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1 Introduction

	CB: # SR2_ASN

- Check the details

- Approve the CRs if agreeable
(CT - moderator)
Summary of offline disc R3-223695


· Phase I: View collection 

Deadline: Friday, May. 13th, 2022, 8:00 UTC. 

· Phase II: CRs check

Deadline: Tuesday, May. 17th, 2022, 8:00 UTC. 
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following:

R3-223230 – agreed

R3-223418 – agreed

R3-223259 rev in R3-223859 – agreed

No need to introduce a specific IE for 5G ProSe UE PC5 AMBR in TS.38.473 corresponding ASN.1.
No need to change the IE type and reference of 5G ProSe PC5 QoS Parameters in TS 38.413.
3 Discussion (Phase II)

Propose to approve following three correction CRs:

1. R3-223230 (ZTE)

2. R3-223418 (Ericsson)

3. R3-223259 rev [in R3-223859] (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell), capture the following changes:

· Update the order of PC5 RLC Channel ID IE in section 9.2.2.7. 

· Correct the size of targetRelayUEID to BIT STRING(SIZE(24))   

Question: if any further comments on above CRs, please specify below.

	Company
	Comment

	
	

	
	


4 Discussion (Phase I)
4.1 ASN.1 correction for TS 38.473

Issue 1: PC5 Relay RLC CH 
Contributions [1], [2] and [3] point out that PC5 RLC CH list incorrectly uses “maxnoofUuRLCChannels”. [2] further indicates that the “maxnoofUuRLCChannels” and “maxnoofPC5RLCChannels” are in the wrong section. Moreover, [6] indicates that the maximum number of PC5 Relay RLC bearers allowed for L2 U2N relaying per Remote UE should be 512, according to RAN2 spec.

According to the chairman's assignment, the maximum value of PC5 RLC Channels will be discussed in CB: # SR1_Corrections, here we focus on other corrections (both included in [2]):
a. Change the “maxnoofUuRLCChannels” to “maxnoofPC5RLCChannels” in PC5 RLC Channel related IEs.

b. Add “maxnoofUuRLCChannels, maxnoofPC5RLCChannels” in 9.4.4 and remove them from 9.4.5.

Q1: Is the CR in R3-223230 [2] agreeable? Please provide comments on the CR, if any.

	Company
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes

	Huawei
	a: Agree

b: Agree

	E///
	Yes

	CATT
	Yes 

	China Telecom
	Yes

	Nokia
	Yes

	Samsung 
	Yes 

	CMCC
	Yes


Moderator’s summary:

All companies agree the above changes.

Issue 2: 5G ProSe AMBR 
Contribution [4] proposes to introduce a specific IE for 5G ProSe UE PC5 AMBR in ASN.1, which is align with XnAP and NGAP.

Q2: Is the CR in R3-223417 [4] agreeable? Please provide comments on the CR, if any.
	Company
	Comment

	ZTE
	There is no issue for 5G ProSe UE PC5 AMBR in ASN.1 in TS 38.473. However, there will be a misalignment between tabular and ASN.1, if the 5G ProSe UE PC5 AMBR refers to NR SL AMBR in tabular but new IE (FiveG-ProSeUEPC5AggregateMaximumBitrate) is adopted in ASN.1, as discussed in Q1 in CB: # SR1_Corrections. 

On the contrary, the misalignment issue shall be resolved in NGAP and XnAP specification. Simply, they could follow the ASN.1 of 5G ProSe UE PC5 AMBR in F1AP.

	Huawei
	OK with comments. It is the same issued as that discussed in  3.3.1 of R3-223694.

Technically, referring to the IE NR UE sidelink Aggregate Maximum Bit Rate or introducing a new IE for 5G ProSe are both fine. The latter option can be clearer. For this issue, we can follow the majority.

	E///
	As explained in CB#SR1, the misalignment only exists in F1AP according to previous agreements.

	CATT
	Agree with ZTE. If we use NR UE sidelink Aggregate Maximum Bit Rate in tabular then we do not need to revise F1AP

	China Telecom
	If 5G ProSe UE PC5 AMBR IE refers to the legacy NR SL AMBR, ASN.1 should be aligned with the tabular. There is no issue for 5G ProSe UE PC5 AMBR in ASN.1 in current spec.

	Nokia
	No. There is no issue in current spec. so this is not a correction CR. 

BTW, whenever there is a misalignment between tabular and AS.1, RAN3 practice is to update tabular to align with ASN.1, unless the ASN.1 is incorrect. We prefer to change the tabular in Xn/NG, rather to make ASN.1 changes.

	Samsung 
	No strong view. 

	CMCC
	No. The current spec is OK.


