and is redundant on the top of UE-SL-AMBR. Since both RAN2 and RAN3 are not identified the benefit of PC5 link AMBR, it is better to remove the PC5 link AMBR.

	
	
	

	
	
	



//////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////
Summary for issue 5 and 6: 
· Three companies prefer to define a new IE named PC5 link AMBR in the UE CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST message and UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST messages, while four companies are against to introduce it.  

The following options we need to select finally since this is the last meeting for closing the WI: 
· Option 1: Introduce the PC5 link AMBR IE in F1 as optional and criticality “ignore”

· Option 2: do not introduce the PC5 link AMBR IE in F1 and remove the agreed IE in NG, Xn, S1 and X2 interface. Send LS to SA2 to remove the information in stage 2, which was agreed long time ago. 
Companies are welcome to comment on the options above. 

	Company
	Comments

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



//////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////

Issue 7: New IEs for DU to CU RRC Info

In [8], it was proposed to add two new IEs, i.e., SL-PHY-MAC-RLC-Config IE and SL-ConfigDedicatedEUTRA IE in DU to CU RRC Info. Companies are encouraged to give views and comments on whether they are necessary and also the format? 

	Company
	Necessary or not
	Comment

	LGE 
	
	If necessary, the format should be changed since the IE levels for SL-PHY-MAC-RLC-Config and SL-ConfigDedicatedEUTRA are not the same. 
SL-PHY-MAC-RLC-Config	O		OCTET STRING	SL-PHY-MAC-RLC-Config as defined in TS 38.331 [8].	YES	ignore
SL-ConfigDedicatedEUTRA	O		OCTET STRING	SL-ConfigDedicatedEUTRA as defined in TS 38.331 [8].	YES	ignore

How about adding the following two IEs: 
· SL-ConfigDedicatedNR
· SL-ConfigDedicatedEUTRA
Further checking is followed soon. 

	CATT
	See Comment
	Same view with LGE, the container IE name should be: 
· SL-ConfigDedicatedNR
· SL-ConfigDedicatedEUTRA

	Nokia
	
	No strong view. LGE proposal is fine. 

	Huawei
	Y
	The info is necessary since DU generates the lower layer configuration and passes to CU for generation of  RRCReconfiguration message for sidelink communication. 
For which IEs should be referred, we are open to discuss. If SL-ConfigDedicatedNR is added, that means several unused (for F1) IEs other than SL-PHY-MAC-RLC-Config are included.

	Samsung
	
	No strong view. The detail should be further checked.

	Ericsson
	Seems necessary
	The IEs seem necessary, especially the SL-ConfigDedicatedEUTRA for cross-RAT scheduling. We can rename the SL-PHY-MAC-RLC-Config differently while keeping its reference to 38.331. Another way, is to keep as Huawei’s proposed and clarify its usage in the semantics.

	ZTE
	Seems necessary
	DU generates the lower layer configuration and shall pass to CU for generation of  RRCReconfiguration message for sidelink communication.

	Intel
	Yes
	As this came from RAN2 agreement



//////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////
Summary for issue 7
· All companies agree to introduce the New IEs for DU to CU RRC Info. But it seems the details should be checked:
· Option 1: to introduce following two IEs: 
~ SL-ConfigDedicatedNR
~ SL-ConfigDedicatedEUTRA

· Option 2: to introduce following two IEs: 
~ SL-PHY-MAC-RLC-Config 
~ SL-ConfigDedicatedEUTRA

Please check the details, let us decide finally which option to go. Your comments or preferences can be added in the following table: 

	Company
	Comments

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



//////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////


Issue 8: adding descriptions in UE Context Setup and UE Context Modification sections for clarifying the usage of CG-ConfigInfo for SidelinkUEInformation as in [3]
In last meeting, the following agreement has been achieved: 
· For the sidelink resource request from CU to DU, the existing UE Context Setup/Modification procedures will be reused.
· Introduce the new SidelinkUEInformation to the RRC container.

However, the specification has not been changed to reflect the agreement above. Especially on CG-ConfigInfo, which was specially only for DC. Now if it is used for SidelinkUEInformation, descriptions should be added in the UE Context Setup and UE Context Modification sections for clarifying the usage.  
 
Companies are encouraged to give views and comments on whether adding descriptions as in [3] is necessary or not? 

	Company
	Necessary or not
	Comment

	LGE 
	Yes
	As proposed in [3].  

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	Agree with [3].  

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	


//////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////
Summary for issue 8
· All companies agree to adding descriptions in UE Context Setup and UE Context Modification sections for clarifying the usage of CG-ConfigInfo for SidelinkUEInformation as in [3]. 
Proposal 4: to take the corresponding descriptions in R3-203240 [3] as baseline, and companies are welcome to comment on the details. 

	Company
	Comments

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



//////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////

Other Issues
Companies are encouraged to add other issues if there are. 

	Company
	Issues

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	





Conclusion, Recommendations
The followings are proposed: 
Proposal 1: SL DRB QoS is provided to DU. 
Proposal 2: Revise the format for SL DRB QoS, i.e., to include both the standardized PQI and the non-standardized PQI as choices. 
Proposal 3: Do not include “Range IE” for SL DRB QoS in this meeting, but can be further discussed as correction if clear benefit is found.
Proposal 4: Agree Stage 2 change (R3-203707) for TS 38.470 on SL DRB QoS. 
Proposal 5: Introduce PC5 link AMBR IE in UE CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST message and UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST messages, set it as “optional” and criticality “ignore”. 
Proposal 6: Introduce the following two New IEs for DU to CU RRC Info and agree TP R3-203559: 
~ SL-PHY-MAC-RLC-Config 
~ SL-ConfigDedicatedEUTRA
Proposal 7: Add descriptions in UE Context Setup and UE Context Modification sections for clarifying the usage of CG-ConfigInfo for SidelinkUEInformation as proposed in R3-203240. 
Proposal 8: Agree a revision of the F1AP TP R3-203240 for reflecting the agreements above. 
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The IE SL-QoS-Profile is used to give the QoS parameters for a sidelink QoS flow.
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