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1 [bookmark: _Ref178064866]List of topics
Group M1 – SL HARQ-ACK reports to gNB
· M1-1-1: SL HARQ-ACK reporting when SL FB is not used (see CATT (P1-P3), OPPO (Section 2), Ericsson, DCM)
· This topic is related to Q1 in the LS from RAN2 (R1-2104559) which is discussed in some contributions (see LGE (P2))
· FL assessment: A correction is needed.
· M1-1-2: SL HARQ-ACK reporting when the UE does not perform SL transmission on the resources provided by a DG (see Fujitsu (P1), DCM (TP1))
· FL assessment: This has been discussed in the past without consensus. A correction could be introduced but not everyone believes it is necessary. It can be discussed together with M1-1-1.
· M1-1-3: SL HARQ-ACK reporting when multiple pools are configured (see vivo (TP3), ZTE (P2), ASUSTeK (TP1))
· FL assessment: There were objections to treat this in the preparation of the previous meeting, stating that this could be addressed through configuration. In any case, a correction of a clarification of the behaviour could be discussed.
· M1-1-4: SL HARQ-ACK reporting in an incomplete PSFCH period (see vivo (TP4), ZTE (P1))
· FL assessment: There were objections to treat this in the preparation of the previous meeting, stating that this could be addressed through configuration. 
· M1-1-5: Aspects related to PUCCH power control (see vivo (TP5))
· FL assessment: a clarification seems necessary
· M1-1-6: k>0 in offset between PSFCH and HARQ-ACK reporting (see Sharp (TP3))
· FL assessment: Not a critical correction.
Group M2 – DCI-related aspects
· M1-2-1: Value of n_CI (see vivo (TP1))
· FL assessment: looks like a necessary correction
· M1-2-2: DCI size alignment (see vivo (TP2))
· FL assessment: It is not clear that there is an issue with the specification. in any case, the change is almost editorial.
· M1-2-3: Configuration index in DCI format 3_0 for SL-CS-RNTI for retransmissions (see ASUSTeK (TP5), Sharp (TP1))
· FL assessment: clarification looks ok, but it is not clear that there is any impact if not taken.
· M1-2-4: Search space overlapping between SL and Uu in the same carrier (LGE (P1))
· FL assessment: it looks like the corresponding agreements have not been captured in the spec.
Group M3 – Editorial corrections
· 38.213
· Clause 10.2A: clarification of the CG validated (ASUSTeK (TP4))
· Clause 16.5: Correct “One HARQ-ACK information bit” (Sharp (TP4))
· FL assessment: The correction seems reasonable but it was discussed earlier without consensus.
· 38.214
· Clause 8.1.2: correct reference (ASUSTeK (TP3))
· Clause 8.1.2.1: 
· Indicate how the “Configuration index” field is set (see ZTE (P5), ASUSTeK (TP3))
· RRC parameter name alignment timeGapFirstSidelinkTransmission (ASUSTeK (TP3))
· Clause 8.4.1.2.2 typo (see OPPO (TP3))
Group M4 – TPs corresponding to agreements in previous meetings
· TS 38.213 Clause 16.5: Agreement/LS from RAN1#104, reply LS received in R2-2104463 (see vivo (TP6), ZTE (P4), Nokia+NSB (P1), DCM (TP2))
A few contributions discuss topics like priorities of SL HARQ feedback that have been treated by other FLs in the past. There are also some proposed editorial corrections belonging to other AIs.
FL proposal:
· For a first thread: discuss M1-1-1.
· For a second thread: one of M1-2-1 or M1-1-3.
Company views
	Company
	View

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



At the start of the meeting it was agreed to discuss the following related threads:
[105-e-NR-5G_V2X-02] Email discussion/approval regarding
· Issue M1-1-1: SL HARQ-ACK reporting when SL FB is not used (considering LS in R1-2104559)
till 5/24 with any follow-up TPs till 5/26 – Ricardo (Ericsson)
[105-e-NR-5G_V2X-03] Email discussion/approval regarding
· Issue M1-2-1: Value of n_CI
till 5/24 with any follow-up TPs till 5/26 – Ricardo (Ericsson)
[105-e-NR-5G_V2X-04] Email discussion/approval regarding
· Issue M1-4: TPs corresponding to agreements in previous meetings (Agreement/LS from RAN1#104, reply LS received in R1-2104160, M1-2-2: DCI size alignment)
till 5/24 – Ricardo (Ericsson)
2	[105-e-NR-5G_V2X-02]
M1-1-1	SL HARQ-ACK reporting when SL FB is not used
LS in R1-2104559
RAN2 has sent an LS to RAN1 with the following text related to Mode 1:
	In the current MAC specification TS 38.321, it is captured that
	5.22.1.3.1a	Sidelink process
[…]
2>	if sl-PUCCH-Config is configured by RRC for the stored sidelink grant:
3>	determine transmission of an acknowledgement on the PUCCH as specified in clause 5.22.1.3.2.
5.22.1.3.2	PSFCH reception
[…]
If sl-PUCCH-Config is configured by RRC, the MAC entity shall for a PUCCH transmission occasion:
1>	if the timeAlignmentTimer, associated with the TAG containing the Serving Cell on which the HARQ feedback is to be transmitted, is stopped or expired:
[…]
1>	else if a MAC PDU has been obtained for a sidelink grant associated to the PUCCH transmission occasion in clause 5.22.1.3.1, the MAC entity shall:
2>	if the most recent transmission of the MAC PDU was not prioritized as specified in clause 5.22.1.3.1a:
[…]
2>	else if HARQ feedback has been disabled for the MAC PDU and next retransmission(s) of the MAC PDU is not required:
3>	instruct the physical layer to signal a positive acknowledgement corresponding to the transmission on the PUCCH according to clause 16.5 of TS 38.213 [6].
2>	else if HARQ feedback has been disabled for the MAC PDU and no sidelink grant is available for next retransmission(s) of the MAC PDU, if any:
3>	instruct the physical layer to signal a negative acknowledgement corresponding to the transmission on the PUCCH according to clause 16.5 of TS 38.213 [6].
[…]


In RAN2#113-bis, RAN2 discussed how to interpret the “next retransmission(s) of the MAC PDU is not required” and reached the following agreement
	When FB is disabled and if sl-CG-MaxTransNumList is NOT configured, UE judges “next retransmission(s) of the MAC PDU is not required” based on its implementation.
When FB is disabled, for CG, if sl-CG-MaxTransNumList is configured with a value not larger than the number of CG resources, when sl-CG-MaxTransNum is reached, UE assumes that next retransmission(s) of the MAC PDU is not required


And reached the following working assumption:
	Working assumption: “UE assumes that next retransmission(s) of the MAC PDU is required when FB is disabled, for CG, if sl-CG-MaxTransNumList is configured with a value not larger than the number of CG resources, when sl-CG-MaxTransNum is not reached”


Q1: RAN2 respectfully requests RAN1 to provide feedback on the working assumption above in case of any concern.


RAN2 requests RAN1 to provide feedback on Q1 above in case of concern.
This issue is discussed in the following contributions submitted to AI5:
· [bookmark: _Hlk71734895]R1-2104641	Draft reply to RAN2 on minimum time gap	Qualcomm Incorporated
· R1-2104753	Discussion on PUCCH reporting and for minimum time gap	OPPO
· R1-2104754	Draft reply LS on R16 V2X for PUCCH reporting and for minimum time gap	OPPO
· R1-2104843	Discussion on the LS from RAN2 on PUCCH reporting and for minimum time gap	CATT, GOHIGH
· R1-2104883	Draft reply LS on R16 V2X for PUCCH reporting and for minimum time gap	Intel Corporation
· R1-2105282	Draft reply LS on R16 V2X for PUCCH reporting and for minimum time gap	Samsung
· R1-2105449	Draft Reply LS on R16 V2X for PUCCH reporting and for minimum time gap	vivo
· R1-2105899	Discussion on RAN2 LS on PUCCH reporting and for minimum time gap for V2X	Ericsson
· R1-2105898	[Draft] LS on PUCCH reporting and minimum time gap for V2X	Ericsson
· R1-2105922	Discussion on HARQ feedback reporting and minimum time gap	Huawei, HiSilicon
as well as some contributions submitted to AI 7.2.4, as listed above. Their positions on Q1 can be grouped as:
· No concern: R1-2104753, R1-2104843, R1-2104883, R1-2105282, R1-2105449, R1-2105922
· Concern: R1-2105202
The proposal of the FL would be to capture the following conclusion:
Proposed Conclusion:
· RAN1 has no concern with Q1 in the LS in R1-2104559.
FL update (20/5/21):
· Two comments state that the RAN2 WA conflicts with the RAN1 agreements. As explained in my replies below, I am not convinced this is the case, but I would like to know if others have a different impression.
· Some responses discuss also other cases than those in the LS by RAN2. I think that it would be preferable to discuss them separately from the LS. I would ask the companies to clarify what is that would be missing to the proposed conclusion below (for a CR on TS 38.213).
Given the situation, I have not updated the proposed conclusion. Let us have one more round of comments before we decide whether to change it.
FL update (24/5/21):
· While the majority of companies do not have a concern with the WA by RAN2, there is a few number of companies that do not agree. Given the situation, I don’t think that RAN1 will agree on replying to RAN2 in any way.
Please share your views on the proposed conclusion using the table below.
	Company
	View

	NTT DOCOMO
	We have two concerns on Q1.
· In our understanding, the RAN1 agreements captured in x5202 intended up to UE implementation. There is no relationship between sl-CG-MaxTransNumList.
· The RAN1 agreements captured in x5202 includes DG case. In DG case, if further blind retransmissions are necessary, UE reports NACK. But the above RAN2 consideration misunderstands only CG case. If we go this way, UE behavior for DG case becomes unclear.
FL reply 20/5/21:
See my reply to LGE below.
[DCM2] I see your intention. RAN1 does not say ‘up to UE implementation’. I guess that intention of RAN1 agreement was up to UE implementation, but OK with the reply considering majorities’ views.
For the second comment, I found that I missed ‘for CG’ in RAN2 working assumption. Sorry for that.

	OPPO
	For the case mentioned in RAN2’s LS, we are OK for that. 

While RAN2 LS only discuss the case for CG and the sl-CG-MaxTransNumList is configured with a value not larger than the number of CG resources.  There are the following 2 cases should be discussed further in case SL FB is disabled.
· Case 1: For the CG and the sl-CG-MaxTransNumList is configured with a value larger than the number of CG resources.
According to 38.331, the parameter sl-CG-MaxTransNumList can be configured larger than 3 which is the maximum of CG resources per CG period. How does UE report is not clear yet.

SL-CG-MaxTransNumList-r16 ::=     SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..8)) OF SL-CG-MaxTransNum-r16

SL-CG-MaxTransNum-r16 ::=                  SEQUENCE {
    sl-Priority-r16                            INTEGER (1..8),
    sl-MaxTransNum-r16                         INTEGER (1..32)
}


· Case 2: for the DG case. According to the RAN1 agreement, the number of retransmission that a TB is up to gNB. In that case, UE should report NACK to gNB in case SL FB is disabled for DG case.

Agreements:
· For dynamic grant, the number of retransmissions of a TB is up to the gNB.
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK3]For configured grant, the maximum number of times that a TB can be retransmitted using the resources provided by the configured grant is configured per priority per configured grant.
In our view, in additional to the case mentioned in the LS, we need discuss the above 2 cases also. Otherwise, the spec is incomplete and the above RAN1 agreement is not captured in the spec. 

FL reply 20/5/21:
Let me clarify that this table is for discussing whether we have a concern or not with the WA by RAN2, so that we can reply to the LS, if necessary. If we think that something else needs to be modified in RAN1, we should discuss it separately. 
Having said this, regarding the cases you list above:
Case 1, as expressed by others, seems to be a bad configuration.
Case 2, my impression is that it is not related to this. For DG, the UE does not know if there is a maximum number of retransmissions and what that value is. I do not see any issue that the UE reports ACK/NACK as currently agreed/specified.

[OPPO2]
I am fine that this email thread ONLY touch the LS from RAN2. By the way, where/when we can discuss the above additional cases, in next meeting, or any suggestion from FL?

For the above additional cases:
Case 1: that could be a bad configuration. While according to the definition of the parameter and description in the spec, that case is not precluded and there is no limitation for gNB’s configuration. If that happens, what will UE report on PUCCH? Either the UE behaviour should be specified, or clarify that UE is NOT expected to be configured with sl-CG-MaxTransNumList with a value larger than the number of CG resources.

Case 2: I cannot agree with FL’s comment. For DG case, if UE report ACK by its implementation to gNB, gNB will not schedule resource for re-transmission. It is not a reasonable behaviour for gNB scheduling re-transmission resource even it receives ACK from UE. That will conflict with the agreement. Because in that case, UE reporting ACK will terminate gNB’s scheduling for re-transmission, and the number of re-transmission of a TB is NOT determined by gNB. 
FL reply 24/5/21:
My intention was to discuss it in this thread, but in the following table for discussion. That is, in the part where we discuss the changes to the spec, not a potential reply to RAN2.
Case 1: I think there are plenty of examples of bad configurations that we do not deal with.

	vivo
	We are ok with RAN2’s working assumption.
Regarding case1 mentioned by OPPO, it is not clear to us why gNB provides sl-CG-MaxTransNumList with a value larger than the number of CG resources. Since UE can never reach the limit when transmitting on a CG in this case, the limit seems to be useless.
Regarding case2, as the maximum number of reTX is up to gNB for DG, UE never know whether the reTX time reaches the limit or not. So it can be up to UE to report NACK or ACK when HARQ-ACK is disabled
[vivo-round2]
For case1: In fact, many combinations of different parameters in the specification may lead to misconfigurations, but neither RAN1 nor RAN2 has to design a corresponding UE behavior for each misconfiguration, except those that may lead to a system crash; a smart gNB can avoid such bad configurations in most cases. On the other hand, even if the gNB provides such a configuration, the system seems to work properly regardless of whether UE reports NACK or ACK. 
Having said that, if the majority think it is important to introduce some explicit restrictions on this misconfiguration, we are ok to have further clarifications to avoid this bad configuration.
For case2: We have a similar view as FL. We fail to see why reporting ACK from UE, in this case, would conflict with the previous agreement. Although gNB may have a maximum number of transmissions for a TB using DG, it does not imply that the TB must be scheduled and transmitted that many times.

