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1 Introduction
This document is a summary of the offline discussion for follows:
R2-1915982	Summary of email discussion [107bis#91][V2X] - Miscellaneous RRC issues for 5G V2X with NR Sidelink	Huawei (Rapporteur)	discussion	Late
·  [Offline#807]: Discuss proposal10 and 11 (R2-1916447, Huawei). 
 
Please refer to the endorsed version of running CR in R2-1915983.
2 Discussion
As we have agreed “LTE Sidelink UE information and LTE UE Assistance Information are defined as containers (OCTET STRING) in NR RRC.” Some companies have the different understandings on the ASN.1 design for UAI. Followings are the two options to implement the LTE UE Assistance Information are defined as containers (OCTET STRING) in NR RRC.
Option 1: Define new RRC message including a container to transmit the LTE UAI:
Option 2: Define new IE as a container to transmit the LTE UAI in the existing UEAssistanceInformation, example as following:
UEAssistanceInformation-v16xy-IEs ::=      SEQUENCE {
    sl-UE-AssistanceInformationNR-r16          SL-UE-AssistanceInformationNR-r16          OPTIONAL,
    sl-UE-AssistanceInformationEUTRA-r16       OCTET STRING                               OPTIONAL,
    nonCriticalExtension                       SEQUENCE {}                                OPTIONAL
}
· Question 1: Which option do you prefer to design the ASN.1 for LTE UAI in 38.331?  
	Companies are invited to provide views below for Question 1

	Companies
	Preferred options
	Comments if any

	OPPO
	a)
	Although both options are feasible if the cross-RAT sidelink control comes from gNB, after we introduce SN controlled sidelink,  option-1 would be straightforward since the sidelink control may come from eNB as SN (e.g., in case of NE-DC). 

In that case, it is straightforward to 1) carry the configuration from SN (eNB) as a container (just like other configuration from SN in LTE RRC) and forward to UE, and 2) to carry the LTE-UAI from UE as a container (just like other SN oriented messages in LTE RRC, e.g., measurement report, failure information, included in ULInformationTransferMRDC).

	Samsung
	a)
	We prefer to define a separate message for cross-RAT information.

	CATT
	b)
	We prefer to use the same frame work as other NR assistance informations. Moreover, if we implement as option 2, MN can coordinate with SN using inter-node messages to transmit, e.g.,  the configuration from SN or LTE-UAI.

	Ericsson
	a)
	Separate message for LTE UAI is a more clean and clear solution.

	Intel
	Option 2
	We think there is no real need to create a new message and a new IE can be defined and contained within the existing UAI.

	MediaTek
	Option 2
	We think both options are feasible, but from the UE perspective this is information being sent to the MN and it makes sense to use the existing assistance information framework.  Assuming we introduce SN-controlled sidelink in the future, the MN and SN will need to coordinate the contents of the container, and as noted by CATT this should be feasible.

	Apple
	Option 1
	Introducing a new message is a clean solution,

	Nokia
	a)
	We would prefer decoupling the the transmission of LTE UAI from NR UAI, which enables a flexible update of one of these two. Otherwise, if the UAIs from both RATs are always transmitted together, and if the UAI from one RAT needs to be updated, it will trigger the transmissions of both UAIs.

	vivo
	Option-2
	It seems not necessary to define a new message and just defining a new IE as a container to transmit the LTE UAI in the existing UAI can work well.

	Interdigital
	Option 2
	We think both options are possible, but have a preference for option 2 as it does not require definition of a new RRC message.

	ZTE
	a)
	The logic seems more organized if splitting NR and LTE reporting.

	Huawei
	Option2
	Normally, new feature in UAI will be included as new IEs.



Summary: 6 companies prefer option 1, 6 companies prefer option 2.
Proposal 1: In TS 38.331, for LTE UE Assistance Information:
Option 1: Define new RRC message including a container to transmit the LTE UAI
Option 2: Define new IE as a container to transmit the LTE UAI in the existing UEAssistanceInformation.
Note that some companies’ view are copied from the email discussion #91. Companies are welcome to input your further comments or revise your comments to the above question.

In section 5.3.3.1a
	Editor’s Notes: FFS on whether some procedural texts related to NR sidelink communication need to be improved to address on-demand delivery of V2X SIB (e.g. “SIBX is broadcast” changed to “SIBX is provided”).


