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1 Introduction

This document is a summary of the email discussion: [101bis#84][LTE/V2X] Running RRC CR
[101bis#84][LTE/V2X] Running RRC CR (Huawei)


Intended outcome: Running CR to next meeting


Deadline:  Thursday 2018-05-10

Specifically, this document collects stage-3 issues for RRC which are still left open and were identified when the running RRC CR was being drafted. Companies' views on these issues were also collected, and proposals based on companies' inputs were made in order to address these issues. 

2 Discussion 
2.1 Sidelink PDCP duplication

It was first agreed in the last meeting for sidelink PDCP duplication configuration that [1]:

5a: The eNB configures packet duplication via RRC. FFS on the details signaling (e.g. per PPPR, highest PPPR, etc.). The UE shall perform packet duplication for the configured PPPR values until deconfigured by eNB reconfiguration.
And then, the following agreement was further made for activation [1]:

5b: For BSR, eNB configures mapping information between LCG and PPPR. For activation, eNB configures threshold (details of signaling way will be discussed in stage3 CP) of PPPR for mode3 (dedicated RRC) and mode4 (dedicated RRC for connected, SIB for idle).
Since the activation of sidelink PDCP duplication is also based on RRC according to the above agreements, rapporteur understands that the PPPRs configured for sidelink PDCP duplication via RRC also function as those for duplication activation. Therefore, only one set of PPPR values (instead of two) need to be configured for sidelink PDCP duplication via RRC. 

· Question 1:  Do companies agree that only one set of PPPR values need to be configured via RRC for sidelink PDCP duplication?
a) Yes, it is applied to both configuration and activation.

b) No, two sets of PPPR values respectively for configuration and activation should be configured. 
	Companies are invited to provide views below for Question 1

	Companies
	Preferred options
	Comments if any

	OPPO
	b)
	For duplication (de)activation, only one threshold is needed to differentiate duplication / non-duplication cases. But for LCG configuration, it is to configure the associated PPPP and PPPR for each LCG, so it is fully up to network configuration to link a LCG to one or more PPPP and PPPR values.  In other words, LCG can be configured not only in a way to reflect the different data volume of duplication / non-duplication (where one threshold is enough), but also can further reflect the data volume of different PPPR within the duplication (or within duplication) data volume, which can be used as input for UE-specific PPPR threshold reconfiguration based on time-varying channel quality / congestion status (where one threshold is not doable). 

	Huawei
	a)
	Since the UE, on being configured with some PPPR(s) for packet duplication, can immediately start to perform duplication for the data of those PPPR(s) as per our agreement, it means the PPPR(s) configured by the eNB are directly activated for packet duplication. In this sense, we don't find any difference between the PPPR(s) for configuration and those for activation regarding SL packet duplication.  

	Qualcomm
	b)
	LCG-PPPR/PPPR mapping is separate from the PPPR threshold for activation. It would be better to keep those as separate RRC parameters .

	CATT
	b)
	Agree with QC that LCG-PPPR/PPPP mapping is different with PPPP threshold for duplication activation. 

	Ericsson
	a)
	As reported above, it was agreed that “The UE shall perform packet duplication for the configured PPPR values until deconfigured by eNB reconfiguration”. Therefore, the eNB needs to only indicate via RRC the PPPR values for which Packet duplication should be performed, and the UE shall keep duplicating those PPPR values until deconfiguration.

There is no need to indicate separately the PPPR values to activate/deactivate since there is no real activation/deactivation procedure, i.e. all PPPR values configured via RRC should be duplicated until deconfiguration.

	vivo
	b)
	From our understanding, one set of PPPR values (i.e. Set A) for configuration is to indicate UE the possible PPPR range for packet duplication. If such packet arrives associated with PPPR value from Set A, UE should report the PPPR information with corresponding data buffer size via SL BSR to the NW. 
While the other set of PPPR values (i.e. Set B) for activation is used to indicate UE whether packet duplication is triggered or not. The two sets of PPPR values as illustrated are not necessarily the same, e.g., set B (1, 2) can be configured as a subset of set A (1,2,3,4) where low PPPR value means high reliability.

	ZTE
	a)
	We think one PPPR threshold configured by eNB is enough for data duplication configuration and activation/deactivation.

	Samsung
	a)
	Agree with Huawei and Ericsson. The configured PPPR values should be used for duplication activation.

	Intel
	b)
	The PPPR criteria for enabling duplication is not necessarily the same as that for LCG mapping, so in principle we need separate set of PPPR criteria.

	LG
	b)
	Configuration of LCG with PPPP/PPPR mapping is not indicated to duplication activation. For mode 3 UE, this configuration of LCG with PPPP/PPPR mapping is necessary. In addition, PPPR threshold for duplication activation is required.

However, in case of mode 4 UE, only threshold for duplication activation is required without BSR configuration.


Option a): 4

Option b): 6
Rapporteur's remark: The question originally aimed to ask whether it is sufficient to have only one set of PPPR values indicating both the PPPRs configured for packet duplication and those activated for packet duplication (i.e. whether the two yellow highlighted agreements above are actually the same thing). However, this question was then associated to the "LCG-PPPR" mapping somehow by a majority of companies as shown in their comments (which is out of the expectation of the rapporteur(). 
Anyway, from companies' comments, it can be first seen that the UE needs to be configured with (only) one set (not two different sets) of PPPR values that indicate the specific PPPRs Configured AND Activated for sidelink packet duplication. Then, the UE, in case of Mode 3, needs another set of PPPR values that is used for "LCG-PPPR" mapping. However, as in the draft running CR, the "LCG-PPPR" mapping has already been captured by reusing similar signalling as legacy "LCG-PPPP" mapping, so rapporteur understands that no other enhancements is needed for it.  
Proposal 1: The UE needs to be configured with two sets of PPPR values for the following two uses respectively:

· One set of PPPR values indicating the specific PPPRs configured AND activated for sidelink packet duplication. 
· Another set of PPPRs used for "LCG-PPPR" mapping in case of Mode 3 (which has already been captured by reusing similar signalling as legacy "LCG-PPPP" mapping thus without need for other enhancements).
· Question 2: From the signalling perspective, how to signal the PPPR(s) which are configured/activated for sidelink PDCP duplication?
a) Via a PPPR threshold.

b) Via a PPPR list.

c) Depending on whether other parameters (e.g. carrier sets for duplicated LCHs
) are further needed. 
d) Others.

	Companies are invited to provide views below for Question 2

	Companies
	Preferred options
	Comments if any

	OPPO
	a)
	

	Huawei
	a) or c)
	If we agree to further configure the orthogonal carrier sets for the configured PPPR(s) as in Question 3 and 4 below, shouldn't those PPPRs configured with associated carrier sets autonomously be the PPPRs actually configured with packet duplication? In this case, we may not need a PPPR threshold or PPPR list as in a) or b) intentionally.