[OPPO3]
For case 1: I don’t think that only the case which will cause system crash will be avoided. Other cases which will cause unexpected UE behaviour should also be avoided in the specification.

For case 2: if UE report ACK after initial transmission, then gNB cannot schedule resource for retransmission for the TB, which means that UE can implicitly determine whether retransmission is needed by feedback ACK or NACK. That will conflict the agreement. 
FL reply 24/5/21:
For case 1, I replied above, along the lines of vivo.
For case 2, I have the impression that you are building an artificial situation here. If the UE reports ACK after the initial transmission it is because it is done with the transmission. If it reports NACK, it is not done with the transmission. It is up to the gNB to provide more resources.

	LG Electronics
	We have a strong concern on RAN2’s WA. 
To be specific, the RAN2’s WA means that if sl-CG-MaxTransNumList is configured with a value not larger than the number of CG resources within one CG period and sl-CG-MaxTransNumList of CG resources within one CG period is not used for transmitting a HARQ FB disabled MAC PDU, the UE should always report NACK to gNB via PUCCH. We are wondering why the UE should be forced to report NACK even though it does not need additional retransmission resources for the HARQ FB disabled MAC PDU. 
Also, the RAN2’s WA is not aligned with RAN1’s principle on how the UE determines the information to be transmitted via PUCCH for the HARQ FB disabled MAC PDU. When referring to the following agreement made in RAN1#100bis-e meeting, it is clear that the need of additional retransmission resource(s) for the HARQ FB disabled MAC PDU is fully determined by the UE implementation. 
· Agreement (made in RAN1#100bis-e)
· If the SL transmission does not use SL HARQ feedback (if supported by RAN2), the UE reports NACK to request further resources for blind retransmission and ACK otherwise
Furthermore, in the following agreement made in RAN1#99 meeting, the configured maximum number of transmissions for a TB using CG resources within one CG period doesn’t necessary mean that the UE should be always guaranteed to be allocated/scheduled with the same number of resources for the TB transmission and should always transmit the TB with the same number of times. Note that even in Mode 2, when the maximum number of transmissions for a TB (including HARQ FB disabled MAC PDU) is (pre)configured for the congestion control, it is fully up to UE implementation on determining the actual number of reserved resources for the TB and the actual number of performing transmission for the TB.

· Agreement (made in RAN1#99)
· For configured grant, the maximum number of times that a TB can be retransmitted using the resources provided by the configured grant is configured per priority per configured grant.

FL reply 20/5/21:
On your first comment, I do not read it as RAN1 agreed to leave it up to UE implementation. It literally said ”the UE reports NACK to request further resources for blind retransmission”. I see the RAN2 working assumption of a way of defining clearly a case when the UE wants to request further resources.
LG2: 
The point here is what was the RAN1’ assumption on how TX UE decides the necessity of additional retranmsison resources for HARQ FB disabled MAC PDU. My understanding is that when making the relevant agreement mentioned above in RAN1, it was assumed that TX UE decides the necessity of additional retransmission resources by its implementation (e.g., considering the received SL CSI/SL RSRP repor, the remaining PDB of MAC PDU, etc.) as there is no PSFCH transmission from RX UE. The main motivation of defining the maximum transmission number of a TB using CG resources in RAN 1 is to control the congestion level of resource pool since gNB cannot exactly know how many actual PSCCH/PSSCH transmissions are performed on the CG resources. It seems that RAN2 and some RAN1 companies misunderstand this RAN1’s intention as “the configured maximum transmission number of a TB using CG resource is used to guarantee the transmission number of the TB”. This is not the case. Let me take one example. According the current specification, when a MAC PDU with HARQ FB disabled is generated at TX UE side, it can perform the relevant transmission of the MAC PDU by using the number of CG resources less than the configured maximum transmission number value. However, for this case, considering the small remaining PDB of the MAC PDU and the good SL quality between TX UE and RX UE, TX UE can decide that further retransmission is not necessary. Note that in this case, even though gNB allocates additional retransmission resources to TX UE, it is useless due to the expiration of PDB of the MAC PDU. In summary, the RAN2’WA not only creates a technically incorrect situation, but also requires a revision of current specification at this late timing of maintenance phase. We have a still strong concern to RAN2’s WA. 

[OPPO3]:
I have different view for the following sentence “when making the relevant agreement mentioned above in RAN1, it was assumed that TX UE decides the necessity of additional retransmission resources by its implementation (e.g., considering the received SL CSI/SL RSRP repor, the remaining PDB of MAC PDU, etc.) as there is no PSFCH transmission from RX UE”. When RAN1 made the agreement is based on the assumption that SL FB is enabled, not considering the case that SL FB is disabled. The case for SL FB disabled was discussed several meeting later.  Furthermore, for the SL FB disabled case, we don’t have agreement that it is up to UE implementation. The corresponding agreement is as follows. And the RAN2 WA is to clarify/identify when further resources are required. 


Agreements:
· The working assumption (as in proposal 4 in the summary) from RAN1#100-e is confirmed. 
· If the SL transmission does not use SL HARQ feedback (if supported by RAN2), the UE reports NACK to request further resources for blind retransmission and ACK otherwise. 

LG3: 
Regarding OPPO’s comment, I don’t understand the meaning of “When RAN1 made the agreement is based on the assumption that SL FB is enabled, not considering the case that SL FB is disabled”. Also I didn’t say that RAN1 had the explicit agremement on the assumption I explaned above. Rather my question is what was the RAN1’s assumption on how TX UE decides the necessaity of additional retansmisison resources when making such RAN1 agreement. It makes no sence logically that the RAN1 agreement was made without any assumption on this aspect. Furthermore, as I already explaned, the intention of defining the maximum transmission number of a TB using CG resources is worgnly used. 

[OPPO4]:
From the above agreement, it is hardly to see any assumption to achieve the agreement. 
Regarding the example provided in LG2 about the smaller PDB case, in our view, the UE can perform such transmission based on DG, not CG. For the CG, gNB configures CG resource to UE based on assumption of periodic traffic and the periodicity is obtained from UEAssistanceInformation, which is reported from UE to gNB to assist gNB’s configuration. If a SL transmission is not suitable to be transmission using CG resource considering its periodicity is not matched with the CG periodicity well, the UE can perform SL transmission based on DG, instead of CG. 
We either don’t understand LG’s comment that this parameter is wrong used. According to the agreement made in RAN1#100-e, that does not mean whether UE reports ACK or NACK is up to UE implementation. It just say” the UE reports NACK to request further resources for blind retransmission and ACK otherwise”, and RAN2 related agreement and WA is to clarify how to determine whether further resource for blind retransmission is needed. I think that is also common understanding according to other companies response. 

LG4:
Regarding OPPO’s 1st comment, apart from the discussion history, I would like to emphasize that if there was no specific RAN1 agreement on how TX UE determines whether additonanal retrnamsison resources are requreid or not for HARQ FB disabled MAC PDU, it could be typically interpreted that the relevant aspect is left up to UE implementation. In case when this kind of interpretation is not correct, we have to admit that RAN1 made the mistake of not making the necessary agreement on this issue. However, this is not the case. 
For OPPO’s 2nd comment, the example case in my previous comment targets the traffic that is generated periodically. As you know, the actual periodicity of traffic generation could be differnet from the value reported via the assistance information to gNB. To be specific, the periodicity of tranffic generation can have “jitter” in the time domain based on factors such as velocity change, etc. Futhermore, in the currecnt specificaiotn, there is no restriction for TX UE to use all or subset of CG resources if it determines that MAC PDU can be transmitted by using those resoruces with satisfying the PDB requrirement. 
Fro OPPO’s 3rd comment, the point is that I don’t undertand the reason why the “limitation of maximum transmission number for a TB” intrdocuded for the congestion control is the criterion for TX UE to determine the necessity of additional retransmission resources. We do not see any relationship bewtween these two aspects. Since the introduction of this parameter was decided by RAN1, it seems that RAN2 misinterpretes its purpose/usage. Before making RAN1’s conclusion on RAN2 LS, this issue should be firstly clarified/justified from the technical point of view. If not, we disagree with FL’s proposal.

	Qualcomm
	We agree with the conclusion

	Apple
	We do not have concern about RAN2 working assumption. 

	NEC
	We interpreted RAN2's WA is to confirm the cases where UE assumes next retransmission(s) of the MAC PDU is required when FB is disabled, so discussion is necessary for DG case, UE implementation case, etc. as mentioned by companies.
FL reply 20/5/21:
As I replied to OPPO, this discussion is just to determine whether we have a concern with the WA made by RAN2.

	Spreadtrum
	We have no concern on RAN2’s WA.

	Samsung
	We are ok with current RAN2’s working assumption.
BTW, for LGE concern as:
if sl-CG-MaxTransNumList is configured with a value not larger than the number of CG resources within one CG period and sl-CG-MaxTransNumList of CG resources within one CG period is not used for transmitting a HARQ FB disabled MAC PDU, the UE should always report NACK to gNB via PUCCH.
The above part marked with yellow is not clear in our understanding. Does working assumption below include the yellow part above? It would be good to make clear by LGE or FL if possible. 
Working assumption: “UE assumes that next retransmission(s) of the MAC PDU is required when FB is disabled, for CG, if sl-CG-MaxTransNumList is configured with a value not larger than the number of CG resources, when sl-CG-MaxTransNum is not reached”

	CATT, GOHIGH
	We agree with FL’s conclusion and have no concern on RAN2’s working assumption.

Regarding the other cases mentioned in LG’s comments. We think further RAN2’s clarification is necessary for the cases that whether UE should ensure the maximum retransmission number for a TB in blind retransmission if SL-CG-MaxTransnumberlist is configured. 


	Sharp
	We are fine with the proposed conclusion.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We have no concerns on RAN2 working assumption and are fine with the proposal.

	Intel
	No concerns

	ZTE,Sanechips
	OK with the RAN2 WA.

	Nokia, NSB
	No concerns. 

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Besides the LS, the topic of SL HARQ-ACK reporting when SL FB is not used is discussed in several contributions, as listed above. At least R1-2104750, R1-2105680 and R1-2105896 argue that the necessary text to specify ‘SL HARQ-ACK reporting when SL HARQ feedback is not used’ is missing from TS 38.213. On this aspect:
· The priority of the HARQ-ACK report needs to be defined. 
· The RAN2 specifications copied below (cf. LS from RAN2) already describe how to generate the contents (i.e., ACK/NACK) of the report. It does not seem to be necessary to capture this in RAN1 specifications too.
	[bookmark: _Toc37296253][bookmark: _Toc46490383][bookmark: _Toc52752078][bookmark: _Toc52796540][bookmark: _Toc67931600]5.22.1.3.2	PSFCH reception
The MAC entity shall for each PSSCH transmission:
1>	if an acknowledgement corresponding to the PSSCH transmission in clause 5.22.1.3.1a is obtained from the physical layer:
2>	deliver the acknowledgement to the corresponding Sidelink HARQ entity for the Sidelink process;
1>	else:
2>	deliver a negative acknowledgement to the corresponding Sidelink HARQ entity for the Sidelink process;
1>	if the PSSCH transmission occurs for a pair of Source Layer-2 ID and Destination Layer-2 ID corresponding to a PC5-RRC connection which has been established by upper layers:
2>	perform the HARQ-Based Sidelink RLF Detection procedure as specified in clause 5.22.1.3.3.
If sl-PUCCH-Config is configured by RRC, the MAC entity shall for a PUCCH transmission occasion:
1>	if the timeAlignmentTimer, associated with the TAG containing the Serving Cell on which the HARQ feedback is to be transmitted, is stopped or expired:
2>	not instruct the physical layer to generate acknowledgement(s) of the data in this TB.
1>	else if a MAC PDU has been obtained for a sidelink grant associated to the PUCCH transmission occasion in clause 5.22.1.3.1, the MAC entity shall:
2>	if the most recent transmission of the MAC PDU was not prioritized as specified in clause 5.22.1.3.1a:
3>	instruct the physical layer to signal a negative acknowledgement on the PUCCH according to clause 16.5 of TS 38.213 [6].
2>	else if HARQ feedback has been disabled for the MAC PDU and next retransmission(s) of the MAC PDU is not required:
3>	instruct the physical layer to signal a positive acknowledgement corresponding to the transmission on the PUCCH according to clause 16.5 of TS 38.213 [6].
2>	else if HARQ feedback has been disabled for the MAC PDU and no sidelink grant is available for next retransmission(s) of the MAC PDU, if any:
3>	instruct the physical layer to signal a negative acknowledgement corresponding to the transmission on the PUCCH according to clause 16.5 of TS 38.213 [6].
2>	else:
3>	instruct the physical layer to signal an acknowledgement corresponding to the transmission on the PUCCH according to clause 16.5 of TS 38.213 [6]
1>	else:
2>	instruct the physical layer to signal a positive acknowledgement on the PUCCH according to clause 16.5 of TS 38.213 [6].