Since we have the on-demand SI for NR sidelink SIB, the wording “if SIBX is broadcast by the cell” as in LTE spec may not be accurate to cover the case SIBX is obtained by on-demand request. However, even for the case SIBX is obtained after SI request, it has to be broadcast by the network anyway based on NW implementation. 
· Question 2: Does company think the wording “SIBX is broadcast” from LTE should be updated to cover the on-demand delivery in 38.331?  
	Companies are invited to provide views below for Question 2

	Companies
	Prefer to update or not?
	Comments or wording suggestion

	OPPO
	Yes
	It would be good to align with the wording in current 38.331, seems similar wording could be “if si-SchedulingInfo includes scheduling information for SIBX..”?

	Ericsson
	Yes
	We prefer a formulation like e.g., “SIBX is provided” or “SIBX is acquired”.

OPPO suggestion does not cover the case where the SIB is not scheduled in si-SchedulingInfo and the UE (in RRC_CONNECTED), upon requesting it on-demand, receives it via dedicated RRC signaling.

	Samsung
	Yes
	We prefer a wording like “SIBX is provided”

	MediaTek
	Yes
	For the RRC_CONNECTED UE, we think it’s not correct that SIBX “has to be broadcast by the network”; it can be sent by unicast in an RRCReconfiguration message.  “Provided” is agnostic to the method of delivery and would be better to use.

	Apple
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	Agree with Samsung

	vivo
	yes
	Considering that on-demand SI for RRC_CONNECTED UE can be transmitted via dedicated RRC signaling, it is not accurate to say "if SIBX is broadcast". If the cell supports SIBX, at least SIBX will be included in SI-SchedulingInfo of SIB1 no matter whether it is being broadcasted or not. Hence the wording could be "if SIBX is included in SI-SchedulingInfo".

	Interdigital
	Yes
	We think the wording in LTE is not best to describe NR situation where the SIB is not broadcast but can be provided if requested in on-demand.

	ZTE
	Yes
	Agree with Ericsson that the wording “SIB X is provided” may be good enough



Summary: all companies prefer to update the wording “SIBX is broadcast”.
Proposal 2: The wording “SIBX is broadcast” is changed as “SIB X is provided” to address the on-demand case in TS 38.331.
In section 5.X.8
	Editor’s Notes: FFS whether need to capture the condition and operation to configure lower layers to use the type1 configured sidelink grant.


As captured in the “5.X.8  	Sidelink communication transmission”, the cases to use the TX pools are specified. The open issue here is whether we need to specify the conditions to configure lower layers to use the type1 configured SL grant, since we have the agreements on when the type 1 configured grant can be used.
· Question 3: Does company think we need to capture the condition and operation to configure lower layers to use the type1 configured sidelink grant in 5.X.8?  
	Companies are invited to provide views below for Question 3

	Companies
	Needed or not
	Comments

	OPPO
	Probably yet need to wait for more progress in cross-RAT
	To me the main issue is the following condition cannot be used to indicate the case of configured grant, considering in the case of cross-RAT, the whole IE of sl-ScheduledConfig (which contains SL-RNTI and BSR configuration) may be missing

4>	if the UE is configured with sl-ScheduledConfig:

But we tend to delay the decision on the change after we get conclusion on the necessity of BSR in case of cross-RAT.
 
But for intra-RAT case, the configuration in sl-ScheduledConfig is still needed, even if configured grant is configured, so seems no need to change.

	Ericsson
	Needed with comment
	We have no strong view on this but maybe something can be clarified to make the procedure more clear.

	Samsung
	Needed
	We think the specified procedures does not cover the type 1 configured sidelink grant.

	MediaTek
	Needed
	We prefer to capture conditions and operations such as whether and when a UE can use the type 1 configured sidelink grant, and when UE should turn to request resource from the NW (e.g. the data cannot use the SL configured grant type 1 due to SL LCP restriction).

	Apple 
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Needed with comment
	We think this condition is about how to use configured SL grant type 1 during Handover or Uu PHY layer problems. Since Nokia will handle the offline discussion about this issue, we can wait for more progress.

	Intel
	Needed
	It would be good to specify the details for usage of type1 grant.

	vivo
	Needed but wait for further progress in cross-RAT
	Further discussion and conclusion is needed.