But we are open about this issue; if companies would like a PPPR threshold as per previous agreement, we're also fine with a). 



	Qualcomm
	a)
	Threshold is enough as agreed in prior meeting.

	CATT
	a)
	Threshold level is enough. 

	Ericsson
	a)
	Threshold seems enough.

	vivo
	a)
	Option c is not preferred because carrier sets for duplicated LCHs in the example should be optional configuration by the 
NW. If carrier sets for duplicated LCHs is not configured, we still need to specify the default PPPR(s) configured for packet duplication.

Compared with option b, option a is better for less signaling overhead.

	ZTE
	a)
	Threshold is enough.

	Samsung
	a)
	Threshold is enough

	Intel
	a)
	

	LG
	a)
	We think that a threshold is enough


Option a): 10
Option b): 1
Rapporteur's remark: With the "LCG-PPPR" mapping already captured in the running CR by reusing similar signalling as "LCG-PPPP" mapping, the rapporteur thinks that the answers to the question should thus be related to the signalling details on how to configured those PPPR values that are configured and activated for sidelink packet duplication (i.e. the first set of PPPR values in Proposal 1). For such a usage, a PPPR threshold is preferred by an absolute majority of companies. 
Proposal 2: A PPPR threshold is configured to the UE (either Mode 3 UE or Mode 4 UE) to indicate the PPPR values that are configured and activated for sidelink packet duplication. 
In NR PDCP duplication, the two legs corresponding to the same PDCP entity are respectively associated with a set of carriers (i.e. allowedServingCells in [2]), and the carrier sets of the two leg shares no carrier. The data of one leg can only be transmitted on the carrier(s) within its associated carrier set, so as to ensure that the data of the two legs will never be transmitted on the same carrier. Since we agreed on the same requirement that the data of two duplicated sidelink logical channels cannot be transmitted on the same carrier, we think similar configuration as NR PDCP duplication may be needed, at least for Mode 3. 

· Question 3: For Mode 3, should each PPPR configured for sidelink PDCP duplication be further configured with two orthogonal carrier sets (which are respectively associated with the two duplicated SL logical channels for this PPPR)?
a) Yes, reuse similar mechanism as NR PDCP duplication.

b) No. If this option is chosen, please clarify how to ensure that the data of two duplicated SL logical channels will never be transmitted on the same carrier. 

c) Others.

	Companies are invited to provide views below for Question 3

	Companies
	Preferred options
	Comments if any

	OPPO
	a)
	

	Huawei
	a)
	

	Qualcomm
	b)
	We need challenge the assumption that a duplicate SL logical channel has the same priority as the original SL logical channel. RAN2 need to discuss a way to de-prioritize the duplicated data first. If the LCID for duplication are de-prioritized, then UE will always fill a SL grant with high-priority packets (original) and there will be no room left for put duplicated PDUs in the same carrier, and UE has to put them in another grant which eNB allocated for duplicates. Otherwise, the duplicated PDUs will take precedence over other non-duplicated (original) PDUs for a grant in LCP just because it inherits the higher priority of the original PDUs.

	CATT
	a)
	

	Ericsson
	a)
	Since it was agreed that the duplicate and the original packet shall be transmitted in separate SL carriers, assuming the same logical channel restriction configuration as in Uu seems reasonable.

	vivo
	a)
	

	ZTE
	a)
	

	Samsung
	a)
	

	Intel
	a)
	NR duplication mechanism can be reused since we have a similar constraint on using different carriers for duplicated transmissions. Not sure why we need to change the behavior for SL.

	LG
	b)
	In order to clarify, we insert LCP description in [101bis#83] [LTE/V2X] Running MAC CR as below.
The MAC entity shall perform the following Logical Channel Prioritization procedure either for each SCI transmitted in an SC period in sidelink communication, or for each SCI corresponding to a new transmission in V2X sidelink communication:

-
The MAC entity shall allocate resources to the sidelink logical channels in the following steps:

-
Only consider sidelink logical channels not previously selected for this SC period and the SC periods (if any) which are overlapping with this SC period, to have data available for transmission in sidelink communication.
-
Only consider sidelink logical channels which are allowed on the carrier where the SCI is transmitted for V2X sidelink communication, if configured by upper layer according to [8][15]
-
Exclude sidelink logical channel(s) not mapped to the carrier where the SCI is transmitted, if duplication is activated as specified in [PDCP].


Option a): 8

Option b): 2

Rapporteur's remark: As per the comments, a clear majority of companies thought that similar to NR PDCP duplication, for Mode 3 each PPPR configured for sidelink PDCP duplication should be configured with two orthogonal carrier sets which are respectively associated with the corresponding two duplicated SL logical channels, in order to ensure the duplicated data not to be transmitted on the same carrier as we agreed before. How these two orthogonal carrier sets should be configured is further concluded by the next question, so these two questions are concluded together after Question 4. 
If the answer to Question 3 is "yes", then two carrier sets may further need to be configured per Destination for a PPPR configured for sidelink PDCP duplication, since different Destinations may have different applicable carrier sets. With Mode 3 being considered, the Destinations considered here may be those reported in SidelinkUEinformation, instead of any. 
· Question 4: If the answer to Question 3 is "yes", how should the two orthogonal carrier sets be configured for a PPPR configured for sidelink PDCP duplication?

a) Each destination reported in SidelinkUEInformation is configured with a pair of orthogonal carrier sets. 

b) Two orthogonal carrier sets are configured for this PPPR regardless of destination.

c) Others.

	Companies are invited to provide views below for Question 4

	Companies
	Preferred options
	Comments if any

	OPPO
	a)
	

	Huawei
	a)
	

	CATT
	a)
	

	Ericsson
	a)
	

	vivo
	a)
	

	ZTE
	a)
	

	Samsung
	a)
	

	Intel
	a)
	


Option a): 8

Option b): 0
Rapporteur's remark: With different destinations able to have different applicable carrier sets, all companies choosing "yes" for above Question 3 agreed that for each PPPR configured and activated for sidelink packet duplication, two orthogonal carrier sets should be configured for each Destination reported in SidelinkUEInformation by the Mode 3 UE. So, combining the majority's preferences in Question 3 and 4, the following proposals are reached. 
Proposal 3: For Mode 3, two orthogonal carrier sets are configured per Destination reported in the SidelinkUEInformation for each PPPR configured for sidelink packet duplication. 
Proposal 4: For Mode 3, the two duplicated LCHs corresponding to the same PPPR are associated respectively with the two orthogonal carrier sets, which are configured for the PPPR and Desitination of the duplicated LCHs.  
2.2 Tx carrier selection for PC5 CA

One question on PC5 CA is related to the RRC parameter sheet from RAN1 in [3]. In the sheet, RAN1 would like to introduce two parameters, i.e. SL_V2X_Carriers_RX and SL_V2X_Carriers_TX, which respectively signal the Tx carriers and Rx carriers for PC5 CA. However, RAN1 finally decided to leave it to RAN2 on how to configure these two parameters (as in Column K in the sheet).