Based on this, the FL proposes to agree to the following conclusion to be used for preparing the corresponding CR:
Proposed conclusion:
· Capture in TS 38.213 Clause 16.5 the necessary text to specify the UE behaviour for reporting HARQ-ACK on uplink when SL feedback is disabled for a TB (as per existing agreements):
· The contents of the HARQ-ACK report on uplink is provided by higher layer.
· The priority value of the HARQ-ACK report is the same as the priority value of the corresponding PSSCH transmission(s).
FL update (20/5/21):
The proposed conclusion seems agreeable to everyone
FL update (24/5/21):
No changes the positions. To move forward, I have prepared a TP capturing the above points.
	============================= Start of text proposal for 38.213 ==========================
16.5	UE procedure for reporting HARQ-ACK on uplink
<Unchanged parts omitted>
The UE generates a NACK when, due to prioritization, as described in Clause 16.2.4, the UE does not receive PSFCH in any PSFCH reception occasion associated with a PSSCH transmission in a resource provided by a DCI format 3_0 or, for a configured grant, in a resource provided in a single period and for which the UE is provided a PUCCH resource to report HARQ-ACK information. The priority value of the NACK is same as the priority value of the PSSCH transmission.
The UE generates a NACK when, due to prioritization as described in Clause 16.2.4, the UE does not transmit a PSSCH in any of the resources provided by a DCI format 3_0 or, for a configured grant, in any of the resources provided in a single period and for which the UE is provided a PUCCH resource to report HARQ-ACK information. The priority value of the NACK is same as the priority value of the PSSCH that was not transmitted due to prioritization.
The UE generates an ACK if the UE does not transmit a PSCCH with a SCI format 1-A scheduling a PSSCH in any of the resources provided by a configured grant in a single period and for which the UE is provided a PUCCH resource to report HARQ-ACK information. The priority value of the ACK is same as the largest priority value among the possible priority values for the configured grant.
<Unchanged parts omitted>
For reporting HARQ-ACK information on uplink corresponding to one ore multiple PSSCH transmissions with a corresponding SCI format with the field ‘HARQ feedback enabled/disabled indicator’ set to disabled, the UE generates HARQ-ACK information with the contents instructed by higher layer. The priority value of the NACK is same as the priority value of the PSSCH transmission. 
<Unchanged parts omitted>
============================= End of text proposal ==========================


The following conclusion was agreed on 24/5/21:
Conclusion:
· Capture in TS 38.213 Clause 16.5 the necessary text to specify the UE behaviour for reporting HARQ-ACK on uplink when SL feedback is disabled for a TB (as per existing agreements):
· The contents of the HARQ-ACK report on uplink is provided by higher layer.
· The priority value of the HARQ-ACK report is the same as the priority value of the corresponding PSSCH transmission(s).
FL update (25/5/21):
· Two small corrections proposed by Nokia+NSB and Huawei+HiSilicon are introduced, resulting in the following change to the TP
	For reporting HARQ-ACK information on uplink corresponding to one or multiple PSSCH transmissions with a corresponding SCI format with the field ‘HARQ feedback enabled/disabled indicator’ set to disabled, the UE generates HARQ-ACK information with the contents instructed by higher layer. The priority value of the HARQ-ACK report is same as the priority value of the PSSCH transmission.



Please share your views on the proposed conclusion using the table below. The FL’s intention is to discuss the CR once there is common understanding in this group about the issue and how to address it.
	Company
	View

	NTT DOCOMO
	Agree with the conclusion. PHY behavior corresponding to the indication from MAC layer would be necessary.

	OPPO
	Generally OK with the proposal. We can discuss the details in CR phase. 

	vivo
	Agree

	LG Electronics
	In general, we are fine with FL’s proposal.

	Qualcomm
	We agree with the proposal

	Apple
	We are fine with the proposal

	NEC
	Agree

	Spreadtrum
	Agree with the conclusion.

	Samsung
	OK with the proposal. We can discuss the details in CR phase.

	CATT, GOHIGH
	Agree

	Sharp
	We are fine with the FL proposal.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We are fine with the proposal.

	Intel
	Accept the proposal

	ZTE,Sanechips
	OK

	Nokia, NSB
	OK for conclusion
NOK2 24/5/21 regarding TP:
OK in principle, but the last sentence “The priority value of the NACK is same as the priority value of the PSSCH transmission” covers only the NACK case. I assume this is just a copy&paste issue and “NACK” should be replaced by e.g. “HARQ-ACK report”.
FL reply (25/5/21)
You are right. I corrected it. Thanks.

	Huawei, HiSilicon 2
	It is a typo in the first sentence of the change, a redundant “e” should be delted. “For reporting HARQ-ACK information on uplink corresponding to one ore multiple PSSCH transmissions…”

We agree that the priority should be defined for both “ACK” and “NACK”, not only “NACK”. Either of them can be instructed from high layer.
FL reply (25/5/21)
You are right. I corrected it. Thanks.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


CRs
· The draft CR (TS 38.213 Clause 16.5) in R1-2106181 is approved. 
· The final CR (TS 38.213 Clause 16.5) has number 0236 and is in R1-2106257
Other
Please use the table below to share your views on other topics
	Company
	View

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



3	[105-e-NR-5G_V2X-03]
M1-2-1: Value of n_CI
R1-2105462 explains that for some SL cross-carrier scheduling configurations, it is unclear what values of  and nrofCandidates are used for SL DCI detection. It discusses two possible solutions:
· Option1. of PDCCH candidates of a SL DCI format = 0
· Option2. of PDCCH candidates of a SL DCI format = CIF value in a Uu DCI format scheduling the SL cell
and argues that the second one may not work well of cross-carrier scheduling in the ITS band. Thus, they propose to adopt Option 1. The FL proposal is to start the discussion with the following proposal from R1-2105462, which I split in two parts to facilitate discussion.
Proposal:
· The value of  of PDCCH candidates for a SL DCI format is set to zero
· The number of PDCCH candidates associated with a SL DCI format blind decoding is set to the value of nrofCandidates corresponding to the scheduling cell.
The contribution also includes a TP with the corresponding changes. We can discuss that after concluding on the above proposal.
FL update (20/5/21)
· Regarding the first bullet in the proposal above, there is common understanding that this is the case, but several companies haver argued in their reply that the current specification is already correct because this would fit into the ‘otherwise’ clause.
· Based on this, it does not seem necessary to capture any agreement.
· Regarding the second bullet, several companies have argued that the specification is already clear on this.
If there is common understanding that this is already captured in the specification, then there is no need for an agreement. Let us have one more round of discussion and then we can check if some change is needed.
Please share your views on the above proposal using the table below.
	Company
	View

	vivo
	Support.
38.213
For a search space set  associated with CORESET , the CCE indexes for aggregation level  corresponding to PDCCH candidate  of the search space set in slot  for an active DL BWP of a serving cell corresponding to carrier indicator field value are given by 

where
==omitted==
 is the carrier indicator field value if the UE is configured with a carrier indicator field by CrossCarrierSchedulingConfig for the serving cell on which PDCCH is monitored; otherwise, including for any CSS, ; , where  is the number of PDCCH candidates the UE is configured to monitor for aggregation level  of a search space set  for a serving cell corresponding to ; 
Based on the above text, it can be noted that, for Uu scheduling, if cell1 is scheduled by a DCI format transmitted on cell0,  used to determine the CCE for the DCI format scheduling cell1 is set to the same value as the CIF value in the DCI format. While for a DCI format on cell0 used for self-scheduling,  is 0. 
If SL on cell1 which is deployed on licensed band is scheduled by SL DCI transmitted in search space s on cell0, either option1 or option2 works. Even with option2, UE can use the CIF in a Uu DCI format cross-carrier scheduling cell1 to determine CCE for SL DCI format.
However, if cell1 is deployed on ITS band, as there is no CIF in SL DCI format scheduling cell1, it is unclear how to determine  with option2 in this case. So option1 is preferred as it is applicable to both ITS band case and non- ITS band case. Similarly, , the number of PDCCH candidates corresponding to  , can follow the number of PDCCH candidates configured for cell0 in the search space s.


FL reply (20/5/2021)
For the case of the ITS band (which seems to be the problematic one), you acknolwedge that ”there is no CIF in SL DCI format scheduling cell1”. I understand that as the UE is not configured with a CIF, right? In that case, doesn’t the following part of the spec apply, as argued by others in their comments?
 is the carrier indicator field value if the UE is configured with a carrier indicator field by CrossCarrierSchedulingConfig for the serving cell on which PDCCH is monitored; otherwise, including for any CSS, ;
If that is the case, then we do not need any agreement, right?
Regarding the second bullet in the proposal, can you provide an answer to Nokia/NSB’s comment?
[vivo-round2-20/5/21]
Thank you for your reply.
[bookmark: _Hlk72512049]My impression of the "otherwise" part of the current specification is that it is mainly for SS for self-scheduling on scheduling cell without configured CIF and type3 CSS configured on the scheduled cell with CIF, i.e., for PDCCH monitoring in those SS, n_CIF=0 is used. However, if option 1 is agreed (n_CI=0), it cannot be extended to cover SL DCI format case regardless of whether SL operation is on ITS bands ornon-ITS bands for the following reasons.
Case1. SL on Uu cell#1 is scheduled by Uu cell#0, in this case, cell#1 a scheduled cell and will be configured with a carrier indicator field by CrossCarrierSchedulingConfig, where CrossCarrierSchedulingConfig provides a cif-InSchedulingCell to indicate the CIF value in Uu DCI format, so if we don’t change the spec, UE will use the configured RRC value, which will also be carried in other Uu DCI format, to derive the n_CI for SL format as it meets the pre-condition: if the UE is configured with a carrier indicator field by CrossCarrierSchedulingConfig for the serving cell on which PDCCH is monitored.
        other                                   SEQUENCE {                  -- Cross carrier scheduling: scheduled cell
            schedulingCellId                        ServCellIndex,
            cif-InSchedulingCell                    INTEGER (1..7)
        }
cif-InSchedulingCell
The field indicates the CIF value used in the scheduling cell to indicate a grant or assignment applicable for this cell, see TS 38.213 [13].
 is the carrier indicator field value if the UE is configured with a carrier indicator field by CrossCarrierSchedulingConfig for the serving cell on which PDCCH is monitored; otherwise, including for any CSS, ;
Case2, when cell#1 used for SL operation is on ITS band, according to current 331, there is no CrossCarrierSchedulingConfig configured in cell#1 in this case because CrossCarrierSchedulingConfig is contained in ServingCellConfig IE which is not used to configured SL carrier/BWP/cell, thus no CIF is configured in cell#1, and only 0 can be used to derive n_CI. Morever, there is also no DL active BWP for cell#1 on ITS band, whereas the formula in 213 is only applied to serving cell with DL BWP, so the current text also does not cover ITS band case. 
For a search space set  associated with CORESET , the CCE indexes for aggregation level  corresponding to PDCCH candidate  of the search space set in slot  for an active DL BWP of a serving cell corresponding to carrier indicator field value are given by
So based on above discussion, new conclusion/agreement and spec change are needed.
We noticed that we missed to changes the preconditions to cover the ITS case, we would like to have some further updates as follows.
For a search space set  associated with CORESET , the CCE indexes for aggregation level  corresponding to PDCCH candidate  of the search space set in slot  for an active DL BWP of a serving cell corresponding to carrier indicator field value , or the CCE indexes for aggregation level  corresponding to PDCCH candidate  of the search space set in slot  for scheduling a serving cell on a spectrum indicated with only PC5 interface in Table 5.2E.1-1 in [TS 38.101-1] are given by 

where
for any CSS, ; 
for a USS, , ,  for ,  for ,  for , and ;
;
 is the number of CCEs, numbered from 0 to , in CORESET  and, if any, per RB set; 
 is the carrier indicator field value if the UE is configured with a carrier indicator field by CrossCarrierSchedulingConfig for the serving cell on which PDCCH is monitored; otherwise, including for any CSS or any USS configured with DCI format 3_0 or DCI format 3_1, ;
Regarding the second bullet
As mentioned above, for case 2 when the SL cell is on the ITS band, there is no DL BWP configured for the SL cell, so if we follow the current 331 design, there are neither SearchSpace IE nor  nrofCandidates configured for the scheduled cell. In this case, only the nrofCandidates configured for the scheduling cell can be used for SL DCI format monitoring.
For case 1, when cell #1 is in the licensed band, our understanding is that as both the scheduling cell and scheduled cell have nrofCandidates IE, so either use nrofCandidates in scheduling cell configuration or nrofCandidates in schedule cell configuration is feasible. However, we want to avoid applying different solutions for case 1 and case 2, using nrofCandidates for the scheduling cell would be simpler.

	ZTE,Sanechips
	The first bullet, it's agreed that the value of n_CI is 0 but this is already reflected by the following text,i.e. the otherwise subclause from TS 38.213. This is because for V2X, only carrier can be configured without any configuration on CIF, then naturally n_CI should be 0 according to the current spec.
[image: C:\Users\10217598\AppData\Local\Temp\ksohtml704\wps1.jpg] is the carrier indicator field value if the UE is configured with a carrier indicator field by CrossCarrierSchedulingConfig for the serving cell on which PDCCH is monitored; otherwise, including for any CSS, [image: C:\Users\10217598\AppData\Local\Temp\ksohtml704\wps2.jpg];

The second bullet, however, could be set according to the nrofCandidates according to the scheduled cell due to the requirement for the UE under each scheduled cell.
FL reply (20/5/21):
Thanks for pointing out the ‘otherwise’ part. I have the impression that you may be right about it.
I am not sure I understand the point you are trying to make with the last sentence. Can you clarify?

