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1 Introduction

CB: # 1014_Email_V2X_ResCoord

-  To be, or not to be: that is the question:

-  Whether to keep the V2X configuration exchange IEs

-  Include this existential question as the “issue” in the email discussion, collect companies’ views; proceed with TPs in accordance with the consensus or at least the majority view 
(E/// - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-202543
2 For the Chairman’s Notes
Propose the following:
R3-20xxxc rev [in xxxg] – agreed

R3-20xxxd rev [in xxxh] – agreed

R3-20xxxe rev [in xxxi] – agreed

Propose to capture the following:

Agreement text…
WA: carefully crafted text…

Issue 1: no consensus

Issue 2: issue is acknowledged; need to further check the impact on the gNB-CU. May be possible to address with a pure st2 change. To be continued…
3 Discussion 
3.1 Interference issue
Currently, the only agreement taken with respect to AI 20.2.3 objective concerns the potential exchange of V2X frequency/bandwidth between NG-RAN nodes. It was mentioned by the companies proponents of supporting such signalling, that exchanging the SL carriers between RAN nodes may help resolving or mitigate the potential interference issue [1]. 
However, as was also mentioned during the discussion of MR-DC V2X resource coordination [2] in last e-meeting, the interference issue needs further feedback from RAN1/RAN4 (e.g., if such coexistence scenario can occur).

Q1 : Do companies agree that any RAN3 proposal of exchanging the SL carriers between RAN nodes needs further justification based on RAN1/RAN4 inputs.

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Follow last meeting’s agreement

	Huawei
	Yes
	However, this objective is not within R16’s scope.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


3.2 Mobility scenario
Another argument that was pointed out by [1] relates to the mobility scenario, where the following was mentioned in the discussion paper: 

“...when performing the mobility determination for a V2X capable UE, especially when performing sidelink communication, it is beneficial to select a target RAN node supporting V2X.” 

Q2) Do companies agree on this reason mentioned for mobility scenario?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Ericsson
	No
	Even if the UE is accepted, the cell can be congested, so the UE might end up doing V2X, but with a very poor Uu or ending up completely in OoC... Besides, as mentioned in 3.1 the interference issues that the accepted UE may cause to all UEs in one or more V2X/ non-V2X cells have not been evaluated by other WGs.

	Huawei
	Yes
	It is reasonable to let RAN node choose another one with the supported function. Similar discussion has been concluded in RAN2 for idle UE during cell re-selection that the UE may consider the frequency providing sidelink communication configuration to the highest priority as captured in 38.304. The same principle should be applicable for the connected UE which needs RAN node’s design.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


3.3 Dynamic exchange of V2X configuration
Regarding the information that is proposed to be exchanged (i.e., the sidelink frequency/bandwidth), do companies consider that the V2X configuration can be dynamic and need to be frequently exchange between NG-RAN nodes?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Ericsson
	No
	The X2/Xn interface setup and configuration update procedures are used for dynamic information exchange, which is expensive. It is unclear why the V2X configuration needs to be dynamically exchanged since frequency and bandwidth are obviously static parameters.

	Huawei
	Yes
	The case is similar as the legacy neighbor info which is cell specific and could be semi-static. Considering the massive deployment of gNB-DU, the OAM is not an efficient way. The information exchange proposed is defined as optional, thus it will not cause much signaling.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


3.4 To be or not to be

Should RAN3 allow for exchanging V2X configuration/capability (to be) or remove the introduced IEs in the V2X BL CRs (not to be)?
	Company
	To be/not to be

	Ericsson
	Not to be

	Huawei
	To be

	
	

	
	

	
	


4 Conclusion, Recommendations 
If needed
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