However, in Rel-14 we already had SL-V2X-InterFreqInfoList, which can configure multiple Tx/Rx carriers used for V2X sidelink communication; also, as in previous meetings, it was agreed to reuse sidelink carrier (pre)configuration like in Rel-14 [4]: 

5: Configuration/Preconfiguration of PC5 carriers (at least one candidate set of PC5 CC) for the UE’s Tx carrier selection (like Rel-14). FFS if further standard changes (including UE behaviors) are needed for Rel-15 eV2X.

To this end, rapporteur thinks Rel-14 SL-V2X-InterFreqInfoList can be reused to configure the Tx carriers and Rx carriers for PC5 CA, and the two new parameter asked by RAN1 are perhaps not needed. 

· Question 5: Do companies agree that Rel-14 SL-V2X-InterFreqInfoList can be reused for the Tx carrier and Rx carrier configuration for PC5 CA without new parameters further needed?

a) Yes. 

b) No. If this option is chosen, please clarify the reason.

c) Others.
	Companies are invited to provide views below for Question 5

	Companies
	Preferred options
	Comments if any

	OPPO
	a)
	

	Huawei
	a)
	

	Qualcomm
	a)
	

	CATT
	a)
	

	Ericsson
	a)
	

	vivo
	a)
	

	ZTE
	a)
	We agree that the no new RRC parameters need to be configured for the Tx carrier and Rx carrier configuration. However, it need to be clarified that SL_V2X_Carriers_RX and SL_V2X_Carriers_TX denote the list of carriers provided by higher layer to PHY of where UE can receive or transmit V2X sidelink communications. The carriers in SL-V2X-InterFreqInfoList configured by eNB  may not be same as the SL_V2X_Carriers_RX and SL_V2X_Carriers_TX. Instead, SL_V2X_Carriers_RX and SL_V2X_Carriers_TX may be a subset of SL-V2X-InterFreqInfoList.

	Samsung
	a)
	

	Intel
	a)
	

	LG
	a)
	

	ITRI
	a)
	


Option a): 11

Option b): 0

Rapporteur's remark: All the companies, as seen from their comments, reached consensus that it is sufficient to reuse the SL-V2X-InterFreqInfoList defined in Rel-14 V2X to configure the Tx and Rx carriers for PC5 carrier aggregation, and thus there is no need to newly introduce other carriers, i.e. SL_V2X_Carriers_RX and SL_V2X_Carriers_TX, as asked by RAN1. 
Proposal 5: From RAN2 perspective, the SL-V2X-InterFreqInfoList as specified in Rel-14 V2X can be reused to configure the Tx and Rx carriers for PC5 CA, and thus the new parameters asked by RAN1, i.e. SL_V2X_Carriers_RX and SL_V2X_Carriers_TX are not needed. 
As we agreed to consider no other factors than CBR and PPPP for Tx carrier selection in the last meeting [1], and the configurations needed for these two factors were already clearly concluded, no other configuration for Tx carrier selection is further needed 
2.3 MCS related issues

In the RRC parameter sheet from RAN1 in [3], a parameter, i.e. PSSCH_TXFormat, is defined by RAN1 to "indicate if the UE shall use Rel-14 format or the format introduced in Rel-15". This parameter is a {0, 1} variable, with value "0" being the default value indicating the UE shall use legacy Rel-14 format. 

However, it is a bit confusing what the value "1" actually means. As per earlier RAN2 discussions and correspondence with SA2, the UE needs to decide whether to use Rel-15 format or Rel-14 format based on the "Tx profile" of the V2X packets submitted from the upper layer, and the UE is anyway likely to have data that needs to be transmitted via Rel-14 format (e.g. CAM, DENM). In this sense, rapporteur understands that it seems inappropriate for the UE to be only allowed to use Rel-15 transport format, even when PSSCH_TXFormat is set to "1". A more reasonable interpretation for PSSCH_TXFormat = 1 is perhaps that the UE is allowed to use both Rel-14 format and Rel-15 format, while the specific format used for each transmission is selected by the MAC layer of the UE. Since the selection of MCS/transport format is invisible to RAN1, this issue needs to be discussed by RAN2 ourselves. 

Alternatively, some companies think that the PSSCH_TXFormat = 1 means the MCS indicated for particular radio resource configuration shall follow the Rel-15 format definition e.g. (MCS table defined for Rel-15). And “0” means it shall follow the MCS table defined for Rel-14. From this perspective, the “1” value cannot be of double meaning to indicate one pointer to two different sets of MCS tables, which will create confusion about what MCS modulation level is pointed to when minMCS-PSSCH or maxMCS-PSCCH is indicated. So, there shall be no ambiguity of what 0 or 1 means. This is not directly related with the “TX profile” setting provided by upper layer.  
· Question 6: What does value "1" mean for the parameter PSSCH_TXFormat?

a) The UE, if TX/RX in related radio resource, is allowed to use both Rel-14 format (corresponding to Rel-14 MCS table) and Rel-15 format (corresponding to the modified MCS table in Rel-15).

b) The UE, if TX/RX in related radio resource shall only use Rel-15 format (corresponding to the modified MCS table in Rel-15).

c) Others.
	Companies are invited to provide views below for Question 6

	Companies
	Preferred options
	Comments if any

	OPPO
	
	We do not see the need of two controller for the same thing, i.e., the PSSCH_TXFormat required by RAN1 should be reflected by the TX profile only, and thus the said Q6 on ASN.1 definition should be handled by TX profile email discussion only.

	Huawei
	a)
	We think that a UE will anyway have both V2X packets which need to be sent via Rel-14 format (e.g. CAM and DENM) and those which need to be sent via Rel-15 format (e.g. advanced V2X services), as indicated by the upper layer. So even if this PSSCH_TXFormat is set to "1", it is not proper that the UE is only permitted to transmit via Rel-15 format, as in that way the UE cannot communicate with surrounding Rel-14 UEs for the basic safety services.  

