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1
Introduction
During the SI phase, the need of admission control in NR SL was discussed online but no agreement was achieved: [1]
8: Need of admission control in NR SL can be discussed in WI.
Such admission control in NR SL was regarded as one aspect related to QoS support as pointed out by some companies in previous RAN2 meetings. 
In this contribution, we provide a discussion on the need of SL admission control and provide corresponding proposals. Some descriptions are added in this revision to show that interface/RAT selection (regardless of being specified or up to UE implementation) can actually yield an equivalent effect compared with admission control in NR SL.
2
Discussion
Before we discuss the detailed solutions, we would like to check what we can have in NR V2X SL and what we can inherit from LTE V2X SL. They can include (but are not limited to) the following:
· Interface selection

· SL RAT selection

· Congestion control
The motivation of interface selection and SL RAT selection are to select the best transmission path for UE’s V2X services. Although the detailed solution for interface selection is still under discussion and the SL RAT selection is up to the upper layers as decided by SA2, it is common understanding that the selection should be performed based on V2X service granularity. No matter whether finally to specify any criteria to determine the availability/unavailability of interfaces or just leave the interface/RAT selection completely to UE implementation, it is reasonable to assume that the decision will be made by taking both QoS requirements and interface radio conditions into account, i.e., the QoS requirements of the specific V2X services shall be satisfied on the selected interface/RAT. In principle, if the radio condition of an interface/RAT cannot meet the QoS requirement for some services, the UE does not select it for the services’ transmission. Specifically for PC5, it means that if the QoS requirements for some services cannot be met with the current radio condition on SL, the UE anyway can prohibit the service to be transmitted on PC5, which is with the equivalent effect as the so called SL admission control mechanism proposed by some companies, i.e. not admitting the UE’s access for such services’ transmission in SL. 
Observation 1: The UE can make the decision of interface/RAT selection by taking the QoS requirements of the services and radio condition into account, and thus avoid a service being sent over PC5 when SL radio condition is not good enough, which has the equivalent effect as admission control in SL. 
In LTE V2X, the congestion control mechanism was introduced to adapt resources allocated and Tx parameters into congestion situations for SL transmission with different QoS requirements. In detail, for a connected UE, the eNB is able to configure dedicated congestion control related configuration based on the CBR measurement results reported from the UE. For an idle UE, the eNB broadcasts a cell specific configuration for congestion control. With such mechanisms, a UE is able to perform the transmission for each specific V2X service in SL with proper Tx parameters and appropriate number of resources. 
If the LTE defined congestion control mechanism is inherited by NR V2X with Tx parameter adaptation and works together with the interface/RAT selection mechanism, we think the traffic load in the system can be kept in a proper level and the QoS requirement of specific V2X services also can be satisfied in NR SL.

Observation 2: With joint interface/RAT selection mechanism and congestion control mechanism, system load balance and service QoS requirement guarantees in NR SL can be achieved.

According to the E-mail discussion [2] and some earlier company papers, some solutions on QoS/bearer level admission control were proposed and are listed as follows:

a) For mode 1, UE reports the QoS information to the base station (BS), and the BS decides whether the QoS flow or SLRB can be established.

b) For mode 2, UE decides whether the QoS flow or SLRB can be established based on the (pre)configured criteria.

c) For unicast, UE sends QoS parameter of SLRB to be established to the peer UE, the peer UE decides whether it is admitted or rejected.
These solutions are basically similar to those in Uu; however, the benefits are not clear here. According to the comments provided in [2], some companies thought that congestion control is not able to reject any service to be transmitted in the SL, which may lead to congestion condition becoming worse. Based on this assumption, such QoS/bearer level admission control mechanisms as above were proposed. But, as mentioned earlier, if one interface/RAT (e.g. NR SL) is overloaded, the UE should regard this interface/RAT as unavailable and thus should not choose this interface/RAT for related service transmission, which results in equivalent effects as those admission control mechanisms mentioned above. Therefore, it seems the aforementioned assumption is not very reasonable.
In addition, such QoS/bearer admission control mechanisms typically mean that some data of one V2X service is not allowed to be transmitted, but how to handle such data is not crystal clear for the time being, with some potential solutions proposed, e.g., not being transmitted until it is allowed, being switched to other interfaces, etc. However, neither potential solution seems viable. If we choose the way that the data of some specific services is not transmitted in case of bad radio condition, it usually means that the services requiring high QoS may be prohibited from being sent completely; but, in our understanding, even if the QoS of some services may not be fully guaranteed, it is still better to transmit the data with partial QoS satisfaction by proper congestion control and Tx parameter adaptation, instead of preventing them from being transmitted completely. If we choose the way of switching these services to other interfaces (with some of them already being served on one interface), it means the service is split, which will have impact on upper layer and seems very complicated.
Based on the analysis above, it seems the interface/RAT selection together with congestion control is already helpful and enough to satisfy the QoS requirements, and there is no extra benefits for the QoS/bearer level admission control in NR SL. Therefore, we propose not to introduce such QoS/bearer level admission control in NR SL.

Proposal: QoS/bearer level admission control is not supported in NR V2X SL communication.
3
Conclusion

This paper discusses the admission control in NR SL, and we have the following observation and proposal:
Observation 1: The UE can make the decision of interface/RAT selection by taking the QoS requirements of the services and radio condition into account, and thus avoid a service being sent over PC5 when SL radio condition is not good enough, which has the equivalent effect as admission control in SL. 
Observation 2: With joint interface/RAT selection mechanism and congestion control mechanism, system load balance and service QoS requirement guarantees in NR SL can be achieved.

Proposal: QoS/bearer level admission control is not supported in NR V2X SL communication.
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