	LG
	We are generally fine to check the common understanding, but we are not so sure the explicit agreement is needed. For the clarification, we might have some conclusion to capture the common understanding. 
Regarding the issue, we first need to clarify how the search space for monitoring DCI format 3_x is configured. In our understanding, considering that the SL can be operated in the ITS band, the search space will be directly configured in the scheduling cell, but not in the scheduled cell. 

On the other hand, in NR Uu cross-carrier scheduling, a UE will be configured with search space for both scheduling cell and scheduled cell, and the scheduled cell would have CrossCarrierSchedulingConfig=other. In this case, for the scheduled cell, the UE will use nrofCandidates in the search space configuration in the scheduled cell and ignores PDCCH monitoring-related parameters in the search space configuration. Instead, the UE will use PDCCH monitoring-related parameters in the search space configuration in the scheduling cell.

In summary, once we agreed not to use CIF field for DCI format 3_x, the search space for monitoring DCI format 3_x will be directly configured in the scheduling cell.
FL reply (20/5/21):
Thanks for your explanation

	NTT DOCOMO
	We are OK with the proposal in Rel-16.
At the same time, we wonder the approach is OK from forward compatibility perspective. In future release, SL-CA might be supported. In this case, when multiple UL carrier can be used for SL, n_CI = 0 seems not OK. But appropriate update can be introduced and this is mode 1 mechanism, so this proposal should be OK from this perspective as well if my understanding is correct.

	Sharp
	There seems to be an assumption behind the “issue” that a sidelink carrier is regarded as a normal “cell” (in the same sense as other serving cells in NR Uu) in terms of applying e.g. section 10.1 (UE procedure for determining physical downlink control channel assignment) of TS 38.213. We don’t share such an assumption. Instead, in our understanding, for a sidelink carrier, if DCI format 3_x is configured in cell#1, and if cell#1 is configured with both DCI format 0_x and DCI format 3_x, determination of CCE indexes are handled in the same way for these DCI formats (because they are configured in the same cell). For example, if cell#1 is configured with cross carrier scheduling with scheduling cell = cell#0 and CIF = 1, then this configuration applies for both DCI format 0_x and DCI format 3_x. In that sense we don’t see any issue to be resolved.
FL reply (20/5/21):
Thanks for your comment. I have the impression that the issue raised by vivo had to do with carriers where CIF was unclear. I am not sure I understand how you would apply your explanation to this case. Anyhow, please look at the FL comments above.
Sharp2 (May 21, 2021):
Thanks to FL for your response. Using vivo’s examples, 
· Example#1: the SL carrier is configured in cell#1 (including configuration of DCI format 3_x, of course), and it shares the UL spectrum of cell#1. Cell#1 is configured with a cross-carrier scheduling cell (i.e. cell#0) with CIF=1. For scheduling of both SL transmissions on the SL carrier and DL/UL transmissions in cell#1, the UE monitors DCI (including 3_x, 0_x, etc) on cell#0. Note: (1), the SL carrier is not configured as a “cell”; (2), DCI format 3_x is configured in cell#1, rather than a “virtual cell” specifically for the SL carrier. In other words, in this example, yes, DCI format 3_x is transmitted in a “cross-carrier” scheduling manner, but, it is not because of any “cross-carrier scheduling configuration” specifically for the SL carrier (there is no such a configuration). It is because of the “cross-carrier scheduling configuration” for cell#1.
[vivo-round2-20/5/21]
Regarding the comment: DCI format 3_x is configured in cell#1, we have different understandings. In this case, cell#1 is cross-carrier scheduled by cell#0, so only the SearchSpace IE of the scheduling cell has the DCI format related IE while SearchSpace of cell#1 only contains searchSpaceId and nrofCandidates according to the highlighted text below, i.e., in this case, DCI format 3_x is configured only in cell#0. 
	331
The IE SearchSpace defines how/where to search for PDCCH candidates. Each search space is associated with one ControlResourceSet. For a scheduled cell in the case of cross carrier scheduling, except for nrofCandidates, all the optional fields are absent (regardless of their presence conditions).



· Example#2: the SL carrier is configured in cell#1 (including configuration of DCI format 3_x, of course), and the spectrum of the SL carrier is on an ITS band. Again, the point is that whether there is a “CIF” for monitoring DCI format 3_x depends on the configuration of cell#1 because DCI format 3_x is configured in cell#1. Existence/value of “CIF” is determined per cell, rather than per DCI format, so whatever rule is used for monitoring DCI format 0_x should also be used for monitoring DCI format 3_x.
· 2-1: no other cell is configured to be “cross-carrier” scheduled by cell#1, and cell#1 is not configured to be “cross-carrier” scheduled by any other cell. No CIF configured in cell#1 in this case (i.e. the “Otherwise” case).
· 2-2: at least one cell is configured to be “cross-carrier” scheduled by cell#1. In this case cell#1 is a scheduling cell and it comes with CIF=0.
· 2-3: cell#1 is configured to be “cross-carrier” scheduled by cell#0, and in this case there has to be an explicitly configured CIF (e.g. 1).
[vivo-round2-20/5/21]
If cell#1 is on ITS band, there is neither DL BWP nor searchspace IE(which is included in DL BWP related IE) available on cell#1, so no other cell can be scheduled by cell#1 and no DCI format can be configured in cell#1. Moreover, there is no CrossCarrierSchedulingConfig configured for SL cell#1 because CrossCarrierSchedulingConfig is included in ServingCellConfig which is not used to configured SL cell, so there is not configured CIF value in this case as well. Thus, we don’t need to consider 2-2 and 2-3. As we replied above, the current spec only applies to the case with active DL BWP, so the ‘otherwise’ part cannot be applied to example2 2-1.
Although for the first example either option 1 (n_CI=0) or option 2 (applying the same n_CI value of the Uu DCI format for CCS purposes to the DCI format 3_x, as suggested by Sharp) is possible, we would like to have a uniform approach for different cases, so we suggest always using 0.
Sharp3 (May 21, 2021):
Thanks for your comments. Do you actually mean that, for example, if the UE is first configured with only a PCell, and is then configured with an SL carrier on an ITS band (without using ServingCellConfig, of course), the latter is also a “cell” (in the sense that it should be treated in exactly the same way by any spec text referring to a “cell”), i.e. now there are two cells configured for the UE. Could you point to the spec text that can support your view here?
[vivo2-round2-20/5/21]
Thank you for your reply. 
In CR R1-2103948 approved at the last meeting, it can be seen that the term serving cell c is used in the SL power control procedure, it is a generic description which applies to both ITS band and non-ITS band cases, so from this perspective, SL in the ITS band is considered as serving cell in RAN1 spec. 
[bookmark: _Toc36498205][bookmark: _Toc45699233][bookmark: _Toc66974111]16.2.0	S-SS/PSBCH blocks
A UE determines a power  for an S-SS/PSBCH block transmission occasion in slot  on active SL BWP  of carrier  of serving cell  as
[bookmark: _Toc29894878][bookmark: _Toc29899177][bookmark: _Toc29899595][bookmark: _Toc29917331][bookmark: _Toc36498206][bookmark: _Toc45699234][bookmark: _Toc66974112]16.2.1	PSSCH
A UE determines a power  for a PSSCH transmission on a resource pool in symbols where a corresponding PSCCH is not transmitted in PSCCH-PSSCH transmission occasion  on active SL BWP  of carrier  of serving cell  as:

[bookmark: _Toc29894880][bookmark: _Toc29899179][bookmark: _Toc29899597][bookmark: _Toc29917333][bookmark: _Toc36498208][bookmark: _Toc45699236][bookmark: _Toc66974114]16.2.3	PSFCH
A UE with  scheduled PSFCH transmissions, and capable of transmitting a maximum of  PSFCHs, determines a number  of simultaneous PSFCH transmissions and a power  for a PSFCH transmission , , on a resource pool in PSFCH transmission occasion  on active SL BWP  of carrier  of serving cell  as
[Sharp4] May 24 2021
Then it seems to us there is a problem with the wording in R1-2103948. Or the following have to be answered,
· Looking at the changes introduced in R1-2103948 themselves, if “serving cell c” is interpreted as the “SL cell”, then how to interpret “detection of DCI format 0_0 in serving cell c” (how can a “SL cell” be configured with DCI format 0_0)?
· So even when the UE is out of coverage and has no “non-SL” serving cells, it still has a “SL cell” as long as it is configured to perform SL communications? Is it a PCell? Why? Or a SCell ? Why? Or neither? And what happens when it later camps on a “non-SL” cell (what does it mean when the spec says “the serving cell”)?
· In section 5.8.2 of TS 38.331, one of the conditions for NR SL communications is that the UE has no serving cell. How can the wording in R1-2103948 (i.e. if it is interpreted such that the UE has at least a “SL cell” as long as it is configured with SL communications) be consistent with section 5.8.2 of TS 38.331?
· In section 5.8.6.2 of TS 38.331, selection of a “reference cell” as sync reference is clearly differentiated from selection of a SyncRef UE. Could it be clarified which occurrence of the word “cell” in section 5.8 of TS 38.331 has any connection to an “SL cell”? Or, in section 5.8 of TS 38.331 the “SL cell” is automatically not taken into account as a “cell”?
[bookmark: _Toc60777005][bookmark: _Toc68014945]5.8.2	Conditions for NR sidelink communication operation
The UE shall perform NR sidelink communication operation only if the conditions defined in this clause are met:
[…]
1>	if the UE has no serving cell (RRC_IDLE);

On the other hand, we do not think that whether or not ITS is considered a serving cell could make the situation different. Because it is still unclear at this stage how the SL DCI format is monitored regardless of whether SLs on ITS band is considered as serving cell or not. This issue has to be resolved otherwise mode1 cannot work properly. And the reason to use 0 for n_CI is provided in our previous comments.
[Sharp4] May 24 2021
For a “cell” (in our understanding of what it should be defined) configured with the SL carrier on ITS band, same DCI monitoring behavior is defined for DCI format 3_x and other DCI formats. The only difference is whether DL/UL transmissions are scheduled, or SL transmissions are scheduled, by the detected DCI format.
It would be appreciated if vivo or FL or other companies could point out where the discrepancy is in the above understanding.


	Huawei, HiSilicon
	LG’s explanation may be the most reasonable way to understand the spec, based on the fact that for an ITS band being cross-carrier scheduled, it is clear that the search space is defined according to the scheduling (Uu) cell. Since there is no agreement to have any different behaviour in other cases (when V2X is cross-carrier scheduled between two Uu bands, this principle seems general to SL), i.e. that the format 3_x search space is based on, and defined in, the scheduling cell. Then, no spec changes may be needed.

	Intel
	For the first bullet, we may be fine with the update, but would like to clarify whether the update is necessary given that ‘otherwise’ branch may already cover these cases as pointed by ZTE.
For the second bullet, we are fine to capture.

	Nokia, NSB
	For the first bullet: based on ZTE’s explanation, this seems to not be needed.
For the second bullet: I am not convinced this is needed. The UE has identified a search space for DCI format 3_0 etc, a search space where dci-FormatsSL was set e.g. to formats3-0. This search space is configured with nrofCandidates, and, based on my reading of the current text in 213, that is the nrofCandidates to be used.
FL reply (20/5/21):
Thanks for your comments. See my comments above and my reply to vivo.
[vivo-round2-20/5/21]
Thank you for your comments, I copied my reply above to the second bullet here.
As mentioned above, for case 2 when the SL cell is on the ITS band, there is no DL BWP configured for the SL cell, so if we follow the current 331 design, there are neither SearchSpace IE nor  nrofCandidates configured for the scheduled cell. In this case, only the nrofCandidates configured for the scheduling cell can be used for SL DCI format monitoring.
For case 1, when cell #1 is in the licensed band, our understanding is that as both the scheduling cell and scheduled cell have nrofCandidates IE, so either use nrofCandidates in scheduling cell configuration or nrofCandidates in schedule cell configuration is feasible. However, we want to avoid applying different solutions for case 1 and case 2, using nrofCandidates for the scheduling cell would be simpler.

