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Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk79934029]The document is to collect companies’ inputs and provide a summary for the email discussion thread [107-e-NR-5G_V2X-01] Discussion on miscellaneous corrections on 5G V2X for TS38.213 by Nov 16 - Siqi (vivo)
· R1-2110980, R1-2111697, R1-2112332, R1-2111296 (only on RRC parameter name update to "sl-FilterCoefficient"), R1-2111299
· For recommendation to TS38.213 editor
Since we need to finish the discussion by Nov 16, it would be highly appreciated if you can provide your inputs before the checkpoint
· 1st checkpoint: 12th Nov 11:59 AM UTC
· 2nd checkpoint: 15th Nov 23:59 PM UTC
Discussion Round1
1 
2 
Issue#1: Editorial change for RRC parameter in TS 38.213
TP#1 for incorrect parameter name sl-PSFCH-ToPUCCH in TS 38.213
R1-2110980 [1] proposed the changes as captured in TP#1 to align the RRC parameter name between 38.213 and 38.331, the unmodified parts in [1] are removed by Moderator for conciseness.
	[bookmark: _Toc45699246][bookmark: _Toc83289718]16.5.1	Type-1 HARQ-ACK codebook determination 
This clause applies if the UE is configured with pdsch-HARQ-ACK-Codebook = semi-static.
[bookmark: _Hlk40025985]If a UE is configured a SL configured grant Type 1, and the UE is configured a SL configured grant Type 2 or to monitor PDCCH for detection of DCI format 3_0 with CRC scrambled by SL-RNTI or SL-CS-RNTI, and the UE is provided a set of slot timing values  associated with a SL BWP by sl-PSFCH-ToPUCCH and sl-PSFCH-ToPUCCH-CG-Type1, the sl-PSFCH-ToPUCCH-CG-Type1 is one of sl-PSFCH-ToPUCCH.
A UE reports HARQ-ACK information for PSSCH transmissions with corresponding PSFCH reception occasions in slot  only in a HARQ-ACK codebook that the UE includes in a PUCCH or PUSCH transmission in slot , where  is a number of slots indicated by the PSFCH-to-HARQ_feedback timing indicator field in a DCI format 3_0 scheduling the PSSCH transmissions, or by a value of PSFCH-to-HARQ feedback timing indicator field in a DCI format 3_0 activating a SL configured grant Type-2 transmission or by a value of sl-PSFCH-ToPUCCH-CG-Type1sl-PSFCH-ToPUCCH for a SL configured grant Type-1. If the UE reports HARQ-ACK information for the PSSCH transmissions with corresponding PSFCH reception occasions in a slot other than slot , the UE sets a value for each corresponding HARQ-ACK information bit to NACK.


Round#1 discussion on TP#1
Do you agree with the proposed changes? Please provide your views on TP#1 in the table below. 
	Company
	Agree or not
	 Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree 
	

	ZTE,Sanechips
	OK
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk87601630]NEC
	Agree 
	