	Interdigital
	Yes
	How this is specified can be further discussed.

	ZTE
	Yes
	The conditions and procedures to describe when and how a UE can use type 1 configured grant is necessary.



Summary: Majority companies identify the need, and prefer to further discuss the details.
Proposal 3: Need to capture the condition and operation to configure lower layers to use the type1 configured sidelink grant in section 5.X.8 of TS 38.331. FFS on the details.
In section 5.x.9.1.4.1
	Editor’s Notes: To handle the state transition cases, the text could be updated if RAN2 further agrees that the UE release the DRB in the old state and establish a new DRB based on the new configuration in the new state.


In the state transition case (e.g. CONNNECTED to IDLE), as to existing SL DRBs, the QoS mapping configuration in dedicated signalling and SIB may have very similar or even same configuration. It means even in case of the UE state transition, the QoSs of a certain SLRB may not be changed, where just some other parameters (e.g. PDCP or RLC) changes. In this case, in order to avoid the interruption of data transmission, we can keep the existing SLRB and just update the delta parameters, if any. There is no need to release the SL DRB and establish a new one based on the new configurations in new state. Companies have the following options to modelling these SLRB:
Option 1: In case state transition, existing SL DRBs should be released and new SL DRBs are established based on the new configurations in new state;
Option 2: In case state transition, existing SL DRBs are not released and just apply the new configuration in new state. 
For those SL DRBs into which there is no QoS flows are mapped according to the new configurations, the common handling of option 1 and 2 are to release the DRBs.
· Question 4: Which option does company prefer to handle the SL DRB in case of state transition?  
	Companies are invited to provide views below for Question 4

	Companies
	Preferred option?
	Comments

	OPPO
	Option-1
	Although option-2 has the benefit as mentioned by rapporteur “In this case, in order to avoid the interruption of data transmission, we can keep the existing SLRB and just update the delta parameters, if any.”, that is not always feasible, when UE perform state transition:
During state transmission, UE actually switch from configuration-1 to configuration-2 (where the two configuration can be one of dedicated RRC/SIB/pre-configuration), yet configuration-2 is not the delta configuration of configuration-1 (which is not possible for RRC_CONNECTED UE). In that case, following Uu procedure, full configuration is always needed, because:
1) There are some L2 parameter cannot be re-configured after bearer being setup: including: 
a) For SDAP: SDAP header presence/absence are not reconfigurable after DRB setup;
b) For PDCP: SN length, integrity protection and ciphering are not reconfigurable after DRB setup;
2) When later we introduce Rel-17/18.. of V2X (which is probably the case), there will be inter-release compatibility issue, which is another reason in Uu we have the full configuration functionality.

Considering full-configuration is unavoidable, we wonder if there is a need to further differentiate between option-1/2 for different cases, i.e., it is always easier to have a simply/aligned full configuration based operation for different cases.

	Ericsson
	Option1
	It is clean to just release and establish new. 
On top of this, in the last meeting has been agreed that, during RRC state transitions, the UE should apply the configuration that it gets in the current RRC state. This clearly implies that the UE should release current DRB configuration and apply a new one.

	Samsung
	Option 1
	Considering limited time for this release, we prefer Option 1 which is simple. 
If we go with option 2 then we should spend time to discuss which parameter can be reconfigured or not. We think that the parameters which OPPO pointed out may not be all the parameters which impact on the interruption of data transmission.

	MediaTek
	Option 2
	Option 2 is a bit of an optimisation, but it seems like a good optimisation and we think it should be allowed.  We acknowledge OPPO’s point that the full configuration must be supported for some cases, but we anticipate that a typical state transition would not change most of the SLRB parameters and delta signalling should be frequently applicable, with the benefit of avoiding data loss.

	Appple
	Option 2
	I think at least for some SLRBs which the configuration has not been modified at all during the state transisiotn, there is no need to release and establish the SLRB.

	CATT
	Option 2
	We think this issue need to be discuss based on different cast type.
For unicast, when UE transits the state, the AS data uses the old SLRB configuration can be continued to be transmitted. Once the transmission is completed, it can send an end marker to the Rx UE, and then the new SLRB configuration can be applied to perform SLRB remapping, i.e., Option 2. By this way, the V2X service continuity can be ensured.