	Qualcomm
	Our understanding of specifications is in line with the proposal. Given the discussion, we think a conclusion in the chair’s notes would be helpful to clarify RAN1’s common understanding.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


FL update (24/5/21):
· After an additional round of discussion (including e-mail), it seems that there is a general trend that the above bullets in the proposal correspond to the specified behavior.
· On the other hand, it has taken quite some time to reach this point. As pointed out by some in their replies, it would be good to capture it in the chair’s notes as a conclusion.
Proposed conclusion:
· It is RAN1 understanding that:
· The value of n_CI of PDCCH candidates for a SL DCI format is set to zero
· The number of PDCCH candidates associated with a SL DCI format blind decoding is set to the value of nrofCandidates corresponding to the scheduling cell which is configured with SL DCI format.
· No changes to the specification are necessary at this point
FL update (25/5/21):
· It seems to me that the first two bullets in the conclusion capture the understanding of most of the group when it comes to n_Cl and nrofCandidates.
· Sharp has made a comment that there is a wider understanding issue, but my impression is that the consequences for the discussion here can be clarified with the first two bullets in the proposed conclusion. I think it is fine to capture some other conclusion that clarifies the understanding of the group, but I could not find much more than this reading the discussion so far. 
· vivo believes that changes to the specification are necessary. I do not think that this view is shared by the group. To move forward, I suggest removing the last bullet in the propose conclusion. We can revisit next meeting, after companies have had more time to check.
Proposed conclusion:
· It is RAN1 understanding that:
· The value of n_CI of PDCCH candidates for a SL DCI format is set to zero
· The number of PDCCH candidates associated with a SL DCI format blind decoding is set to the value of nrofCandidates corresponding to the scheduling cell which is configured with SL DCI format.
	Company
	View

	vivo
	Support the 1st and 2nd bullet. Regarding the 3rd bullet, we still think some spec changes are needed. 
Our understanding is that the PDCCH monitoring behavior specified in the current 213 section 10.1 is defined from the perspective of the scheduled cell. According to the text highlighted in yellow, it can be noted that the CCE indexes of PDCCHs scheduling a serving cell is depended on the configured CIF of the serving cell (i.e., the scheduled cell), this is because a scheduling cell may schedule different serving cells and CIF is used to differentiate the PDCCH scheduling different scheduled cells.
 is the carrier indicator field value if the UE is configured with a carrier indicator field by CrossCarrierSchedulingConfig for the serving cell on which PDCCH is monitored; otherwise, including for any CSS, ;
, where  is the number of PDCCH candidates the UE is configured to monitor for aggregation level  of a search space set  for a serving cell corresponding to ; 
But if 1st and 2nd bullet are approved, it means we need to specify the UE behavior on determining the PDCCH for monitoring SL DCI from the perspective of a scheduling cell. We are afraid that the current text on UE PDCCH monitoring behavior per scheduled cell is not directly applicable to this case.
Perhaps the easiest way to reuse the text for determining CCE index and  in 10.1 and to avoid impacts on legacy Uu DCI monitoring is to have a separate description for the scheduling cell with SL DCI format in the first paragraph. An example is as below:
==========TP start==========
[bookmark: _Hlk72813966]For a search space set  associated with CORESET , the CCE indexes for aggregation level  corresponding to PDCCH candidate  of the search space set in slot  for an active DL BWP of a serving cell corresponding to carrier indicator field value  , or the CCE indexes for aggregation level  corresponding to PDCCH candidate  of the search space set in slot  for DCI format 3-1 or DCI format 3-0 configured in a serving cell corresponding to carrier indicator field value are given by

==========TP end==========

As shown above, for ‘the CCE indexes... in slot  for an active DL BWP of a serving cell...’, the formula and text on determining CCE indexes and can be applied as usual as in R15. While ‘a serving cell’ in the added text ‘or the CCE indexes…in slot  for DCI format 3-1 or DCI format 3-0 configured in a serving cell…’refers to the scheduling cell configured with SL DCI format, then follow the yellow-highlighted text, n_CI will always be set to 0 because the scheduling cell is either configured with CIF=0(by setting CrossCarrierSchedulingConfig=own) or is configured without CIF, and  will be determined as the number of PDCCH candidate of the scheduling cell, so both bullets in the proposal can be reflected. 
FL reply 25/5/21:
I understand your point, but I am not sure that the need for the change is shared by everyone, at least that is not my perception of LGE’s reply. For others, it is hard to tell at this point, but many said earlier that did not think changes to the spec were needed.
One possibility is to agree to the first two bullets in the conclusion and leave potential changes to the spec for next meeting. That would give companies the chance to check carefully. 

	Sharp
	Sorry for not being able to provide our follow-up comments before the FL updated the summary.

We don’t think any conclusion is needed on “the value of n_CI and nrofCandidates” at this point in time, prior to any common understanding on how to apply the procedure on PDCCH monitoring for DCI format 3_x. And like what we (and most other companies) commented before, we don’t think any changes are necessary to the specs.

The main problem is that the way of working here seems to be totally reversed: the proposal originated from some company seems to be that, as a first step, RAN1 reaches an agreement/conclusion on setting “the value of n_CI and nrofCandidates”, and then as a second step, the specs are checked on whether there is any problem with the agreement/conclusion, and “fixes” the spec if any. In our view, what should be done at this maintenance stage is to first check if there is any problem with the current specs in terms of setting “the value of n_CI and nrofCandidates” (regardless of the values), and if any, reach an agreement/conclusion on what to do next; or if no, either reaches a conclusion on the common understanding of the specs, or do nothing since the specs are clear. 

In this particular case of setting “the value of n_CI and nrofCandidates”, the actual values (0, or CIF) really do not matter, as long as there is a common understanding on which procedure is used in the specs to derive them and under which conditions/configurations as supported by the specs. Our observation of the first round of discussion was that there were different views on how to interpret the specs (e.g. application of “Otherwise” for SL or not), although many of them led to n_CI = 0. As we can see here, it is the way we interpret the specs that really matters, not the value of n_CI, otherwise there is still different understandings of the specs. It is a bit interesting that some company interpreted totally different understandings of the specs leading to a same value of n_CI in some cases as “common understandings”.

Back to the detailed discussion of n_CI, we provided many comments to argue that the assumption from vivo that “a SL carrier is interpreted as a SL cell” is inconsistent with the specs. No response yet from vivo on whether they insisted on such an interpretation or not. This aspect is very important, because if it is a “SL cell”, then setting of n_CI is for the “SL cell” as a scheduled cell in 213. Or, if it is not a “SL cell”, then setting of n_CI is for a Uu cell which is “associated” with the SL carrier (e.g. the cell that configures DCI format 3_x for the UE as argued by one company), i.e. there is a huge difference in terms of interpretation of the specs assuming or not assuming there is a “SL cell”.
[vivo-2]
Thank you for pointing this out, I see there may be some conflicts between RAN1 spec and RAN2 spec if the SL carrier is treated as cell, so I avoided using that term in my latest reply above, focusing only on the scheduling cell (which we think is the only cell that matters when monitoring the SL DCI format given the limitations of presence the SL DCI format), please have a check.
My point is that the current UE monitoring behaviour for Uu DCI in R15 is described from the perspective of a Uu scheduled cell, and serving cell c in the context refers to a scheduled cell in R15(the reason is provided in my previous reply), however, on one side, it may not be appropriate to treat SL carrier as a normal scheduled cell as you said, on the other side, it is not clear that whether the serving cell c in the context can indicate the concerned scheduling cell for mode1 scheduling especially in the case where SL carrier/BWP is configured on a Uu scheduled cell which is cross-carrier scheduled by the scheduling cell. So, we think it would be arbitrary to say the text of 213 can be directly applied to SL DCI format monitoring case and UE behaviour is clear. That’s why we think some conclusions are needed to clarify how the group understands the behaviour of UE monitoring for SL DCI format, at least it can help avoid these issues being raised again in the future. 
[Sharp2] with the restriction that there is no CIF field specified for DCI format 3_0 (see comments below), we don’t think there is any ambiguity here. What really matters is the serving cell configured with DCI format 3_x, so it is just a matter of applying the text in 213 for a serving cell without cross carrier scheduling configuration or with CrossCarrierSchedulingConfig indicating “own”.
Another aspect that needs to reach some common understanding is which cell can configure DCI format 3_x. Previously we thought there is a restriction that the corresponding scheduled cell has to be the cell that configures the SL carrier, but it seems there is no spec text for this.
[vivo-2]
We are not sure if this restriction is needed. For example, Uu cell#1 provides configuration of a SL carrier/BWP which may or may not share cell#1's UL carrier, it is still possible for gNB to configure SL DCI format in another cell(e.g., cell#2) for mode-1 scheduling. we are not sure why this case should be precluded. But if this restriction is acceptable to the majority, we are also fine with it.
[Sharp2] Sorry if our comments above are not clear enough. We meant that since there is no spec text found to support the restriction we think no such restriction is imposed.
And one thing we overlooked in our previous comments was that, as pointed out by LG, there is no CIF field specified for DCI format 3_0, resulting in some restrictions on the cross-carrier scheduling configurations.
[vivo-2]
My understanding of the restriction noted by LG is that SL DCI format and its associated search space can only be configured in a scheduling cell which cannot be configured with CrossCarrierSchedulingConfig=others, if the majority view is to specify this restriction, we are fine with that.
[Sharp2] We think the fact that DCI format 3_0 has no CIF field is sufficient to derive the configuration restriction, i.e. DCI format 3_0 is only configured in a cell with CrossCarrierSchedulingConfig indicating “own”, so no need to have further clarifications in the specs. 
Again, in our view, what needs to have conclusion on is the above aspects. The value of n_CI etc is just a natural outcome of the interpretation of the specs and no conclusion is needed on it.
FL reply 25/5/21:
My impression is that after the initial round, all the discussion here has been about aligning understanding. 
My last proposal (for a conclusion) was trying to capture the understanding of the specification that is shared by the company. That is, according to the current specification:
· The value of n_CI of PDCCH candidates for a SL DCI format is set to zero
· The number of PDCCH candidates associated with a SL DCI format blind decoding is set to the value of nrofCandidates corresponding to the scheduling cell which is configured with SL DCI format.
I understand that the discussion here has been broader than this, but I tried to capture the part that is related to the topic of the discussion.
But let us be constructive on this. What is your proposal for a conclusion that can summarize the understanding of the group (preferably something that is agreeable by everyone)
[Sharp2] Looking at the latest comments from LG and HW, it seems their understanding is aligned with us (after clarification that DCI format 3_0 has no CIF field) in that for determining n_CI for e.g. CCE index calculation, in both cases of ITS band and shared UL-SL band, the concerned serving cell (a “scheduled cell”) is the cell configured with DCI format 3_x. so we propose to conclude on this, rather than just the value of n_CI (in which case some companies may still think it is not clear and propose spec changes).
Proposed conclusion:
· DCI format 3_x is only configured in a cell where no carrier indicator field is configured for any other cell.
· No changes to the specification are necessary.
With the above conclusion and according to the following spec text, the context of taking the n_CI value, as long as the value itself, is clear (and hopefully vivo’s concern on “scheduled cell” is also resolved).
	 is the carrier indicator field value if the UE is configured with a carrier indicator field by CrossCarrierSchedulingConfig for the serving cell on which PDCCH is monitored; otherwise, including for any CSS, ;





	LG
	We support FL’s proposals to avoid duplicated discussion on this issue in the future. 
In our understanding, the motivation of the cross-carrier scheduling in Uu link is that the channel condition is not good to accommodate control channel since the control channel cannot enjoy the HARQ combining gain unlike data channel. 
Since the scheduling cell for SL operation can be selected by network, there is no reason that the network configures search space for monitoring DCI format 3_x in a serving cell of which CrossCarrierSchedulingConfig=others with configured CIF (i.e. serving cell with a poor channel condition to accommodate control channel). 
It is general case where UE is configured with search space for monitoring DCI format 3_x in a serving cell without configured CIF value, then no specification change is needed. 
We do not see any benefit or reason of having the search space for monitoring DCI format 3_x in a serving cell with configured CIF value. 

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


The following conclusion was reached on 26/5/21
Conclusion:
· It is RAN1 understanding that:
· The value of n_CI of PDCCH candidates for a SL DCI format is set to zero
· The number of PDCCH candidates associated with a SL DCI format blind decoding is set to the value of nrofCandidates corresponding to the scheduling cell which is configured with SL DCI format.
Other
Please use the table below to share your views on other topics
	Company
	View

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



4	[105-e-NR-5G_V2X-04]
[bookmark: _Hlk72448658]M1-4	TPs corresponding to agreements made in previous meetings
RAN1 has received the LS in R1-2104160 from RAN2 with the following information:
	RAN2 would like to thank RAN1 for informing RAN2 of the issue 1 and issue 2 on SL HARQ-ACK reporting to the gNB. 

· On Issue 1: RAN2 defines a new parameter sl-N1PUCCH-AN-Type2-r16 to indicate the HARQ resource for PUCCH for PSCCH/PSSCH transmissions without a corresponding PDCCH on sidelink configured grant type 2. 

	SL-ConfiguredGrantConfig field descriptions

	sl-N1PUCCH-AN-Type2
This field indicates the HARQ resource for PUCCH for PSCCH/PSSCH transmissions without a corresponding PDCCH on sidelink configured grant type 2. The actual PUCCH-Resource is configured in sl-PUCCH-Config and referred to by its ID.



· On Issue 2: RAN2 agrees to clarify in the field description of pdsch-HARQ-ACK-Codebook and pdsch-HARQ-ACK-CodebookList that the parameter pdsch-HARQ-ACK-Codebook is always used for reporting SL HARQ-ACK information.