	NTT DOCOMO
	OK
	

	Samsung
	OK
	

	Apple
	Agree
	

	LGE
	OK
	

	Sharp
	OK
	

	Qualcomm
	OK
	

	CATT,GOHIGH
	OK
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agree
	

	OPPO
	Agree
	

	Ericsson
	Agree
	

	Lenovo/Motorola Mobility
	Agree
	



TP#2 for incorrect parameter name sl-filterCoefficient in TS 38.213
R1-2111296 [2] proposed the changes as captured in TP#2 to align the RRC parameter name between 38.213 and 38.331. According to ‘[107-e-Prep-AI7.2.4] Preparation phase for Rel-16 NR V2X maintenance’, only the update to "sl-FilterCoefficient" was suggested to be considered, other parts in [2] are removed by Moderator for conciseness.
	[bookmark: _Toc29917331][bookmark: _Toc83289706][bookmark: _Toc36498206][bookmark: _Toc45699234][bookmark: _Toc29894878][bookmark: _Toc29899177][bookmark: _Toc29899595]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  as:
	 [dBm]
where
[bookmark: _Toc29673234][bookmark: _Toc29673375][bookmark: _Toc29674368][bookmark: _Toc36645598][bookmark: _Toc45810647][bookmark: _Toc67304501]*** Unchanged text is omitted ***
where
-	 is a value of sl-P0-PSSCH-PSCCH, if provided 
-	 is a value of sl-Alpha-PSSCH-PSCCH, if provided; else, 
-	, where
-	 is obtained from a PSSCH transmit power per RE summed over the antenna ports of the UE, higher layer filtered across PSSCH transmission occasions using a filter configuration provided by sl-filterCoefficient sl-FilterCoefficient, and
-	 is a RSRP, as defined in [7, TS 38.215], that is reported to the UE from a UE receiving the PSCCH-PSSCH transmission and is obtained from a PSSCH DM-RS using a filter configuration provided by sl-FilterCoefficient sl-filterCoefficient


Round#1 discussion on TP#2
Do you agree with the proposed changes? Please provide your views on TP#2 in the table below. 
	Company
	Agree or not
	 Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree 
	

	ZTE,Sanechips
	Ok
	

	NEC
	Agree 
	

	NTT DOCOMO
	OK
	

	Samsung
	OK
	

	Apple
	Agree
	

	LGE
	OK
	

	Sharp
	OK
	

	Qualcomm
	OK
	

	CATT,GOHIGH
	OK
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agree
	

	OPPO
	Agree
	

	Ericsson
	Agree
	We note that there are two different parameters with almost identical names:
· sl-FilterCoefficient in SL-ResourcePool-r16.
· sl-filterCoefficient in IE SL-SyncConfig-r16.
Further clarification on which one to use (the first one in this case) would be desirable.

	Lenovo/Motorola Mobility 
	Agree
	



TP#3 for incorrect parameter name startSLsymbols and lengthSLsymbols in TS 38.213
R1-2111697 [3] and R1-2112332 [4] discussed the same issue and thus are grouped for discussion. Moderator merged the changes proposed in R1-2111697 [3] and R1-2112332 [4] as follows. The unmodified parts are removed by Moderator for conciseness.
	16.3	UE procedure for reporting HARQ-ACK on sidelink
*** Unchanged text is omitted ***
A UE is provided by sl-PSFCH-RB-Set a set of  PRBs in a resource pool for PSFCH transmission in a PRB of the resource pool. For a number of  sub-channels for the resource pool, provided by sl-NumSubchannel, and a number of PSSCH slots associated with a PSFCH slot that is less than or equal to , the UE allocates the  PRBs from the  PRBs to slot  among the PSSCH slots associated with the PSFCH slot and sub-channel , where , , , and the allocation starts in an ascending order of  and continues in an ascending order of . The UE expects that  is a multiple of . 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK8][bookmark: OLE_LINK9]The index of the second OFDM symbol 𝑙′ of PSFCH transmission in a slot is defined as 𝑙′= sl-StartSymbol startSLsymbols+ sl-LengthSymbolslengthSLsymbols - 2.


Round#1 discussion on TP#3
Do you agree with the proposed changes? Please provide your views on TP#3 in the table below. 
	Company
	Agree or not
	 Comment

	Intel
	Agree
	If possible, would be better to move the whole equition to “equaitions form”, not only 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree
	

	ZTE,Sanechips
	Comment
	Change it to symbol index of the second OFDM symbol
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.

	NEC
	Agree 
	

	NTT DOCOMO
	OK
	

	Samsung
	OK
	

	Apple
	Agree
	

	LGE
	OK
	

	Sharp
	OK
	

	Qualcomm
	OK
	

	CATT,GOHIGH
	OK
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agree
	We agree with Intel that the whole equation could be in “equations form”.