As per the clarification from our RAN1 delegate, this PSSCH_TXFormat was introduced in RAN1 without considering the "Tx profile", and at least from RAN1 perspective, it was introduced to indicate whether the NW allows the UE to use Rel-15 transmission format on the configured resources, but irrespective of which services actually needs to be transmitted via Rel-15 format (which may be what profile aims to settle). To this end, it seems that the PSSCH_TXFormat discussed here (which is only related to RAN1 RRC parameter sheet) is not directly relevant to Tx profile. 

	Qualcomm
	b)
	Based on RAN1 LS, the ‘1” meaning here is strictly Rel-15. This RRC configuration is a property associated with a radio resource pool and does not dictate the UE behavior of whether shall conduct Rel-14 or Re-15 transmission. If t TX pool is allowed to be used by both Rel-14 and Rel-15 UE, then it will be configured in both SIB 21 and the new Rel-15 SIB based on our RAN2 working assumption. So, if a Rel-15 UE wants to use the Rel-14 format for transmission, it can always do that based on SIB21 configuration linked to old Rel-14 MCS table. There is no need to re-interpretate and extend the meaning of “1”, as “1” will only be meaningful in the new SIB for Rel-15 only. 

	CATT
	b)
	I assume option a) means UE AS layer can autonomously select either Rel_14 ONLY Tx format or Rel_15(Rel_14 MCS table is fully covered in Rel_15 MCS table). But from the point of view of upper layer, upper layer decides whether this message is safety related or non-safety related. So it is up to upper layer to decide the value of PSSCH_TXFormat. For the value of 0, UE use Rel_14 only format; for the value of 1, UE use Rel_15 only format. 

	Ericsson
	a)
	Depending on the service, the UE may be configured by upper layers to use Rel15 TX parameters and Rel.14 TX parameters, or only Rel.14 TX parameters. 
Therefore, in our understanding the PSSCH_TXFormat is provided by upper layers and indicates whether the UE is allowed or not allowed to use Rel.15 TX parameters for a specific service.

	vivo
	b)
	We think the RAN1 parameter PSSCH_TXFormat indicates usage of either R14 or R15 MCS format in related radio resource. In such way, RX UE to decode packets correctly using the same MCS table as TX UE is guaranteed.

	ZTE
	
	We do not think the additional PSSCH_TxFormat parameter is needed. Tx profile is enough to indicate the transmission format. Upon receiving V2X packets associated with a pointer point to a Tx profile from upper layer, UE AS layer interprets the Tx profile and get the format indication. It is not necessary for the eNB to configure this PSSCH_TXFormat.

	Samsung
	b)
	

	Intel
	b)
	We think that based on discussion in RAN1, the PSSCH_TXFormat is supposed to indicate whether R14 or R15 PSSCH TX format is used (i.e. rate-matching introduced in R15, TBS scaling, modified MCS table if later is finally introduced). So, it seems clear that ‘1’ represents (b). Regarding the point raised by HW, the decision on which TX format to use for such a V2X service should be handled by the V2X layer (based on TX profile) on a per packet basis (as indicated in the SA2 LS).

	LG
	
	The PSSCH_TXFormat parameter provided by RAN1 seems to be another requirements to PSSCH format for UE/carrier/cell. Moreover, the PSSCH_TXFormat parameter seems to be mandate differentiation of carriers with respect to Release version (i.e. Rel-14 and Rel-15).
However, we think that the PSSCH_TXFormat seems not to be necessary. From a UE perspective, a UE can select Rel-14 and Rel-15 format interchangeably. 
Also, RAN2 considering Tx profiles which are associated with V2X services and indicate Release or 64QAM and Rate matching. Hence, such a distinction between Rel-14 and Rel-15 
seems to be enough when the Tx profile is applied.

	ITRI
	b)
	According to our understanding, yes, if Tx/RX in related resources shall only use Rel 15 format


Option a): 2
Option b): 6

Option c): 0
Rapporteur's remark: A number of companies (nearly half or more) commented that the parameter PSSCH_TXFormat designed by RAN1 are actually just having the same function as the Tx profile designed by SA2, and some of the companies even do not think this parameter is needed in case we now already have Tx profile. As it is now unclear for the relationship between PSSCH_TXFormat and Tx profile, we cannot do much hereby but suggest RAN2 to further discuss this issue. 
Proposal 6: FFS the relationship between PSSCH_TXFormat asked by RAN1 and Tx profile designed by SA2 (in conjunction with potential conclusions from the Tx profile email discussion). 
The next issue is the granularity in which PSSCH_TXFormat is configured, i.e. whether it should be per UE, per carrier, per pool or others. RAN1 also said in [3] that "Note: the MCS vs. CBR  and MCS vs. speed tables may need to be updated. Details up to RAN2." (Column M in [3]). For Mode 4, the MCS range for the CBR related L1 parameter adaptation is configured per pool in the current specification. So, for Mode 4 PSSCH_TXFormat may be configured in the same level. 

· Question 7: How should the PSSCH_TXFormat be configured for Mode 4 UEs? 

a) Per pool.

b) Per carrier.

c) Per UE.

d) Per Cell;

e) Per service, regardless of mode-3/4.

f) No need to be configured explicitly, due to use two different SIBs for Rel-14 and Rel-15.
	Companies are invited to provide views below for Question 7

	Companies
	Preferred options
	Comments if any

	OPPO
	e)
	We do not see the need of two controller for the same thing, i.e., the PSSCH_TXFormat required by RAN1 should be reflected by the TX profile only, and thus the said Q7 should follow the agreed format for TX profile (as indicated in S2-183968)

a)
The “Tx Profiles” are configured in the UE and associated with the V2X services (PSID or ITS-AID).

b)
The content of the “Tx Profile” can be specified by the AS layer, e.g. similar to that of “radio parameters” container defined in Rel-14 (i.e. SL-V2X-Preconfiguration in TS 36.331).

c)
The V2X layer can check the V2X services of a packet from the upper layer (e.g. based on PSID or ITS-AID) and locate the corresponding “Tx Profile”. The V2X layer passes the packet to AS layer with a pointer to the identified “Tx Profile”. 

And since it is UE-internal indication from V2x layer to AS layer, we do not see the reason to bundle it with either mode-3 or mode-4

	Huawei
	a)
	

	Qualcomm
	f)
	For mode 4 UE, there is no need to explicitly indicate this parameter in SIB because pools in the new Rel-15 SIB will, by default, support MCS table revised for Rel-15, and pools in SIB 21 will only support old Rel-14 MCS table. Then, for speed-MCS tables which contains minMCS-PSSCH or maxMCS-PSCCH, independent of any pools, the UE shall decide to read corresponding value from SIB21 or new SIB, depending on its decision to transmit with either Rel-14 format or Rel-15 format.

	CATT
	e
	As the answer of Q7, the format of Tx is up to whether the message is safety or non-safety, namely it should be configured per service. 