Several contributions include TPs for TS 38.213 for dealing with Issue 1. Based on them, the FL proposes to agree the following changes to the spec.
FL update 20/5/21:
· There seems to be wide support for the editorial change proposed by OPPO. I have included it.
· There are two proposals (by vivo and DCM) on having additional clarifications but a bit more discussion is necessary. I think that they are reasonable additions. Let’s have one more round of discussion to gather more views on them.
FL update 24/5/21:
· Views are split regarding one of the modifications (by vivo). The modification consits of adding:
· For a SL configured grant Type 2 PSSCH transmission without a corresponding PDCCH a PUCCH resource can be provided by sl-N1PUCCH-AN-Type2. If sl-N1PUCCH-AN-Type2 is absent, no PUCCH is provided for the SL configured grant Type 2 PSSCH transmission without a corresponding PDCCH.
· No comments have been made regarding teh other modification (by DOCOMO). The modification consits of adding:
· If a UE transmits HARQ-ACK information corresponding only to For a SL configured grant Type 2 PSSCH transmission without a corresponding PDCCH, a PUCCH resource for corresponding PUCCH transmission with HARQ-ACK information can be provided by sl-N1PUCCH-AN-Type2.
· My impression is that both changes are justified and the corresponding behavior is not described anywhere else in the specificaiton. Thus, I have prepared two alternative TPs. Alternative 1 corresponds to the one discussed so far. Alternative 2 extends the TP discussed so far with vivo’s and DOCOMO’s suggestions. Please state your preference in the comments. 
Alternative 1:
	-------------------------- Start of Text Proposal for TS 38.213 --------------------------
[bookmark: _Toc29894887][bookmark: _Toc29899186][bookmark: _Toc29899604][bookmark: _Toc29917340][bookmark: _Toc36498215][bookmark: _Toc45699245][bookmark: _Toc66974123]16.5	UE procedure for reporting HARQ-ACK on uplink
<Unchanged parts omitted>
With reference to slots for PUCCH transmissions and for a number of PSFCH reception occasions ending in slot , the UE provides the generated HARQ-ACK information in a PUCCH transmission within slot , subject to the overlapping conditions in Clause 9.2.5, where  is a number of slots indicated by a PSFCH-to-HARQ_feedback timing indicator field, if present, in a DCI format indicating a slot for PUCCH transmission to report the HARQ-ACK information, or  is provided by sl-PSFCH-ToPUCCH-r16 for a transmission scheduled by a DCI format or for a SL configured grant type 2, or by sl-PSFCH-ToPUCCH-CG-Type1 for a SL configured grant type 1.  corresponds to a last slot for a PUCCH transmission that would overlap with the last PSFCH reception occasion assuming that the start of the sidelink frame is same as the start of the downlink frame [4, TS 38.211].
For a PSSCH transmission by a UE that is scheduled by a DCI format, or for a SL configured grant Type 2 PSSCH transmission activated by a DCI format, the DCI format indicates to the UE that a PUCCH resource is not provided when a value of the PUCCH resource indicator field is zero and a value of PSFCH-to-HARQ feedback timing indicator field, if present, is zero. For a SL configured grant Type 1 PSSCH transmission, a PUCCH resource can be provided by sl-N1PUCCH-AN and sl-PSFCH-ToPUCCH-CG-Type1. For a SL configured grant Type 2 PSSCH transmission without a corresponding PDCCH, a PUCCH resource can be provided by sl-N1PUCCH-AN-Type2. If a PUCCH resource is not provided, the UE does not transmit a PUCCH with generated HARQ-ACK information from PSFCH reception occasions. 
<Unchanged parts omitted>
-------------------------- End of Text Proposal --------------------------



Alternative 2:
	[bookmark: _Hlk72833500]-------------------------- Start of Text Proposal for TS 38.213 --------------------------
16.5	UE procedure for reporting HARQ-ACK on uplink
<Unchanged parts omitted>
With reference to slots for PUCCH transmissions and for a number of PSFCH reception occasions ending in slot , the UE provides the generated HARQ-ACK information in a PUCCH transmission within slot , subject to the overlapping conditions in Clause 9.2.5, where  is a number of slots indicated by a PSFCH-to-HARQ_feedback timing indicator field, if present, in a DCI format indicating a slot for PUCCH transmission to report the HARQ-ACK information, or  is provided by sl-PSFCH-ToPUCCH-r16 for a transmission scheduled by a DCI format or for a SL configured grant type 2, or by sl-PSFCH-ToPUCCH-CG-Type1 for a SL configured grant type 1.  corresponds to a last slot for a PUCCH transmission that would overlap with the last PSFCH reception occasion assuming that the start of the sidelink frame is same as the start of the downlink frame [4, TS 38.211].
For a PSSCH transmission by a UE that is scheduled by a DCI format, or for a SL configured grant Type 2 PSSCH transmission activated by a DCI format, the DCI format indicates to the UE that a PUCCH resource is not provided when a value of the PUCCH resource indicator field is zero and a value of PSFCH-to-HARQ feedback timing indicator field, if present, is zero. For a SL configured grant Type 1 PSSCH transmission, a PUCCH resource can be provided by sl-N1PUCCH-AN and sl-PSFCH-ToPUCCH-CG-Type1. If a UE transmits HARQ-ACK information corresponding only to a SL configured grant Type 2 PSSCH transmission without a corresponding PDCCH, a PUCCH resource for corresponding PUCCH transmission with HARQ-ACK information can be provided by sl-N1PUCCH-AN-Type2. If a PUCCH resource is not provided, the UE does not transmit a PUCCH with generated HARQ-ACK information from PSFCH reception occasions. For a SL configured grant Type 2 PSSCH transmission without a corresponding PDCCH, a PUCCH resource can be provided by sl-N1PUCCH-AN-Type2. If sl-N1PUCCH-AN-Type2 is absent, no PUCCH is provided for the SL configured grant Type 2 PSSCH transmission without a corresponding PDCCH.
<Unchanged parts omitted>
-------------------------- End of Text Proposal --------------------------


FL update 25/5/21:
· It looks like most companies are fine with either Alt.1 or Alt.2 without the last sentence. 
· Nokia+NSB have commented that there is some undesirable repetition in Alt.2 (without the last sentence).
· Nokia+NSB and vivo have commented that the UE behaviour for the case that ’sl-N1PUCCH-AN-Type2 is not configured’ but with ’PUCCH resource indicator field set to a non-zero value in the DCI activating the configured grant type 2’ is unclear. I think it is a good idea to capture that there is no PUCCH resource provided even for the transmissions without a corresponding PDCCH
Based on this, I have updated the TP to:
	[bookmark: _Hlk72835896]For a PSSCH transmission by a UE that is scheduled by a DCI format, or for a SL configured grant Type 2 PSSCH transmission activated by a DCI format, the DCI format indicates to the UE that a PUCCH resource is not provided when a value of the PUCCH resource indicator field is zero and a value of PSFCH-to-HARQ feedback timing indicator field, if present, is zero. For a SL configured grant Type 2 PSSCH transmission without corresponding PDCCH the DCI format activating the SL configured grant Type 2 indicates to the UE that a PUCCH resource is not provided when a value of the PUCCH resource indicator field is zero and a value of PSFCH-to-HARQ feedback timing indicator field, if present, is zero. For a SL configured grant Type 1 PSSCH transmission, a PUCCH resource can be provided by sl-N1PUCCH-AN and sl-PSFCH-ToPUCCH-CG-Type1. For a SL configured grant Type 2 PSSCH transmission without a corresponding PDCCH, a PUCCH resource can be provided by sl-N1PUCCH-AN-Type2 for corresponding PUCCH transmission with HARQ-ACK information. If a PUCCH resource is not provided, the UE does not transmit a PUCCH with generated HARQ-ACK information from PSFCH reception occasions. 


The first change just clarifies that the activating DCI determines whether PUCCH resources are provided for all the SL CG Type 2 occasions. 
The second change merges the parts of Alt.2 that were acceptable to everyone.
Please share your views on the above proposal using the table below.
	Company
	View

	ASUSTeK
	We support this TP.

	vivo
	Support in general.
we would like some further clarification on how to inform the UE that PUCCH is not provided for SL CG type2 transmissions without PDCCH. It is not clear whether the description ‘For a PSSCH transmission by a UE that is scheduled by a DCI format, or for a SL configured grant Type 2 PSSCH transmission activated by a DCI format, the DCI format indicates to the UE that a PUCCH resource is not provided when a value of the PUCCH resource indicator field is zero and a value of PSFCH-to-HARQ feedback timing indicator field, if present, is zero’ is also applicable to an activated type2 CG transmission without PDCCH. There are two options.
· Option1. PUCCH is not provided for a SL CG type2 transmission without PDCCH if sl-N1PUCCH-AN-Type2 is absent in the RRC configuration. 
· Option2. PUCCH is not provided for a SL CG type2 transmission without PDCCH if the PUCCH resource indicator field and PSFCH-to-HARQ feedback timing indicator field (if present) in the DCI used to activate the SL CG type2 are set to zero. (similar to the SL CG type2 with PDCCH)
We prefer the first option as it is more straightforward and would like to have the following clarifications.
For a SL configured grant Type 2 PSSCH transmission without a corresponding PDCCH a PUCCH resource can be provided by sl-N1PUCCH-AN-Type2. If sl-N1PUCCH-AN-Type2 is absent, no PUCCH is provided for the SL configured grant Type 2 PSSCH transmission without a corresponding PDCCH.

	OPPO
	Support the proposal.
Minor comment: add a comma after the word “PDCCH”, i.e., “corresponding PDCCH, a PUCCH”
FL reply (20/5/21):
Done. Thanks

	ZTE,Sanechips
	Yes

	Qualcomm
	We support the change with the modification from OPPO

	LG
	We support the TP with minor change. The full name of the higher layer parameter is sl-N1PUCCH-AN-Type2-r16. In my understanding, now we will capture the suffix as well. 
Regarding vivo’s comment, we have following agreement made in RAN1#99:
Agreements:
· For case of DG and type 2 CG: one combination of “timing and resource for PUCCH” is used to indicate that PUCCH resource is not provided
· For type 1 CG: no RRC configuration of PUCCH resources indicates that PUCCH resource is not provided

In this case, even for the SL CG type2 transmission without PDCCH, the above agreement will be applied. For simplicity, we do not need to add the sentence proposed by vivo for this purpose. 
FL reply (20/5/21):
Regarding the suffix, the most recent information that I have is an e-mail from the RAN1 chairman with subject ‘RAN1#103-e: handling of RRC parameter names particularly w.r.t. R16 suffix’ that states:
It seems that the following options is more straightforward and will be used by editors in preparation of the corresponding CRs for RAN1#103-e:
· Use the ASN.1 field name as specified in the RRC specification (this may contain or not the -r16 attribute, as decided by RAN2)
Note that this will be a systematic effort by all RAN1 editors. 


	NTT DOCOMO
	Modification is necessary.

In Uu, PUCCH resource for SPS is used ONLY when HARQ-ACK corresponding to the SPS is transmitted. If the HARQ-ACK is multiplexed with other DG HARQ-ACK, the resource is not used. This is described as follows in 9.2.3 (from Rel-15 spec for easy understanding):
---
If a UE transmits HARQ-ACK information corresponding only to a PDSCH reception without a corresponding PDCCH, a PUCCH resource for corresponding PUCCH transmission with HARQ-ACK information is provided by n1PUCCH-AN.
---

To follow this rule, the text should be updated with blue color as follows.
---
If a UE transmits HARQ-ACK information corresponding only to For a SL configured grant Type 2 PSSCH transmission without a corresponding PDCCH, a PUCCH resource for corresponding PUCCH transmission with HARQ-ACK information can be provided by sl-N1PUCCH-AN-Type2.
---

The same modification would be needed for type-1 CG as well in our view.
FL reply 24/5/21:
See the updated proposal. For Type-1 CG, CRs will have to be provided next meeting. It does not fit the scope of this discussion.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We are supportive of the change with the modification from OPPO.

For the modification from Vivo, we do not think it is quite necessary to clarify the understanding of RRC parameter absent. That can be covered by 331 with using Need code as well as the explanation for the parameter.
 
For the modification from DCM, we can understand the motivation, but we are wondering whether it can be covered by the codebook generation spec. For here, it just mentions how to derive the PUCCH resource for CG type 2 without corresponding PDCCH. If the PUCCH resources for both CG type2 and dynamic PDSCH locate in same slot, subclause 9.2.5 is applied. 
FL reply:
Regarding the modification proposed by vivo, the same Clause in the spec states that: “If a PUCCH resource is not provided, the UE does not transmit a PUCCH with generated HARQ-ACK information from PSFCH reception occasions.”
I would say vivo’s clarification is the same thing but for CG Type-2 without PDCCH.
Regarding the modification from DCM, the corresponding text for DL HARQ-ACK reporting is in 9.2.3 UE procedure for reporting HARQ-ACK. If we follow the same logic here, it seems that 16.5 UE procedure for reporting SL HARQ-ACK on uplink is the right place, don’t you think?
[DCM2] I think without the clarification, the text means that the PUCCH resource is used for multiplexing of HARQ-ACK for SL-CG type 2 and DG. It does not follow Uu mechanism, which is against the previous agreements. If current spec is aligned with the Uu mechanism (I’m not sure which part of spec is saying that), then we are OK to keep FL’s proposal.

[Huawei, HiSilicon 2]
Thanks for clarification. Our intention is to avoid the duplication across different specs. So the behaviour when a RRC parameter is absent mostly can be also found in 331, we are wondering whether it should be introduced in PHY spec repeatedly. Following the same logic of Uu reporting HARQ is ok, a concise spec is also preferable.

	CATT, GOHIGH
	Support the proposal with OPPO’s change. 

	Intel
	Support in principle. We are wondering what is the meaning of ‘can be’ – is it only an optional possibility or, it ‘is’ always provided? If the latter, then suggest changing to ‘is’.
FL reply (20/5/21):
It is the same language used in other parts of the same paragraph. My understanding is that it is not always provided

	Samsung
	Support the proposal with OPPO’s change.

	Nokia, NSB
	Support the proposal. OPPO’s change improves readability, we support it.
Regarding vivo’s point, we agree with vivo that some clarification in the spec would be desirable.

	ASUSTeK2
	Support FL’s update.

As for vivo’s modification, we think current spec with FL’ update is clear for “PUCCH resource is not provided” for type2 CG without PDCCH.