	OPPO
	Agree
	

	Ericsson
	Agree
	

	Lenovo/Motorola Mobility
	Agree
	The wording suggested by ZTE is fine



Issue#2: Editorial change for M_A in TS 38.213
TP#4 for TS 38.213
R1-2110980 [1] proposed the changes as captured in TP#4 to reflect the previous conclusion that both Type1 and Type2 SL HARQ-ACK codebook with HARQ-ACK bits for multiple resource pool are not supported in R16 and to clarify that the  of occasions for a SL HARQ-ACK PUCCH for Type1 HARQ-ACK codebook should be derived based on a single pool.
	[bookmark: _Toc45699247][bookmark: _Toc83289719]16.5.1.1	Type-1 HARQ-ACK codebook in physical uplink control channel
For a SL BWP on a carrier, and an active UL BWP on the primary cell, as described in clause 12, a UE determines a set  of occasions for candidate PSSCH transmissions with corresponding PSFCH reception occasions for which the UE can multiplex corresponding HARQ-ACK information in a PUCCH transmission in slot . The determination is based on:
a)	a set of slot timing values  associated with the SL BWP where  is provided by sl-PSFCH-ToPUCCH for DCI format 3_0 or by sl-PSFCH-ToPUCCH-CG-Type1
b)	the ratio  between the sidelink SCS configuration  and the uplink SCS configuration  provided by subcarrierSpacing in BWP-Sidelink and BWP-Uplink for the SL BWP and the active UL BWP, respectively
c)	a configured set of sidelink resource pool bitmaps
d)	a value of a period of PSFCH transmission occasion resources for each a sidelink resource pool provided by a respective sl-PSFCH-Period


Round#1 discussion on TP#4
Do you agree with the proposed changes? Please provide your views on TP#4 in the table below. 
	Company
	Agree or not
	 Comment

	Intel
	Agree
	

	Huawei, HiSilcon
	OK
	

	ZTE,Sanechips
	OK
	

	NEC
	OK
	

	NTT DOCOMO
	OK
	

	Samsung
	OK
	

	Apple
	Agree
	

	LGE
	OK
	

	Sharp
	OK
	

	Qualcomm
	OK
	

	CATT,GOHIGH
	OK
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agree
	

	OPPO
	Agree
	

	Ericsson
	Agree
	There is no change in UE behavior, but given that we agreed the same for Type-2, it is good to align spec clauses.

	Lenovo/Motorola Mobility
	Agree
	



Issue#3: Editorial change for prioritizations for SL and UL transmissions/receptions in TS 38.213
TP#5 for TS 38.213
R1-2111299 [5] proposed the changes as captured in TP#5 to clarify that the priority value of SL reception is used when comparing the priority of SL reception to sl-PriorityThreshold-UL-URLLC, the unmodified parts in [5] are removed by Moderator for conciseness.
	[bookmark: _Toc45699241][bookmark: _Toc83289713]16.2.4.3.1	Prioritizations for sidelink and uplink transmissions/receptions 
*** Unchanged text is omitted ***
For prioritization between SL transmission or PSFCH/S-SS/PSBCH block reception and UL transmission other than a PRACH, or a PUSCH scheduled by an UL grant in a RAR and its retransmission, or a PUSCH corresponding to Type-2 random access procedure and its retransmission, or a PUCCH with sidelink HARQ-ACK information report 
-	if the UL transmission is for a PUSCH or for a PUCCH with priority index 1, 
-	if sl-PriorityThreshold-UL-URLLC is provided
-	the SL transmission or reception has higher priority than the UL transmission if the priority value of the SL transmission(s) or reception is smaller than sl-PriorityThreshold-UL-URLLC; otherwise, the UL transmission has higher priority than the SL transmission or reception
-	else
-	the UL transmission has higher priority than the SL transmission or reception
-	else
-	the SL transmission or reception has higher priority than the UL transmission if the priority value of the SL transmission(s) or reception is smaller than sl-PriorityThreshold; otherwise, the UL transmission has higher priority than the SL transmission or reception


Round#1 discussion on TP#5
Do you agree with the proposed changes? Please provide your views on TP#5 in the table below.
	Company
	Agree or not
	 Comment