	Ericsson
	e)
	There seems to be a confusion on the configuration of PSSCH_TXFormat. 
In our understanding, this parameter should be configured by upper layers and it should be associated to V2X services, irrespective of mode-3/mode-4. In particular, the upper layer configuration should be such that for different V2X services, the usage of Rel.15 TX parameters is allowed or not allowed.

	vivo
	a)
	We agree with rapporteur that the RAN1 parameter PSSCH_TXFormat is not directly related with the “TX profile” setting provided by upper layer. Instead, it resides within the PSSCH transmission parameters (i.e., IE SL-PSSCH-TxConfig). Thus Option a) is more aligned with current specification style.

	ZTE
	e)
	Per service configuration is enough and it could be realized via Tx profile.

	Samsung
	e)
	

	Intel
	e)
	Same view as Ericsson in that it should be linked to a service rather than pool or carrier.

	LG
	
	We think that the PSSCH_TXFormat seems not to be necessary. Hence, PSSCH_TXFormat configuration for Mode 4 UEs is not necessary.

	ITRI
	a/b
	Per pool or per carrier seems same for this configuration


Option a): 3
Option b): 1
Option c): 0
Option d): 0

Option e): 6
Option f): 1

Rapporteur's remark: No firm conclusion. Same comments and same proposals as those for above Question 6.  

The following question is, by contrast, about Mode 3 UEs for which MCS can be configured via RRC dedicated signalling. 

· Question 8: How should the PSSCH_TXFormat be configured for Mode 3 UEs? 

a) Per pool.

b) Per carrier.

c) Per UE.

d) Per service, regardless of mode-3/4.
	Companies are invited to provide views below for Question 8

	Companies
	Preferred options
	Comments if any

	OPPO
	d)
	We do not see the need of two controller for the same thing, i.e., the PSSCH_TXFormat required by RAN1 should be reflected by the TX profile only, and thus the said Q8 should follow the agreed format for TX profile (as indicated in S2-183968)

a)
The “Tx Profiles” are configured in the UE and associated with the V2X services (PSID or ITS-AID).

b)
The content of the “Tx Profile” can be specified by the AS layer, e.g. similar to that of “radio parameters” container defined in Rel-14 (i.e. SL-V2X-Preconfiguration in TS 36.331).

c)
The V2X layer can check the V2X services of a packet from the upper layer (e.g. based on PSID or ITS-AID) and locate the corresponding “Tx Profile”. The V2X layer passes the packet to AS layer with a pointer to the identified “Tx Profile”. 

And since it is UE-internal indication from V2x layer to AS layer, we do not see the reason to bundle it with either mode-3 or mode-4.

	Huawei
	a)
	

	Qualcomm
	 See question on the options and the comment 
	Mode-3 UE only get ”an optional “mcs-r14” parameter along with  the scheduling pool assigned by eNB  In Rel-15, the ambiguity of this MCS parameter needs to be resolved. And, using a “0/1” value seems not solving it. One way is to add a new “mcs-r15” as an additional parameter in the updated R15 version of SL-V2X_ConfigDedicated. However, for mode 3 cross-carrier scheduling, mcs-r14 is not even provided for any other cross-carriers. So, strictly speaking, this MCS parameter is neither per pool or per carrier, but per UE-specific. RAN2 need to discuss Option A) if there is a need in Rel-15 to add two mcs values “mcs-r14” and “msc-r15” for every carrier scheduled by eNB for mode 3, or Option B) remove all mcs parameters for mode-3 UE and left the whole MCS selection issue to mode-3 UE implementation.   

	CATT
	d)
	

	Ericsson
	d)
	Same comment as in our answer to Question 8.

	vivo
	a)
	Similar to Question 7.

	ZTE
	d)
	

	Samsung
	d)
	

	Intel
	d)
	Same view as in question 7

	LG
	
	We think that the PSSCH_TXFormat seems not to be necessary. Hence, PSSCH_TXFormat configuration for Mode 3 UEs is not necessary.

	ITRI
	a/b
	Per pool or per carrier seems same for this configuration


Option a): 3

Option b): 1

Option c): 0

Option d): 6
Rapporteur's remark: No firm conclusion. Same comment and same proposal as those for above Question 6.  

In the RRC parameter list from RAN1, there is one comment: “Support for 64-QAM. Note: the MCS vs. CBR  and MCS vs. speed tables may need to be updated. Details up to RAN2.”. In other words, UE needs to know what MCS / TBS table (either the legacy MCS / TBS table defined in Rel-14, or the new MCS / TBS table defined in Rel-15, defined in TS 36.213) is pointed to when minMCS-PSSCH or maxMCS-PSCCH is indicated, which is only for mode-4.  
· Question 9: How should MCS vs. CBR and MCS vs. speed tables be updated? 

a) Two MCS ranges (i.e. minMCS-PSSCH to maxMCS-PSCCH) are provided: one for Rel-14 table and the other for Rel-15 table. UE refers to the MCS range for the corresponding table based on decision on the Rel-14 or Rel-15 transmission format.
b) Others
c) No changes needed compared with Rel.14.

	Companies are invited to provide views below for Question 9

	Companies
	Preferred options
	Comments if any

	OPPO
	a)
	The tables of MCS vs. CBR and MCS vs. speed have to be defined separately for Rel-14 and Rel-15, considering the revised MCS / TBS table in Rel-15.  And when UE decides on using transmission format of R14 or R15, it refers to the corresponding table.



	Ericsson
	c)
	From signalling perspective, the Rel.14 minMCS-PSSCH/ maxMCS-PSCCH already includes all the possible MCS values (from 0 up to 31). Therefore, it is not clear whether any change is really needed compared with Rel.14. 

	Huawei
	a)
	As the contents of the Rel-15 MCS table is to be changed largely from those of legacy Rel-14 table, the eNB needs to have the flexibility to configured two different MCS ranges, which are respectively correspond to Rel-15 MCS table and Rel-14 MCS table and which are used by the UE respectively when it selects to use Rel-15 format and Rel14 format. 
For instance, IMCS = 29~31 are reserved in Rel-14 MCS table, so they cannot be included in MCS range for Rel-14; but they are enabled in Rel-15 table to support 64QAM, and thus can now be included in the MCS range for Rel-15. As another example, the eNB can configure IMCS = 21~28 to include 16QAM in the MCS range for Rel-14, but may not be able to do so in the MCS range for Rel-15 table (as there is the possibility in RAN1 to make these indices "fallback" to 64QAM in Rel-15 MCS table). 

	vivo
	a)
	The decision on the Rel-14 or Rel-15 MCS ranges is depending on the corresponding value “0” or "1" for the parameter PSSCH_TXFormat as discussed in above Question 6,7,8.