For groupcast and broadcast, when UE transits the state, the Tx UE can also perform SLRB remapping, i.e., Option 2. Since no end marker in groupcast and broadcast, the Rx UE can just release the existing SL DRBs and establish the new SL DRBs based on the new configurations, i.e., Option 1.

	Intel
	Option 1
	We think it is better to go with option 1, i.e. full release and reestablishment.

	vivo
	Option-1
	Some configurations, e.g. presence of SDAP header, PDCP/RLC SN length etc., can not be changed to the existing SLRB. Option1 can cover all of cases.

	Interdigital
	Option 1
	We think option 2 is an optimization and may introduces several issues (e.g. how to decide whether to release or re-use an SLRB) which we can avoid.

	ZTE
	Option 1
	Agree with Saumsung that if option 2 is adopted, companies should go details to discuss per each SLRB parameter, to see if option 2 can be applied. Due to the limited time consideration, option 1 is preferred.



Summary: This question is somehow discussed during online disucsss. No further proposal is needed.
In section 5.x.9.1.4.1
	For NR sidelink communication, a sidelink DRB release is initiated only in the following cases: 
1>	for the slrb-Uu-ConfigIndex (if any) of the sidelink DRB, if slrb-Uu-ConfigIndex is included in sl-RadioBearerToReleaseList in sl-ConfigDedicatedNR, or if no sidelink QoS flow with data indicated by upper layers is mapped to the sidelink DRB for transmission, which is (re)configured by receiving sl-ConfigDedicatedNR, SIBX or SidelinkPreconfigNR; and
1>	for the slrb-PC5-ConfigIndex (if any) of the sidelink DRB, if slrb-PC5-ConfigIndex is included in slrb-ConfigToReleaseList in RRCReconfigurationSidelink[, or if no sidelink QoS flow with data is mapped to the sidelink DRB, which is (re)configured by receiving RRCReconfigurationSidelink];
Editor’s Notes: FFS on whether the condition in bracket [] is needed above.


There may be a case that one SL DRB are configured with TX parameters by the network via Uu signalling and configured with RX parameters by the peer UE via PC5-RRC. Rapporteur thinks this DRB should be released in case followings are met:	Comment by OPPO: I thought our agreement was the RX parameter is left to UE implementation?
Condition 1: for the slrb-Uu-ConfigIndex (if any) of the sidelink DRB, if slrb-Uu-ConfigIndex is included in sl-RadioBearerToReleaseList in sl-ConfigDedicatedNR, and
Condition 2: for the slrb-PC5-ConfigIndex (if any) of the sidelink DRB, if no sidelink QoS flow with data is mapped to the sidelink DRB, which is (re)configured by receiving RRCReconfigurationSidelink.
· Question 5: Does companies think the DRB release conditions above is valid, or any other view?  
	Companies are invited to provide views below for Question 5

	Companies
	Whether condition 1 and/or 2 are valid?
	Comments

	OPPO
	
	If we check the conditions as follows, and split it into condition-A/B/C/D

1>	for the slrb-Uu-ConfigIndex (if any) of the sidelink DRB, if slrb-Uu-ConfigIndex is included in sl-RadioBearerToReleaseList in sl-ConfigDedicatedNR, or if no sidelink QoS flow with data indicated by upper layers is mapped to the sidelink DRB for transmission, which is (re)configured by receiving sl-ConfigDedicatedNR, SIBX or SidelinkPreconfigNR; and
1>	for the slrb-PC5-ConfigIndex (if any) of the sidelink DRB, if slrb-PC5-ConfigIndex is included in slrb-ConfigToReleaseList in RRCReconfigurationSidelink[, or if no sidelink QoS flow with data is mapped to the sidelink DRB, which is (re)configured by receiving RRCReconfigurationSidelink];
For condition
· A: it seems OK, i.e., the Uu-RRC release the SLRB;
· B: it implies the case where there is no QoS flow in the SLRB for the initiating UE, but as we discussed yesterday, the “empty” SLRB may be used to carry the feedback (ARQ SR, PDCP ROHC feedback) for the peer UE;
· C: it implies the case where the peer UE would like to release the SLRB, it seems OK.
· D: it implies the case where there is no QoS flow in the SLRB for the peer UE, yet why the QoS flow mapping of peer UE affect the SLRB release decision of initiating UE? E.g., the peer UE may just use the SLRB to carry L2 feedback, .e.g, as condition-B above.