	Intel
	Agree
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree
	

	ZTE,Sanechips
	OK
	

	NEC
	Agree
	

	NTT DOCOMO
	OK
	

	Samsung
	OK
	

	Apple
	Agree
	

	LGE
	OK
	

	Sharp
	OK
	

	Qualcomm
	OK
	

	CATT,GOHIGH
	OK
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agree
	

	OPPO
	Agree
	

	Ericsson
	Agree
	

	Lenovo/Motorola Mobility
	Agree
	



Issue#4: Corrections for reference in TS 38.213
TP#6 for TS 38.213
[bookmark: OLE_LINK10][bookmark: OLE_LINK7]R1-2112332[4] proposed the changes as captured in TP#6 to remove the reference to 38.133 in the section describing SL HARQ-ACK reception, the unmodified parts in [1] are removed by Moderator for conciseness.
	[bookmark: _Toc45699243][bookmark: _Toc83289715]16.3.1	UE procedure for receiving HARQ-ACK on sidelink 
A UE that transmitted a PSSCH scheduled by a SCI format 2-A or a SCI format 2-B that indicates HARQ feedback enabled, attempts to receive associated PSFCHs according to PSFCH resources determined as described in clause 16.3. The UE determines an ACK or a NACK value for HARQ-ACK information provided in each PSFCH resource as described in [10, TS 38.133]. The UE does not determine both an ACK value and a NACK value at a same time for a PSFCH resource.


Round#1 discussion on TP#6
Do you agree with the proposed changes? Please provide your views on TP#6 in the table below. 
	Company
	Agree or not
	 Comment

	Intel
	Agree
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	?
	Isn’t the reference to RAN4 spec for the different detection requirements of NACK vs. ACK, and if so should be kept?

	ZTE,Sanechips
	
	Similar confusion as HW

	NEC
	
	HW’s comments seems reasonable

	NTT DOCOMO
	OK
	At least we cannot find corresponding description in 133. And in LTE spec, there is no corresponding reference for HARQ-ACK reception via PHICH. We do not see motivation to have the reference here.
But if majority want to keep, it is also fine since no impact on UE implementation is assumed.

	Samsung
	OK
	Couldn’t find description for PSFCH decoding requirements in TS 38.133

	Apple
	
	Some clarification may be needed here. 

	LGE
	No strong view
	

	Sharp
	OK
	

	Qualcomm
	
	The idea that the reference is to ACK/NACK seams reasonable. However, like DOCOMO, we weren’t able to find the corresponding section in 38.133. 

	CATT,GOHIGH
	OK
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agree
	If the intention is to have a reference to RAN4 PSFCH demodulation requirements then the reference should be 38.101-4 

	OPPO
	OK
	

	Ericsson
	OK
	

	Lenovo/Motorola Mobility
	Ok
	Agree with the Nokia comment




Discussion Round2(I)
Proposal1
According to the inputs in Round1, all companies agreed to accept the changes in the following TPs, moderator think these TPs are stable.
· TP#1 in section 2.1.1 for incorrect parameter name sl-PSFCH-ToPUCCH in TS 38.213
· TP#4 in section 2.2.1 for M_A in TS 38.213
· TP#5 in section 2.3.1 for prioritizations for SL and UL transmissions/receptions in TS 38.213
Thus, it is proposed that: 
Proposal 1: Adopt the following TPs:
· [bookmark: _Hlk87625980]TP#1 in section 2.1.1 for recommendation to the 38.213 editor.
· TP#4 in section 2.2.1 for recommendation to the 38.213 editor.
· TP#5 in section 2.3.1 for recommendation to the 38.213 editor.
Do you agree with proposal 1? Please provide your views in the table below. 
	Company
	Agree or not
	 Comment