As for DOCOMO’s modification, we are fine with this change since it’s aligned with text for DL HARQ-ACK reporting in 9.2.3. 

	Vivo2
	Based on the first-round input, it seems companies have different understandings on how to indicate that no PUCCH is provided for CG type2 without PDCCH.
· Understanding#1, by a special codepoint combination by the activation DCI as per the previous agreement shown by LG
· Understanding#2, by the absence of sl-N1PUCCH-AN-Type2
To avoid ambiguity, we think it would be better to first develop a common understanding in the group and further check some additional clarification would be desirable. From our perspective, we prefer the 2nd one as it is more consistent with case with PUCCH provided.

	Huawei, HiSilicon 2
	As the two understandings explained by Vivo2 for no PUCCH provided for CG type2 without PDCCH, we share the understanding#2, but the question is whether RAN1 needs to state it in PHY layer spec explicitly. We think it may be not because 331 could cover the RRC absence case, but we are also open to hear others’ understanding.

	NTT DOCOMO2
	At first, vivo’s update and our update are independent each other. No need to have link, i.e. only either alternative 1 or alternative 2 is not reasonable way. Another alternative is either update is included but the other is not.
· Regarding vivo’s update, it is discussing when sl-N1PUCCH-AN-Type2 is not provided. I’m not sure the situation is valid. But we are OK with the update if common understanding is that the situation is valid.
· Regarding our update, it is discussing whether sl-N1PUCCH-AN-Type2 is used for multiplexing with DG SL HARQ-ACK or not. In Uu, PUCCH for SPS is not used in this case. SL shall follow this rule as agreed, so this update is essential.
FL reply 25/5/21:
Thanks for your comments. I understand they are independent things. I earlier asked for input on them separately without much success. It seems that putting them in a TP, even if they were together, was much better in that regard.

	LG
	In our understanding, the agreement for the condition when the PUCCH resource is not provided for SL CG type 2 already covers the SL type CG2 transmission without the corresponding PDCCH. Even for technical perspective, it is beneficial to update whether enable or disable PUCCH transmission via activation DCI. 
In summary, we can accept alternative 1 or alternative 2 except for the last added sentence (i.e. vivo’s suggestion). 
FL reply 25/5/21:
Thanks for your comments. Check the updated proposals.

	OPPO
	We agree with LG that the agreement is applied to type 2 CG, no matter with or w/o corresponding DCI in the period. Therefore, we don’t think the following sentence is needed “If sl-N1PUCCH-AN-Type2 is absent, no PUCCH is provided for the SL configured grant Type 2 PSSCH transmission without a corresponding PDCCH”
FL reply 25/5/21:
Thanks for your comments. Check the updated proposals.

	ASUSTeK
	We share the same view with LG, and prefer alt1 or alt2 only with DCM’s change.
FL reply 25/5/21:
Thanks for your comments. Check the updated proposals.

	Nokia, NSB
	We don’t like Alternative 2 in its current form:
· “can be provided by sl-N1PUCCH-AN-Type2” is duplicated
· The structure is confusing, since “If a PUCCH resource is not provided, the UE does not transmit a PUCCH with generated HARQ-ACK information from PSFCH reception occasions” is located between sentences which provide details on provision/nonprovision of PUCCH resources. We suggest to move that sentence to the end; i.e. first specify how to figure out whether PUCCH resource is provided or not, then specify what happens if PUCCH resource is not provided
Regarding vivo’s addition, we support it, but with a different motivation and interpretation: Currently it seems a bit unclear what happens if sl-N1PUCCH-AN-Type2 is not configured, but the DCI activating the configured grant type 2 includes PUCCH resource indicator field set to a non-zero value. I am not sure that combination makes much sense, but it is not prohibited. One interpretation might be that the PUCCH resource indicated by the field in the activation DCI applies to subsequent periods of SL configured grant Type 2 PSSCH transmission without a corresponding PDCCH. Vivo’s addition makes it clear that this is not the case.
Regardless of vivo’s addition being included or not, if the DCI activating configured grant type 2 indicates that “a PUCCH resource is not provided” then that overrides a configured sl-N1PUCCH-AN-Type2. 
FL reply 25/5/21:
Thanks for your comments.
You have a point regarding the repetition. I have tried to clarify the wording a bit.
On the behaviour without sl-N1PUCCH-AN-Type2 but with PUCCH resource indicator field set to a non-zero value in the DCI activating the configured grant type 2, we should clarify it. Look at the updated proposal.

	Huawei, HiSilicon 3
	Alternative 2, as we commented in previous rounds, it is still not clear whether the description for sl-N1PUCCH-AN-Type2 absence is needed or not. So the last sentence: “If sl-N1PUCCH-AN-Type2 is absent, no PUCCH is provided for the SL configured grant Type 2 PSSCH transmission without a corresponding PDCCH” is suggested to delete. Other parts are fine for us.

Alternative 1, we are also fine with it. 

Therefore, we slightly prefer Alternative 2 after modification as suggested above, which follows Uu logic. 
FL reply 25/5/21:
Thanks for your comments. Check the updated proposals.

	Vivo3
	If the majority view is to use the special codepoint in DCI to indicate the absence of PUCCH for type2 CG without PDCCH, we are also fine with alt1. On the other hand, changes suggested by Docomo also seems reasonable. 
But we have similar concerns as Nokia, it is not clear whether the UE will assume the presence or absence of PUCCH when the DCI for CG type2 activation indicates "no PUCCH is provided" but sl-N1PUCCH-AN-Type2 is configured by RRC according the TP of alt.1. In our understanding, this combination is possible because the RRC IE sl-N1PUCCH-AN-Type2 is semi-statically configured and cannot be changed frequently, so it is likely that the gNB will always configure this IE and it can further decide whether to assign PUCCH by considering the real-time situation when activating SL CG type2, and then dynamically indicates the presence/absence of PUCCH by the activating DCI, which means the indication in DCI would override the configured sl-N1PUCCH-AN-Type2. so we suggest clarifying this aspect in the spec. For example: 
For a PSSCH transmission by a UE that is scheduled by a DCI format, or for a SL configured grant Type 2 PSSCH transmission activated by a DCI format regardless of sl-N1PUCCH-AN-Type2 is provided, the DCI format indicates to the UE that a PUCCH resource is not provided when a value of the PUCCH resource indicator field is zero and a value of PSFCH-to-HARQ feedback timing indicator field, if present, is zero. For a SL configured grant Type 1 PSSCH transmission, a PUCCH resource can be provided by sl-N1PUCCH-AN and sl-PSFCH-ToPUCCH-CG-Type1. For a SL configured grant Type 2 PSSCH transmission without a corresponding PDCCH, a PUCCH resource can be provided by sl-N1PUCCH-AN-Type2. If a PUCCH resource is not provided, the UE does not transmit a PUCCH with generated HARQ-ACK information from PSFCH reception occasions. 
FL reply 25/5/21:
Thanks for your comments and suggestions. Check the updated proposals.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


CRs
· The draft CR (TS 38.213 Clause 16.5) in R1-2106182 is approved. 
· The final CR (TS 38.213 Clause 16.5) has number 0237 and is in R1-2106258
M1-3	Editorial corrections
TS 38.213
The following editorial corrections related to Mode1 for TS 38.213 have been presented in different contributions, as listed above. 
	[bookmark: _Toc45699215][bookmark: _Toc66974093]-------------------------- Start of Text Proposal for TS 38.213 --------------------------
<Unchanged parts omitted>
10.2A	PDCCH validation for SL configured grant Type 2
A UE validates, for scheduling activation or scheduling release, a SL configured grant Type 2 PDCCH if
-	the CRC of a corresponding DCI format 3_0 is scrambled with a SL-CS-RNTI provided by sl-CS-RNTI, and
-	the new data indicator field in the DCI format 3_0 for the enabled transport block is set to '0' 
Validation of the DCI format 3_0 is achieved if all fields for the DCI format 3_0 are set according to Table 10.2A-1 or Table 10.2A-2.
If validation is achieved, the UE considers the information in the DCI format 3_0 as a valid activation or valid release of only for the SL configured grant Type 2 indicated by the configuration index field. If validation is not achieved, the UE discards all the information in the DCI format 3_0.
· Table 10.2A-1: Special fields for SL configured grant Type 2 scheduling activation PDCCH validation
	
	DCI format 3_0

	HARQ process number
	set to all '0's



· Table 10.2A-2: Special fields for SL configured grant Type 2 scheduling release PDCCH validation
	
	DCI format 3_0 

	HARQ process number
	set to all '1's

	Frequency resource assignment (if present)
	set to all '1's


<Unchanged parts omitted>
-------------------------- End of Text Proposal --------------------------



	-------------------------- Start of Text Proposal for TS 38.213 --------------------------
16.5	UE procedure for reporting HARQ-ACK on uplink
<Unchanged parts omitted>
For SL configured grant Type 1 or Type 2 PSSCH transmissions by a UE within a time period provided by sl-PeriodCG, the UE generates one HARQ-ACK information bit in response to the PSFCH receptions to multiplex in a PUCCH transmission occasion that is after a last time resource, in a set of time resources. 
<Unchanged parts omitted>
-------------------------- End of Text Proposal --------------------------


The FL’s impression is that the change to Clause 10.2A is not necessary. The clarification for 16.5 is worth discussing, so views from the different companies are appreciated. The FL notes that this was discussed in the past without consensus.
FL update 20/5/21:
· The change in 10.2A seems to be acceptable to everyone
· I have included the small editorial comment made by Qualcomm.
· The need for the change in 16.5 is challenged by many. My proposal is not to discuss it further.
FL update 24/5/21:
· There is still one concern (by Huawei/HiSilicon) on the need of the change in 10.2A. One possibility is to discard this TP altogether, given the modification below to Clause 8.1.2 in TS 38.214, there should be no ambiguity.
FL update 25/5/21:
· No changes. Neither the TP for Clause 10.2A nor the TP for Clause 16.5 will be endorsed.
Please share your views on the above changes using the table below.
	Company
	View

	ASUSTeK
	10.2A: The intention of this TP is to clarify DCI format 3_0 for SL type-2 CG release is only for SL type-2 CG indicated by configuration index field. We think it’s a simple fix similar to LTE spec. 
36.213: If the UE receives in subframe n DCI format 5A with the CRC scrambled by the SL-SPS-V-RNTI , the UE shall consider the received DCI information as a valid sidelink semi-persistent activation or release only for the SPS configuration indicated by the SL SPS configuration index field.

16.5: We are open to this TP.

	vivo
	For the change to 10.A
We are open to this change
For the change to 16.5
Our understanding is that RAN1 agreed to generate only one HARQ-ACK bit per CG period because only 1 TB can be transmitted in a CG cycle, so only 1 HARQ-ACK bit representing the final outcome of the multiple transmissions within a CG period is needed. With this logic and the pseudo code for type1 CB, the generated bit should repeat N times in a type1 CB, where N is the period of the PSFCH. Based on this understanding, for any candidate PSSCH transmission in a CG, the ‘HARQ-ACK information bit for candidate PSSCH transmission with index  with corresponding PSFCH reception’ in 16.5.1.1 refers to the generated HARQ-ACK bit in 16.5, thus we prefer not to remove the "one bit".
[bookmark: _Toc45699247][bookmark: _Toc60601364]16.5.1.1	Type-1 HARQ-ACK codebook in physical uplink control channel
A UE determines  HARQ-ACK information bits, for a total number of   HARQ-ACK information bits as  = HARQ-ACK information bit for candidate PSSCH transmission with index  with corresponding PSFCH reception, for  , as described in Clause 16.5.

	OPPO
	10.2A: open to the change
16.5: the change is not necessary. As commented by vivo, we have agreed that only one HARQ_ACK bit will be generated per CG period. Current description is clear enough.

	ZTE,Sanechips
	Open to both changes

	Qualcomm
	We agree with ASUSTeK that the wording of the TP for 10.2A isn’t clear and could be misinterpreted. We propose the following modification:
0 as a valid activation or valid release of only for the SL configured grant Type 2 indicated by the configuration index field

We don’t think the change for 16.5 is needed.

	LG
	On 10.2A, we are fine with the TP.
On 16.5, the change is not necessary. The existing wording follows the agreement itself. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	For the change to 10.A
We do not find any ambiguity if we just follow the sentence in the previous paragraph:
“Validation of the DCI format 3_0 is achieved if all fields for the DCI format 3_0 are set according to Table 10.2A-1 or Table 10.2A-2.”
We are also fine to discuss if any issue for this is clarified.

For the change to 16.5
Not support. We do not see the necessity for the change, as RAN1 had agreement in RAN1#98bis that only one HARQ-ACK bit is generated for SL CG.
Agreements:
· For a configured grant in Mode 1 when using SL HARQ feedback:
· There is only one HARQ-ACK bit for the configured grant
· There is one PUCCH transmission occasion after the last resource in the set of resources provided by a configured grant.
FL reply (20/5/21):
I am not sure I understand your comment regarding 10.2A. As stated above, my impression is that it is not necessary, but everyone else seems to be fine with the clarification.

[Huawei, HiSilicon 2]
We mean we do not find any ambiguity to have those changes in 10.2A. Now we see many companies want to support it, so may I ask the proponents of this change, what is the problem in the spec if we do not have such change?
[ASUSTeK] Without this change, current standard is not clear which SL CG type-2 is released. Although we think it’s better to task to editor to specify in TS 38.213 for clarity, we are fine to have or drop this TP as FL said that another TP in Clause 8.1.2 in TS 38.214 is enough.

	Samsung
	10.2A: we’re open to the change
16.5: similar view as vivo and HW, we think the change is not needed.