	ZTE
	a)
	Since new MCS/TBS table is defined in R15, the same MCS index may be mapped to different modulation in R14 and R15. So it needs to know R14 or R15 MCS/TBS table is referred to when MCS range is configured. It is suggested to add two new IE minMCS-PSSCH to maxMCS-PSCCH to reflect the MCS range and implication change in R15.

	Samsung
	a)
	We prefer separate tables for R14 and R15, respectively.

	Intel
	a)
	Due to the revised MCS tables, some entries may not be applicable (as pointed out above), so two tables would be needed.

	Qualcomm
	a)
	By giving two MCS-ranges in both speed-based or CBR-based tables, the UE can select which MCS range to use based on UE’s choice of transmission scheme based on TX profile. In this way, the same resource pool with two associated MCS-ranges is a good configuration for either Rel-14 or Rel-15 transmission format for a Rel-15 UE. We support the idea to give two sets of MCS ranges, that is much better than replicating two pools (one for Rel-14, another for Rel-15)

	LG
	c) 
	We cannot discover any necessity to change Rel-15 signalling compared to Rel-14. Therefore, it is better to reuse MCS table based on Rel-14. 


Option a): 7
Option b): 0
Option c): 2
Rapporteur's remark: Clear majority agreed that besides the existing MCS range pointing to Rel-14 MCS table, another MCS range referring to Rel-15 MCS table needs to be further introduced in the CBR related and speed dependent configuration for Mode 4, due to the new Rel-15 MCS table to be introduced in RAN1. When the Mode 4 UE selects to use Rel-14 transmission format, it uses the MCS range referring to Rel-14 MCS table; when it selects to use Rel-15 transmission format, it uses the MAC range referring to Rel-15 MCS table. 
Proposal 7: For Mode 4, two MCS ranges (i.e. minMCS-PSSCH to maxMCS-PSCCH) are provided for the CBR related and speed dependent configuration: one for Rel-14 MCS table and the other for Rel-15 MCS table. UE refers to the MCS range for the corresponding table based on the decision on the Rel-14 or Rel-15 transmission format.
2.4 New SIB for eV2X
In the last meeting, a working assumption was made to introduce a new SIB for eV2X as follows [1], and the rapporteur was asked to prepare the running RRC CR based on this working assumption. 

· WA: New SIB is defined for Rel-15 eV2X UEs. RRC running CR will be prepared based on WA.

As per the online discussion, the ONLY reason to introduce the new SIB is that SIB21can provide resources on only a few carriers, so that it is regarded by companies as too restrictive to support Rel-15 eV2X. To this end, rapporteur understands that the only purpose/motivation to introduce the new SIB is to provide resources on more carriers in the new SIB on top of SIB 21, and any other standard change which does not aim at this purpose/motivation should not be considered for the new SIB design (especially considering the limited time left for the WI). This acts as the basic principle in the running RRC CR provided by the rapporteur [5]. 
With the above principle being kept in mind, the following issues may need to be discussed for the new SIB design. In the following discussion, assume that the new SIB is named as SystemInformationBlockType22 (i.e. SIB22).

· Question 10: Is it sufficient to reuse v2x-InterFreqInfoList in SIB22 to provide resources on more carrier frequencies?

a) Yes.
b) No. If this option is chosen, please clarify what else is needed.

	Companies are invited to provide views below for Question 10

	Companies
	Preferred options
	Comments if any

	OPPO
	a) with comments
	We share the view that the v2x-InterFreqInfoList shall be reused to a large extent. But this does not preclude the necessary change, e.g., for the new parameters agreed to be introduced in Rel-15, and some change for signaling overhead reduction which is discussed in Q13.

	Huawei
	a)
	We think to reuse v2x-InterFreqInfoList is good. Certainly, those new parameters (e.g. per carrier configuration of carrier selection) are to be added as extensions to this field. 

	Qualcomm
	a)
	Agreed with OPPO that some design deficiency in old SIB21 scheme shall be avoided this time to control the SIB size.

	CATT
	a)
	Some necessary change can be applied to make the table more efficient. 

	Ericsson
	a)
	Agree with above comments

	vivo
	a)
	

	ZTE
	a)
	Agree with above comments

	Samsung
	a)
	

	Intel
	a)
	

	LG
	a)
	We think that it is better to reuse frequencies indicated by v2x-InterFreqInfoList in SIB22. 

	ITRI
	a)
	Yes it is sufficient


Option a): 11

Option b): 0

Rapporteur's remark: It is observed that all companies agreed to use the existing v2x-InterFreqInfoList as a baseline to provide resources on more carriers in the new SIB (i.e. SIB22) and thought those parameters for Rel-15new features can be added if regarded as needed.  

Proposal 8: Reuse the existing inter-carrier configuration signalling v2x-InterFreqInfoList to provide resources on more carriers in SIB22 as a baseline. Parameters for Rel-15 new features may be added into this IE, if regarded as needed. 
· Question 11: Can SIB22 include a carrier frequency which is already included in SIB21?

a) Yes.

b) No, no need to include the same carrier(s) twice in two different SIBs. 
c) Others. 

	Companies are invited to provide views below for Question 11

	Companies
	Preferred options
	Comments if any

	OPPO
	a) or b)
	Both a and b are fine.

In a), for the carriers included in SIB21, the parameters in SIB21 are enough in case the UE transmits using Rel-14 manner. In case the UE transmits using Rel-15 manner, it needs some new parameters we agreed to introduce in Rel-15, e.g., the parameters for carrier selection. For that type of parameters, it can be put into the new SIB.
For b), for the new parameters of Rel-15, they can be put into SIB21, specifically for the carrier included in SIB21.

	Huawei
	b); Maybe a)
	For simplicity, we now prefer SIB22 to include only carrier frequencies which are not yet included in SIB21. 

But if the final conclusion is a), we think that the eNB will include a carrier which is already included in SIB21 also in SIB22, only if it wants Rel-15 UEs to follow the configuration for that carrier in SIB22; otherwise, the eNB should not contain the same carrier in SIB22 again, leaving all UEs simply following SIB21 for that carrier. To this end, it looks more reasonable for Rel-15 UEs to follow the configuration of a carrier in SIB22, if that carrier is both included in SIB21 and SIB22. This can also reduce standard impact, if a) is agreed (as our replies to Q12 ). 