	Samsung
	OK
	

	Sharp
	OK
	

	NTT DOCOMO
	OK
	

	Ericsson
	OK
	



Proposal2
For TP#2 in section 2.1.2 for incorrect parameter name sl-filterCoefficient in TS 38.213, all companies agreed to accept the proposed changes. Besides, Ericsson commented that there are two different parameters with almost identical names in 38.331, and suggested introducing further clarification that sl-FilterCoefficient in TP#2 is included IE SL-ResourcePool.
· sl-FilterCoefficient in IE SL-ResourcePool-r16, which is used for PSSCH power control
· sl-filterCoefficient in IE SL-SyncConfig-r16, which is used for SLSSID evaluation
· The updated TP#2(I) is as below. 
[bookmark: _Ref87638405]TP#2(I) for incorrect parameter name sl-filterCoefficient in TS 38.213
	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  as:
	 [dBm]
where
*** Unchanged text is omitted ***
where
-	 is a value of sl-P0-PSSCH-PSCCH, if provided 
-	 is a value of sl-Alpha-PSSCH-PSCCH, if provided; else, 
-	, where
-	 is obtained from a PSSCH transmit power per RE summed over the antenna ports of the UE, higher layer filtered across PSSCH transmission occasions using a filter configuration provided by sl-filterCoefficient sl-FilterCoefficient included in SL-ResourcePool, and 
-	 is a RSRP, as defined in [7, TS 38.215], that is reported to the UE from a UE receiving the PSCCH-PSSCH transmission and is obtained from a PSSCH DM-RS using a filter configuration provided by sl-FilterCoefficient included in SL-ResourcePool sl-filterCoefficient


Do you agree with the changes in TP#2(I)? Please provide your views in the table below. 
	Company
	Agree or not
	 Comment

	Samsung
	OK
	

	Sharp
	OK
	

	NTT DOCOMO
	OK
	

	
	
	



Proposal 2: Adopt the following TP:
· TP#2(I) for recommendation to the 38.213 editor.
Do you agree with proposal 2? Please provide your views in the table below. 
	Company
	Agree or not
	 Comment

	NTT DOCOMO
	OK
	

	Ericsson
	OK
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



Proposal3
For TP#3 in section 2.1.3 for incorrect parameter name startSLsymbols and lengthSLsymbols in TS 38.213, 
· Intel commented that it would be better to move the whole equation to ‘equations form’, ZTE commented that ‘The index of the second OFDM symbol’ should be changed to ‘The symbol index of the second OFDM symbol’, while other companies agreed to accept TP#3. 
· The updated TP#3(I) is as below. Since the proposed changes are straightforward, moderator think it would be acceptable to the group. Please note that X and Y are used to represent sl-StartSymbol and sl-LengthSymbols in the equation because moderator found it is difficult to differentiate ‘-’ in sl-StartSymbol and sl-LengthSymbols and the ‘-’ of the subtraction operation in the equation form. 
[bookmark: _Ref87628051]TP#3(I) for incorrect parameter name startSLsymbols and lengthSLsymbols in TS 38.213
	16.3	UE procedure for reporting HARQ-ACK on sidelink
*** Unchanged text is omitted ***
A UE is provided by sl-PSFCH-RB-Set a set of  PRBs in a resource pool for PSFCH transmission in a PRB of the resource pool. For a number of  sub-channels for the resource pool, provided by sl-NumSubchannel, and a number of PSSCH slots associated with a PSFCH slot that is less than or equal to , the UE allocates the  PRBs from the  PRBs to slot  among the PSSCH slots associated with the PSFCH slot and sub-channel , where , , , and the allocation starts in an ascending order of  and continues in an ascending order of . The UE expects that  is a multiple of . 
The symbol index of the second OFDM symbol 𝑙′ of PSFCH transmission in a slot is defined as  𝑙′= startSLsymbols+ lengthSLsymbols - 2 where Y and X are provided by the higher layer parameters sl-StartSymbol and sl-LengthSymbols, respectively.


Do you agree with the changes in TP#3(I)? Please provide your views in the table below. 
	Company
	Agree or not
	 Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No.
	The change impact should not be maximized in this way. There is no case for anyone to make a malfunctioning UE or gNB by thinking a hyphen in an IE name is a subtraction symbol! There has been no case where this has happened. Essential corrections only, and the only essential part is the IE naming.

	Intel
	No
	We agree with Huawei/HiSilicon that the change is exaggerated now. You can use the notation below (where hyphen is properly inserted in MathType by using Cntrl + Shift + ‘-‘), or change it back to using a mix of text and MathType:

The symbol index of the second OFDM symbol 𝑙′ of PSFCH transmission in a slot is defined as  𝑙′= startSLsymbols+ lengthSLsymbols - 2.