Moderator’s summary:

1 of 8 company explicitly agrees to update ASN.1

5 of 8 companies disagree it

2 of 8 companies no strong view
The moderator suggest to follow the majority and there is no need to introduce a specific IE for 5G ProSe UE PC5 AMBR in TS.38.473 corresponding ASN.1.
Issue 3: Remote UE Local ID
Contribution [5] proposes to revise the value range of Remote UE Local ID to (0..255) to align with TS 38.331.

Q3: Is the CR in R3-223418 [5] agreeable? Please provide comments on the CR, if any.
	Company
	Comment

	ZTE
	OK

	Huawei
	agree

	E///
	Yes

	CATT
	Agree 

	China Telecom
	Yes

	Nokia
	Yes

	Samsung 
	Yes 

	CMCC
	Yes


Moderator’s summary:

All companies agree to revise the value range of Remote UE Local ID.

Issue 4: others

Contribution [3] also points out some errors in TS 38.473, which we briefly list as follows:

· Section 9.2.2.7, IE order does not align with ASN.1

· Section 9.3.1.263 Path Switch Configuration, the Target Relay UE ID IE correspond to the targetRelayUEIdentity-r17 IE in TS 38.331. the “Txxx” shall be changed to “T420”

· ASN.1, the Target Relay UE ID is incorrectly defined as “OCTET STRING(SIZE(24))”

It was observed that the corrections by [3] at least partially overlap with other contributions (e.g. R3-223415 / R3-223545) and may depend on the conclusion reached in CB: # SR1_Corrections, so the moderator proposes to deal with the relevant corrections in CB: # SR1_Corrections to avoid possible conflicts. But in order not to miss anything, companies can also share the views on the following aspects:

a. Update the order of PC5 RLC Channel ID IE in section 9.2.2.7.

b. Update Path Switch Configuration IE and Sidelink Relay Configuration IE name / Semantics description.

c. Correct the size of targetRelayUEID to BIT STRING(SIZE(24)).
Q4: Please provide your companies views here, if needed.
	Company
	Comment

	ZTE
	a and c are agreeable. 

The details in b could be further checked in CR implementation phase. E.g. SL-PHY-MAC-RLC-Config IE as defined in subclause 6.3.5 (not 6.2.2) in TS 38.331.

	Huawei
	Comment for b: it can be updated after the issue in 3.2.1 of R3-223694 is discussed, i.e., when the content in Path Switch Configuration IE becomes stable.

	E///
	Comments are given in CB#SR1 for b. We don’t have to change Txxx once it is agreed to be referred to the container.

A and c are fine.

	CATT
	General ok. 

	China Telecom
	OK for a and c. 

We can update the content of b in CB: # SR1_Corrections. 

	Nokia
	Agree with all. 

Ok. If companies want to discuss b with CB#SR1, but using a new container is not a correction since nothing broken in current structure. 

	Samsung 
	Ok for a and c. 

	CMCC
	 A and c are fine.


Moderator’s summary:

a. 7 of 8 companies agree

b. 2 of 8 companies agree, and 3 companies express that it is related to the discussion of R3-223694.

c. 7 of 8 companies agree
For simplicity the moderator believes that the update of Path Switch Configuration IE and Sidelink Relay Configuration IE semantic description can be handled in R3-223694, and we can agree the changes in a and c.

4.2 ASN.1 correction for TS 38.413

Contribution [7] proposes to change the IE type and reference of 5G ProSe PC5 QoS Parameters IE to PC5 QoS Parameters 9.3.1.150 and remove the tabular of 9.3.1.234. 

Q5: Is the CR in R3-223654 [7] agreeable? Please provide comments on the CR, if any.
	Company
	Comment

	ZTE
	The content of 5G ProSe PC5 QoS Parameters IE is actually the same as PC5 QoS Parameters IE(9.3.1.150), it is not necessary to define a new 5G ProSe PC5 QoS Parameters IE(9.3.1.234). Instead, the 5G ProSe PC5 QoS Parameters IE can directly refer to the PC5 QoS Parameters IE(9.3.1.150). 

The intention is agreeable, but the ASN.1 could be revised.

	Huawei
	No strong view. The new Dedicated IE for PC5 QoS parameters for ProSe can refer to the legacy IE PC5 QoS Parameters.

	E///
	Stick to previous agreements. No change is needed then.

	CATT
	No strong view.

	China Telecom
	No strong view. The suggestion in [7] looks concise.

	Nokia
	No. This is not a correction. There is nothing wrong in current spec, even the IEs are same/similar.

	Samsung 
	No strong view. 

	CMCC
	The change is not necessary.


Moderator’s summary:

1 of 8 company agrees to the intention
3 of 8 companies disagree it

4 of 8 companies no strong view
Since there is nothing wrong in current spec, no change is needed.

4.3 Any other issues 

Please provide any further issues the moderator might have forgotten:
	Company
	Comment

	
	

	
	


5 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed
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