	Nokia, NSB
	10.2A: We support the change, it improves clarity
16.5: not needed

	ASUSTeK2
	10.2A: Support FL’s update.

	Huawei, HiSilicon 2
	Ok with the FL’s update. 

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


TS 38.214
The following editorial corrections related to Mode1 for TS 38.214 have been presented in different contributions, as listed above. Based on them the FL proposes to agree the following changes to the spec.
	[bookmark: _Toc29673236][bookmark: _Toc29673377][bookmark: _Toc29674370][bookmark: _Toc36645600][bookmark: _Toc45810649][bookmark: _Toc67304503]-------------------------- Start of Text Proposal for TS 38.214 --------------------------
<Unchanged parts omitted>
8.1.2	Resource allocation
In sidelink resource allocation mode 1:
-	for PSSCH and PSCCH transmission, dynamic grant, configured grant type 1 and configured grant type 2 are supported. The configured grant Type 2 sidelink transmission is semi-persistently scheduled by a SL grant in a valid activation DCI according to Clause 10.3 2A of [6, TS 38.213].
[bookmark: _Toc29673237][bookmark: _Toc29673378][bookmark: _Toc29674371][bookmark: _Toc36645601][bookmark: _Toc45810650][bookmark: _Toc67304504]8.1.2.1	Resource allocation in time domain
The UE shall transmit the PSSCH in the same slot as the associated PSCCH.
The minimum resource allocation unit in the time domain is a slot.
The UE shall transmit the PSSCH in consecutive symbols within the slot, subject to the following restrictions:
-	The UE shall not transmit PSSCH in symbols which are not configured for sidelink. A symbol is configured for sidelink, according to higher layer parameters startSLsymbols and lengthSLsymbols, where startSLsymbols is the symbol index of the first symbol of lengthSLsymbols consecutive symbols configured for sidelink.
-	Within the slot, PSSCH resource allocation starts at symbol startSLsymbols+1.
-	The UE shall not transmit PSSCH in symbols which are configured for use by PSFCH, if PSFCH is configured in this slot.
-	The UE shall not transmit PSSCH in the last symbol configured for sidelink.
-	The UE shall not transmit PSSCH in the symbol immediately preceding the symbols which are configured for use by PSFCH, if PSFCH is configured in this slot.
In sidelink resource allocation mode 1:
-	For sidelink dynamic grant, the PSSCH transmission is scheduled by a DCI format 3_0. 
-	For sidelink configured grant type 2, the configured grant is activated by a DCI format 3_0. 
-	For sidelink dynamic grant and sidelink configured grant type 2:
-	The "Time gap" field value m of the DCI format 3_0 provides an index m + 1 into a slot offset table. That table is given by higher layer parameter timeGapFirstSidelinkTransmission sl-DCI-ToSL-Trans and the table value at index m + 1 will be referred to as slot offset .
-	The slot of the first sidelink transmission scheduled by the DCI is the first SL slot of the corresponding resource pool that starts not earlier than   where  is starting time of the downlink slot carrying the corresponding DCI,  is the timing advance value corresponding to the TAG of the serving cell on which the DCI is received and is the slot offset between the slot DCI and the first sidelink transmission scheduled by DCI and t is the SL slot duration.
-	The "Configuration index" field of the DCI format 3_0, if provided and not reserved, indicates the index of the sidelink configured type 2.
-	For sidelink configured grant type 1:
-	The slot of the first sidelink transmissions follows the higher layer configuration according to [10, TS 38.321].
<Unchanged parts omitted>
-------------------------- End of Text Proposal --------------------------


FL update 20/5/21:
· The changes look agreeable. There is one request to clarify that the ”configuration index” is not reserved. I have inlcluded it.
FL update 24/5/21:
· No changes to this TP.
FL update 25/5/21:
· No changes. The TP looks agreeable to everyone.
Please share your views on the above proposal using the table below.
	Company
	View

	ASUSTeK
	We supports all TPs.

We would like to clarify “if provided” in the last TP. Is “if provided” cover the case that DCI format 3_0 with 3 bits "Configuration index" but with reserved. If no, we would like to propose add following highlight for the last TP.

-	The "Configuration index" field of the DCI format 3_0, if provided and not reserved, indicates the index of the sidelink configured type 2.

Following is Text specifying case for “reserved” according to 38.212
-	Configuration index – 0 bit if the UE is not configured to monitor DCI format 3_0 with CRC scrambled by SL-CS-RNTI; otherwise 3 bits as defined in clause 8.1.2 of [6, TS 38.214]. If the UE is configured to monitor DCI format 3_0 with CRC scrambled by SL-CS-RNTI, this field is reserved for DCI format 3_0 with CRC scrambled by SL-RNTI.

	vivo
	Agree

	OPPO
	We support the modification from ASUSTeK. 

	ZTE,Sanechips
	OK

	Qualcomm
	We are ok with the changes

	LG
	We are ok with the modification from ASUSTeK. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We are fine with the changes.

	Intel
	Agree

	Samsung
	OK

	Nokia, NSB
	OK; but for the “Configuration index”, assuming that the TP for clause 10.2A of 38.213 is agreed, it seems redundant.

	ASUSTeK2
	Support FL’s update.

	NTT DOCOMO
	OK

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


[bookmark: _Hlk72448804]TPs
The TP above for TS 38.214 was endorsed over e-mail on 25/5/21. The editor was subsequently informed on the reflector.
M1-2-2: DCI size alignment
The following clarification for TS 38.212 is proposed in R1-2105462
	-------------------------- Start of Text Proposal for TS 38.212 --------------------------
<Unchanged parts omitted>
[bookmark: _Toc51852442]7.3.1.0.1	DCI size alignment for DCI formats for scheduling of sidelink
If DCI format 3_0 or DCI format 3_1 is monitored on a cell, DCI size alignment for DCI format 3_0 and DCI format 3_1 is performed as described in this clause after performing the DCI size alignment described in Clause 7.3.1.0. The size(s) of the DCI formats configured to monitor for a cell and DCI formats for other purposes as described in 7.3.1.3 on the same cell if configured in this clause refers to that after performing the DCI size alignment described in Clause 7.3.1.0.
If DCI format 3_0 or DCI format 3_1 is monitored on a cell and the total number of DCI sizes of the DCI formats configured to monitor for the cell, DCI formats for other purposes as described in 7.3.1.3 on the same cell if configured and DCI format 3_0 or DCI format 3_1 is more than 4, zeros shall be appended to DCI format 3_0 if configured and DCI format 3_1 if configured, until the payload size of DCI format 3_0 or DCI format 3_1 equals that of the smallest DCI format among the DCI formats configured to monitor for the cell and DCI formats for other purposes as described in 7.3.1.3 on the same cell if configured that is larger than DCI format 3_0 or DCI format 3_1.
The UE is not expected to handle a configuration that results in:
-	the total number of different DCI sizes configured to monitor for the cell, DCI formats for other purposes as described in 7.3.1.3 on the same cell if configured and DCI format 3_0 or DCI format 3_1 is more than 4; and
-	the payload size of DCI format 3_0 or DCI format 3_1 is larger than the payload size of all other DCI formats configured to monitor for the cell and DCI formats for other purposes as described in 7.3.1.3 on the same cell if configured.
<Unchanged parts omitted>
-------------------------- End of Text Proposal --------------------------


FL update 20/5/21:
· There is consensus that this is not necessary.
Please share your views on the above proposal using the table below.
	Company
	View

	OPPO
	Not support.
In our view, the description of “DCI formats configured to monitor for the cell” in 7.3.1.0.1 include the DCI formats for other purposes. Because when “performing the DCI size alignment described in Clause 7.3.1.0”, the DCI formats for other purposes have already been considered, such as in step 4B. 

[image: ]

	Qualcomm
	It is not clear that the change is necessary. In our understanding, the current text already includes all DCI formats and isn’t restricted to scheduling formats.

	LG
	The change is not necessary. 
In my understanding, the payload size of most DCI format 2_X is configurable with 1 bit granularity. This is motivated that the network will ensure the payload size of DCI format 2_x so that the DCI format size budget is fulfilled. 
The following parts already covers the DCI format 2_X:
The UE is not expected to handle a configuration that results in:
-	the total number of different DCI sizes configured to monitor for the cell and DCI format 3_0 or DCI format 3_1 is more than 4; and

This sentence is almost same as description for NR Uu link as follows:
The UE is not expected to handle a configuration that, after applying the above steps, results in
-	the total number of different DCI sizes configured to monitor is more than 4 for the cell; or
-	the total number of different DCI sizes with C-RNTI configured to monitor is more than 3 for the cell; or
-	the size of DCI format 0_0 in a UE-specific search space is equal to DCI format 0_1 in another UE-specific search space; or

In summary, it is not a new issue even for SL DCI, and no change is needed as in NR Uu part.

	vivo
	We proposed this TP to cover common DCI formats because in previous meetings, companies indicated that the original wording in the draft TP " DCI format [scheduling] the cell" might not cover common DCI formats such as DCI format 2_x, so [] should be kept and the wording needs further discussion and refinement. Then editor changed the wording to "DCI format configured to monitor for the cell" to maintain consistency with the wording in other contexts in the alignment CR, but we are not sure how the group interprets the text. As OPPO, Qualcomm and LG commented, if the common understanding is that the current text “DCI format configured to monitor for the cell” already includes group common formats such as DCI format 2_x configured on the scheduling cell, we are fine without this TP.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We have the sympathy that the change is not needed. The DCI size alignment for DCI format 3_0 and DCI format 3_1 is performed after performing the DCI size alignment described in Clause 7.3.1.0. For the group common DCI format 2-X, they have been covered in Clause 7.3.1.0.

	Intel
	RAN1 did not discuss relation of alignments with 2_x formats. In our understanding, those are taken into account for calculation of 0_x/1_x sizes, and then 3_x size is aligned with 0_x/1_x if needed.

	Samsung
	We also consider the change is not needed.

	Nokia, NSB
	Not needed

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	




Other
Please use the table below to share your views on other topics
	Company
	View

	Vivo
	During the preparation of the discussion, the topic M1-2-2 was agreed to be discussed in this thread [V2X-04], but it is not included in this summary and we would like to know how FL intended to treat this topic?
[105-e-NR-5G_V2X-04] Email discussion/approval regarding
Issue M1-4: TPs corresponding to agreements in previous meetings (Agreement/LS from RAN1#104, reply LS received in R1-2104160, M1-2-2: DCI size alignment)
FL reply 19/5/21:
I have added it now. Sorry for missing it.

	ZTE, Sanechips
	Two more editorial suggestions:
1. In section 7.3.1.4.1 of TS 38.212, the following two DCI field description refer to clause 16.4 of [5, TS 38.213]. But in that clause, there is no relevant description on ‘HARQ process number’ ‘ or ‘New data indicator’. the correct reference should be clause 5.22.1.3.1 of [8, TS 38.321] as below
7.3.1.4.1	Format 3_0
<Unchanged parts omitted>
-	HARQ process number – 4 bits as defined in clause 5.22.1.3.1 of [8, TS 38.321]
-	New data indicator – 1 bit as defined in clause 5.22.1.3.1 of [8, TS 38.321]
<Unchanged parts omitted>

2.
An editorial error [image: wps1]t in section 8.1.2.1 should be corrected to [image: wps2].
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- Ifthe total number of different DCI sizes configured to monitor is more than 4 for the celllafter applying
the above steps, or if the total number of different DCI sizes with C-RNTI configured to monitor is more
than 3 for the cell after applying the above steps «
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3GPP TSG  RAN WG1 #105 - e   R1 - 2105965   e - Meeting, May 10 th   –   27 th , 2021       Agenda Item:   7.2.4   Source:   Moderator ( Ericsson )   Title:   Feature lead summary# 2   on Resource allocation for NR sidelink Mode 1   Document for:   Discussion, Decision     1   List of  topics   Group M1  –   SL HARQ - ACK reports to gNB      M1 - 1 - 1 : SL HARQ - ACK reporting when SL FB is not used (see CATT (P1 - P3), OPPO (Section 2),  Ericsson , DCM )   o   This topic is related to Q1 in the LS from RAN2 (R1 - 2104559) which is discussed in some  contributions (see LGE (P2))   o   FL assessment :  A correction is needed.      M1 - 1 - 2 : SL HARQ - ACK reporting when the UE does not perform SL transmission on the resources  provided by a DG (see Fujitsu (P1), DCM (TP1))   o   FL assessment :  This has been discussed in the  past without consensus. A correction could  be introduced but not everyone believes it is necessary. It can be discussed together with  M1 - 1 - 1.      M1 - 1 - 3 : SL HARQ - ACK reporting when multiple pools are configured (see vivo (TP3), ZTE (P2),  ASUSTeK (TP1))   o   FL asse ssment : There were objections to treat this in the preparation of the previous  meeting, stating that this could be addressed through configuration. In any case, a  correction of a clarification of the behaviour  could be discussed.      M1 - 1 - 4 : SL HARQ - ACK report ing in an incomplete PSFCH period (see vivo (TP4), ZTE (P1))   o   FL assessment :   There were objections to treat this in the preparation of the previous  meeting, stating that this could be addressed through configuration.       M1 - 1 - 5 : Aspects related to PUCCH power  control (see vivo (TP5))   o   FL assessment :  a clarification   seems necessary      M1 - 1 - 6 : k>0 in offset between PSFCH and HARQ - ACK reporting (see Sharp (TP3))   o   FL assessment : Not a critical correction.   Group M2  –   DCI - related aspects  