	Samsung
	No
	Keep original version used in round#1 (section 2.1.3). Also fine with the revision from Intel.

	Sharp
	No
	On the form of the equation, we don’t have a strong view. Moderator’s version reuses the X/Y notation from TS 38.214 so we don’t think it is a big change. Intel’s version is also fine with us.
On the added word “symbol”, we don’t think it is necessary. We searched in 211/212/213 and did not find any text that says anything like “symbol index of a symbol”. (In 211 a similar sentence says “ is the index of the OFDM symbol in the slot …”, fully aligned with the original wording in the TP)

	NTT DOCOMO
	
	Either is fine, but my feeling is the same with Sharp.

	Ericsson
	No
	Keep the original TP. There is no need to modify the formula.



Proposal 3: Adopt the following TP:
· TP#3(I) for recommendation to the 38.213 editor.
Do you agree with proposal 3? Please provide your views in the table below. 
	Company
	Agree or not
	 Comment

	Ericsson
	Agree
	Keep the original TP. There is no need to modify the formula just the IE parameter names.

	
	
	

	
	
	



Proposal4
For TP#6 in section 2.4.1 for corrections for reference in TS 38.213
· 9 companies are fine with the removal of the reference to 38.133, Huawei commented that the reference to 38.133 maybe for the detection requirements of NACK vs. ACK. However, there is no corresponding section in 38.133. Therefore, there is no motivation to keep the reference.
Proposal 4: Adopt the following TP:
· TP#6 in section 2.4.1 for recommendation to the 38.213 editor.
Do you agree with proposal 4? Please provide your views in the table below. 
	Company
	Agree or not
	 Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	Moderator needs to consider the valid comment from Nokia. 38.101-4 has section 11.1.5	PSFCH demodulation requirements, which gives what was recalled on NACK detection requirements. It is not essential to reference the RAN4 spec, however.
On the other hand, the reference to RAN4 spec was there in the very first version of the editor’s CR for 213, so if there was a reason, should we rather correct the citation to 38.101-4 than remove it?

	Samsung
	
	It seems that for PUCCH/PDCCH, the spec doesn’t refer to any of the RAN4 specs (38.133 or 38.101-x) for demodulation requirements, why should PSFCH be handled differently. It should be clear that the demodulation requirements from RAN4 apply for all DL/UL/SL channels.
Therefore, we are OK with the change in section 2.4.1.

	Sharp
	OK
	

	NTT DOCOMO
	OK
	We do not think 38.101-4 as reference instead of 38.133 is important from RAN1 spec perspective.

	Ericsson
	OK
	



Discussion Round2(II)
Moderator originally intended to organize the discussion by using the summary document only, but companies commented that using the summary may not be convenient. A new document(R1-21XXXXX Draft editorial changes for V2X in TS 38.213_v00) including all TPs is prepared for further revision, and notes are added to some TPs to briefly summarize the reasons for the updates.
Proposal:
1. R1-21XXXXX Draft editorial changes for V2X in TS 38.213_v01.docx  for recommendation to the 38.213 editor.
1. do you support the proposal and changes?
	Company
	Support or not
	Comment

	Sharp
	 
	on the latest TP#3(II), we think the newly added word “symbol” before “index” is not necessary and should be removed. We are fine with other changes in R1-21XXXXX Draft editorial changes for V2X in TS 38.213_v00.docx
[moderator] “symbol” before “index” is removed

	OPPO
	 
	On TP#2(I), after seeing Ericsson’s comment in the first round and further digging at our side, we realize whether the L3 filtering (and also the reference signal power filtering) should be per link or per resource pool. If the filter coefficient is configured per resource pool, can we understand that there can be multiple RSRP measurement results when the filter coefficient of each resource pool is different? If so, that will cause some problems when Tx UE communicates with Rx UE in unicast through multiple resource pools because the higher layer parameter “s1-Threshold-r16” used to trigger L3-RSRP reporting is configured per unicast link. Hence, the seem to be an issue in the granularity of the filter coefficient for L3 RSRP filtering (and reference signal power filtering) should be per resource pool or per unicast link. In our memory, this issue has not been discussed by RAN1 in detail.
Therefore, we think some clarifications/discussions are needed before endorsing TP#2(I).