	Qualcomm
	a)
	Yes. For those carriers which are used by both Rel-14 and Rel-15 UE, the meaning of a RRC parameter may be changed and the pool configurations may be different. Those new “stuff” has to be in the new SIB because we know that SIB21 is already exceeding the size-limit. I do not see how to control the size of SIB21 if we keep adding new Rel-15 features in the SIB21 

	CATT
	a)
	Agree with QC that for the backwards compatibility, a carrier may be configured both in SIB21 and SIB22. But we may need to enhance the configuration in SIB22 to avoid redundant configuration. For instance, only the delta configuration is configured in SIB22. 

	Ericsson
	b) as starting point
	We should aim at a simple design. And from this perspective, it seems simple in terms of implementation and specification complexity to assume that carriers configured in SIB21 are different from the ones in SIB22. 
We can explore a), if it turns out that it allows to balance the load of SIB21 and SIB22.

	vivo
	a)
	From our understanding, SIB22 should be independent configuration from SIB21 associated with different transmission format.

	ZTE
	a) or b)
	If b) is adopted, new parameters for R15 V2X are contained in SIB21 for the frequencies already existed in SIB21. If a) is adopted, redundant configuration should be avoided in SIB21 and SIB22 for the frequencies already existed in SIB21.

	Samsung
	b)
	Agree with Ericsson

	Intel
	a)
	If different configuration needs to be applied for Rel-14 and Rel-15 for a particular carrier, a) is inevitable. But we understand that this does complicate configuration somewhat.

	LG
	a) 
	We prefer approach a). When a carrier is mapped to both Rel-14 and Rel-15, also such carrier configuration needs to be conveyed both in SIB21 and SIB22.

	ITRI
	b)
	This details of information can be discuss to prevent redundant and unnecessary reparation 


Option a): 7.5 (cause one company said "maybe")

Option b): 5
Rapporteur's remark: Some companies thought that not including the same carrier in both SIB21 and SIB22 may be the simplest way to introduce the new SIB, since in this way it is not necessary to discuss further what should be put in SIB21 and what should be in SIB22 for the same carrier included in both of them, and which SIB's configuration the UE shall follow on that carrier. However, a majority of companies preferred to enable this case by selecting Option a), but held different understanding on how to enable it. Some of the proponents commented that only some delta configurations, (e.g. those configuration not included in SIB21 or those configuration for Rel-15 new feature) need to be included in SIB22 for the same carrier included in both SIB. By contrast, some other proponents proposed to enable this option a) with some other solutions (e.g. by relating the new SIB to transmission mechanism selection), which is tightly related to the answer they provided in the next question. So this question will be concluded in conjunction with the next question. 
· Question 12:  If the answer to Question 11 is "yes", then for the same carrier included in SIB21 and SIB22, whose configuration should be followed by the (Rel-15) UE
 for this carrier?

a) SIB21's configuration for this carrier.

b) SIB22's configuration for this carrier.

c) Some configurations in SIB21 and some in SIB22 for this carrier.

d) Do not consider this case. 

	Companies are invited to provide views below for Question 12

	Companies
	Preferred options
	Comments if any

	OPPO
	c)
	If we conclude on yes for Q11, then only the R15 newly introduced parameters needs to be put into SIB22. 

	Huawei
	d); Maybe b)
	Same as our comments in Question 11. 
Also, we think Option b) may be the simplest way to avoid ambiguity about which SIB's configuration the UE shall follow, if both SIB21 and SIB22 include the same configuration (e.g. Tx pool, Rx pool, etc.) for the same carrier (for example, if SIB21 and SIB22 both include Tx pool for the same carrier, which one shall the UE use?). Following the rule of Option b), it is no more needed to introduce any other procedure to specify which SIB's configuration the UE selects to follow. What we only want to do via Option b) is to avoid extra standard impact as much as possible. 

	Qualcomm 
	c)
	If a Rel-15 UE decides to choose TX in Rel-14 format, then it follows SIB21, if it decides to TX in Rel-15 format, then it follows SIB22.

	CATT
	c)
	As our comment in Q11, only delta configuration is present in SIB22. 

	Ericsson
	d), c)
	We agree that option c) implies more specification effort and also UE complexity. For this reason, we believe that SIB21 and SIB22 should convey configurations related to different carriers (i.e. option b) in previous question). 
However, if option a) is selected in previous question, we believe that option c) is the only remaining option.

	vivo
	c) 
	Agree with QC that a R15 UE would select radio resource configuration from either SIB21 or SIB22 for packet transmission. 

	ZTE
	c)
	For the same carrier included in SIB21 and SIB22, it is suggested that SIB21 include the R14 parameters and SIB22 only include the newly designed R15 parameters.

	Samsung
	c)
	If a) is agreed for Q11, then c) looks natural.

	Intel
	c)
	As discussed above, depending on the transmission format used (e.g. based on V2X service), relevant configuration from SIB21 or SIB22 can be used.

	LG
	c)
	It depends whether a UE transmits Rel-14 or Rel-15 format. If a UE decide Rel-14, it needs to follow SIB21. Otherwise, needs to follow SIB22.

	ITRI
	d)
	No need to consider this case


Option a): 0

Option b): 0.5 (cause one company said "maybe")
Option c): 9

Option d): 2.5
Rapporteur's remark: It is clear that if we allow the same carrier to be included in both SIB21 and SIB22, a majority of companies (9) thought the UE for this carrier should follow some of the configurations in SIB21 and some others in SIB22, i.e. Option c. However, among these 9 companies, there is obvious divergence on which specific configurations should be included in SIB21 and SIB22 respectively for the same carrier and which SIB's configuration the UE should follow:

· Four companies would like to enable both SIB21 and SIB22 to configure the Tx pool for the same carrier, and proposed a "transmission format based SIB selection mechanism", i.e. for the same carrier, the UE uses the Tx pool in SIB21 when using Rel-14 format, but uses the Tx pool included in SIB22 when using Rel-15 format. 
· Three companies thought SIB22 should only include some "delta information", which is not included in SIB21 for the same carrier, in order to avoid redundant configuration. 
· The left two companies did not provide specific reasoning. 
Together with Question 11, we suggest RAN2 to further discuss this issue on whether/how SIB21 and SIB22 can include the same carrier, by considering the above three candidate options identified from this email discussion. 
Proposal 9: FFS on whether SIB21 and SIB22 can include the same carrier frequency, and (if yes) which specific configurations are included in each SIB for the same carrier, based on the options below:
· Opt 1: SIB21 and SIB22 do not include the same carrier.
· Opt 2: SIB21 and SIB22 can include the same carrier, but SIB22 includes only delta information (e.g. configurations for Rel-15 new features or those not included in SIB21) for that carrier.
· Opt 3: SIB21 and SIB22 can include the same carrier, and can also include the same configuration (e.g. Tx pool) for that carrier. Then UE adopts a "transmission format based SIB selection mechanism" to decide which SIB's configuration to follow for that carrier.
According to the analyses in [6], it is clarified that the most important factor that causes over-size of SIB21 is the CBR-PPPP lookup table which is current per Tx resource pool and makes SIB21 only able to support no more than 2 carriers with Tx resource pools. Therefore, if such a configuration for CBR-PPPP lookup table were still followed, it could be easily envisioned that the same issue on message size is to be faced by SIB22 as well. As a result, it is worth discussing how to optimize the size of SIB22 in order to increase obviously the number of carriers which are provided with resources (especially Tx) in the system information (e.g. up to 8 as in WID).

· Question 13:  How to optimize the size of SIB22, so as to increase obviously the number of carriers that are configured with resources (especially Tx) by the system information for PC5 CA?
a) Change CBR-PPPP lookup table from pool specific to cell specific (thus applying to all Tx pools in SIB22):

1. Place SL-CBR-PPPP-TxConfigList in SIB22 as the CBR-PPPP lookup table for all Tx pools therein.

2. Point to the SL-CBR-PPPP-TxConfigList of a Tx pool in SIB21 as the CBR-PPPP lookup table used for all Tx pools in SIB22. 

3. Others.

b) Keep the CBR-PPPP lookup table as pool specific still, but each Tx pool in SIB22 refers to the SL-CBR-PPPP-TxConfigList of a Tx pool in SIB21. 
c) Others.

	Companies are invited to provide views below for Question 13

	Companies
	Preferred options
	Comments if any

	OPPO
	a) (where sub-option 1 is preferred).
	SL-CBR-PPPP-TxConfigList should be independent of pools to reduce signaling overhead. Furthermore, we do not see it needs to be coupled with a specific pool in SIB21, so an independent configuration in SIB22 is preferred.

	Huawei
	a-1)
	Same view as OPPO.

	Qualcomm
	a-1)
	Agreed with OPPO.

	CATT
	a-1)
	Agree with above views. 

	Ericsson
	a-1)
	Agree with above views.

	vivo
	a-1)
	

	ZTE
	a-1)
	

	Samsung
	a-1)
	

	Intel
	a-1)
	

	LG
	a-1)
	

	ITRI
	a-1)
	Agree with above views.


Option a-1): 11

Other Options: 0

Rapporteur's remark: All companies agreed that in the new SIB, the CBR-PPPP lookup table should be per cell, by changing SL-CBR-PPPP-TxConfigList from a per pool configuration to a per cell configuration. 
Proposal 10: In SIB22, change CBR-PPPP lookup table from pool specific to cell specific, i.e. placing SL-CBR-PPPP-TxConfigList in SIB22 as the CBR-PPPP lookup table applied to all Tx pools included therein.
2.5 Others

Please comment if there are any other critical issues regarding RRC that need to be discussed here as well. 

Question 14: Any other critical RRC issues that need to be discussed here?
	Companies
	Comments if any

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


3 Conclusion
In this email discussion, remaining RRC open issues for eV2X WI were identified and discussed. Based on companies' inputs and comments to this email discussion, the following proposals were made:
Proposal 1: The UE needs to be configured with two sets of PPPR values for the following two uses respectively:

· One set of PPPR values indicating the specific PPPRs configured AND activated for sidelink packet duplication. 

· Another set of PPPRs used for "LCG-PPPR" mapping in case of Mode 3 (which has already been captured by reusing similar signalling as legacy "LCG-PPPP" mapping thus without need for other enhancements).
Proposal 2: A PPPR threshold is configured to the UE (either Mode 3 UE or Mode 4 UE) to indicate the PPPR values that are configured and activated for sidelink packet duplication. 

Proposal 3: For Mode 3, two orthogonal carrier sets are configured per Destination reported in the SidelinkUEInformation for each PPPR configured for sidelink packet duplication. 

Proposal 4: For Mode 3, the two duplicated LCHs corresponding to the same PPPR are associated respectively with the two orthogonal carrier sets, which are configured for the PPPR and Desitination of the duplicated LCHs.  
Proposal 5: From RAN2 perspective, the SL-V2X-InterFreqInfoList as specified in Rel-14 V2X can be reused to configure the Tx and Rx carriers for PC5 CA, and thus the new parameters asked by RAN1, i.e. SL_V2X_Carriers_RX and SL_V2X_Carriers_TX are not needed. 

Proposal 6: FFS the relationship between PSSCH_TXFormat asked by RAN1 and Tx profile designed by SA2 (in conjunction with potential conclusions from the Tx profile email discussion). 
Proposal 7: For Mode 4, two MCS ranges (i.e. minMCS-PSSCH to maxMCS-PSCCH) are provided for the CBR related and speed dependent configuration: one for Rel-14 MCS table and the other for Rel-15 MCS table. UE refers to the MCS range for the corresponding table based on the decision on the Rel-14 or Rel-15 transmission format.
Proposal 8: Reuse the existing inter-carrier configuration signalling v2x-InterFreqInfoList to provide resources on more carriers in SIB22 as a baseline. Parameters for Rel-15 new features may be added into this IE, if regarded as needed. 
Proposal 9: FFS on whether SIB21 and SIB22 can include the same carrier frequency, and (if yes) which specific configurations are included in each SIB for the same carrier, based on the options below:

· Opt 1: SIB21 and SIB22 do not include the same carrier.
· Opt 2: SIB21 and SIB22 can include the same carrier, but SIB22 includes only delta information (e.g. configurations for Rel-15 new features or those not included in SIB21) for that carrier.
· Opt 3: SIB21 and SIB22 can include the same carrier, and can also include the same configuration (e.g. Tx pool) for that carrier. Then UE adopts a "transmission format based SIB selection mechanism" to decide which SIB's configuration to follow for that carrier.
Proposal 10: In SIB22, change CBR-PPPP lookup table from pool specific to cell specific, i.e. placing SL-CBR-PPPP-TxConfigList in SIB22 as the CBR-PPPP lookup table applied to all Tx pools included therein.
4 Reference
[1] R2-1806207, Report from LTE Rel-14 V2X and Rel-15 eV2X, Session Chair (Intel Corporation).
[2] TS 38.321, V15.1.0. 
[3] R1-1805620, LS on RRC parameters for V2X Phase 2, RAN1.
[4] R2-1711838, Report from Rel-15 V2X session, Session Chair (Intel Corporation).
[5] R2-18xxxxx, Introduction of eV2X in TS 36.331, Huawei, HiSilicon.
[6] R2-1707754, Discussion on Further Optimization for SIB21.
� See below Question 3 and 4. 


� Of course, those Rel-14 UEs in the NW can only see SIB21's configuration and thus have no such issue. 
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