	NEC
	Support &
One comments on TP#3
	We think it is enough to only correct the RRC parameter names, and then there will be no error/ambiguity in the spec.
Regarding adding "index of the", it's optimization, while we can accept if majority want.
e.g., The (index of the) second OFDM symbol 𝑙′of PSFCH transmission in a slot is defined as 𝑙′= sl-StartSymbol + sl-LengthSymbols - 2.

	LGE
	OK
	 

	Qualcomm
	OK
	While we prefer to only correct the parameter names in TP #3(III), we’re ok with the reformulation, even though it isn’t necessary, for progress in this case.

	ZTE,Sanechips
	No
	As said, the symbol index description is aligned with the description in 214. If the suggested wording is not preferred, then we would propose changing it to
The second OFDM symbol index



Regarding the granularity issue on TP#2(I) mentioned by OPPO in the first table
Alt1. Change the reference in TP2(I) to sl-FilterCoefficientDMRS which is per link provided
Alt2. Keep the reference in TP2(I) as sl-FilterCoefficient in SL-ResourcePool but further clarify that the sl-FilterCoefficient of all pools in a same link should be the same.
Alt3. the granularity of sl-FilterCoefficient is modified to per link, for example, by moving sl-FilterCoefficient to SL-QuantityConfig.
2. Which alternative do you support?
	Company
	Support or not
	Comment

	LGE
	Alt 2, but see the comment
	We don’t think the clarification needs to be captured in the spec; it can be enough to capture it in the meeting minute. If the group doesn’t see much need to make a conclusion, we are also fine to close the discussion with no spec update or conclusion.
Alt 1 requires the field description in 331 as the use of sl-FilterCoefficientDMRS is limited to the RSRP measurement thus not covering the reference signal power derivation.

	OPPO
	Alt. 1
	In our understanding filtering coefficient could be different for different unicast links. It is not ideal to configure one common filtering coefficient for a pool and shared by all unicast links, and a common coefficient across pools. Also, as pointed out by the moderator, the measurement object is configured for a PC5-RRC connection, and within which the coefficient defined for the NR SL RSRP measurement is for a particular destination. In this sense, the current RRC configuration structure for SL RSRP measurement is on a per link basis.
And since the “sl-FilterCoefficientDMRS” is intended for the RSRP measurement per link, in our view Alt. 1 should be adopted.
If to go with Alt. 2, the above structure in RAN2 specification will need to be modified. This change will be more significant than just updating the field description to add “reference signal power” in Alt. 1.
Alt. 3 will also incur more changes than Alt. 2.

	Huawei. HiSilicon
	Alt 2, no conclusion, no CR.
	Sl-FilterCoefficientDMRS is not used for power control. It is the sl-FilterCoefficient, as per 38.331 description to be used for power control. If we use sl-FilterCoefficientDMRS, we need to change ASN.1 description. And what will happen to sl-FilterCoefficient, in RAN2 specs?
This is a simple issue of assuming alignment within a resource pool. The issue has been discussed many times, and does not need different specialized handling here, late in maintenance. Alt 2 is the only way forward.
No need for spec change and no need for a conclusion. It is a well-known assumption by now, that we should not keep having to write down.

	Qualcomm
	Alt 2 without additional changes or conclusions
	 

	Samsung
	
	For parameter sl-FilterCoefficient, we are also fine with Alt2 without any additional conclusions. 

	ZTE,Sanechips
	Alt 2
	Fine with or without a conclusion in minutes



Conclusion
The changes included in R1-2112656, it is proposed that
Proposal#1:(stable)
Changes to 16.2.4.3.1, 16.3, 16.3.1, 16.5.1, 16.5.1.1 in R1-2112656 for recommendation to the 38.213 editor.
Proposal#2:(stable)
Changes to 16.2.1 in R1-2112656 for recommendation to the 38.213 editor.
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