So seems the condition-B/D are not clear.

	Ericsson
	
	Agree with OPPO, for the case a SLRB is established only for status report transmission without a mounted PC5 QoS flow, it is not clear. 

	Samsung
	Condition 1 looks valid with comment
	We understand ‘B’ in OPPO’s comment is the case of Q4 since the data indicated by upper layer cannot be ARQ SR, PDCP ROHC feedback. However, this should be clarified by the Rapporteur.
We have the similar question as ‘D’ in OPPO’s comment.

	MediaTek
	Agree with OPPO
	The analysis in OPPO’s answer above seems correct.  Because of feedback, there are cases in which an SLRB with no QoS flows mapped would need to be maintained.  So we think it’s OK to depend on explicit release (conditions A and C).

	Apple
	Agree with OPPP
	For the RBs which are only used by a UE to send ROCH feedback or Status report in a bi-directional unicast bearer, there is no need to release it just because no QoS flows are currently mapped to it. 

	CATT
	Condition 1 is valid.
Condition 2 is also valid but with comments
	We agree with OPPO that condition “B” and condition 2 can be used to transmit SR and/or ROHC feedback. However, considering UE state transition discussion, for example, for groupcast and broadcast, if the Tx UE transits the state and release some SL DRBs based on the new configuraition, the Rx UE may base on condition 2 to release the SL DRBs. Same situation as in unicast, when UE transit the state to perform SLRB remapping. Thus, the condition 2 needs to update considering SR and/or ROHC feedback as, e.g., “if no sidelink QoS flow with data or SR or ROHC feedback is mapped to the sidelink DRB, which is (re)configured by receiving RRCReconfigurationSidelink.”.

	Nokia
	Agree with OPPO
	

	Intel
	
	The analysis from OPPO seems correct to us.

	vivo
	
	Conditions A/B/C/D proposed by OPPO is ok for us. Extended part is to cover the case a SLRB without QoS flow mapping is just used to carry L2 feedback for the peer entity.

	ZTE
	Agree with OPPO
	A and C mentioned in OPPO’s comment should be considered for releasing of SLRB configuration.

	Huawei
	

	The intended split condition-A/B/C/D is following:

1>	for the slrb-Uu-ConfigIndex (if any) of the sidelink DRB, if slrb-Uu-ConfigIndex is included in sl-RadioBearerToReleaseList in sl-ConfigDedicatedNR, or if no sidelink QoS flow with data indicated by upper layers is mapped to the sidelink DRB for transmission, which is (re)configured by receiving sl-ConfigDedicatedNR, SIBX or SidelinkPreconfigNR; and
1>	for the slrb-PC5-ConfigIndex (if any) of the sidelink DRB, if slrb-PC5-ConfigIndex is included in slrb-ConfigToReleaseList in RRCReconfigurationSidelink[, or if no sidelink QoS flow with data is mapped to the sidelink DRB, which is (re)configured by receiving RRCReconfigurationSidelink];
Condition B: if the Uu reconfigured all the QoS flow to other SRLBs, it mean there will be no data to be transmitted at this UE, even for RLC AM. Then there is no feedback need from the peer UE. This UE should release the SLRB.
Condition D: if the peer UE reconfigured all the QoS flow to other SRLBs, it means there will be no data to be received at this UE, even for RLC AM. Then there is no feedback to the peer UE.



Observation 1: Rapporteur will take the comments in Q5 into account.

In section 6.2.2
	Editor’s Notes: FFS on how handle the buffer L2 data when the DRB release is initiated to avoid data loss. For instance, UE should release the sidelink DRB later after the UE are sure that no data of the DRB is to be transmitted and to be received. 


After the SL DRB release conditions are met, there may be still some L2 buffered data in the SL DRB (e.g. RLC data which is still under retransmission at TX or RX side). If the UE releases the SL DRB immediately, the L2 buffered data will be discarded. This may cause the data loss. One option is to allow UE to delay the DRB release operation, to ensure all the buffered data are transmitted successfully and all the data from the peer UE to be received successfully.
Rapporteur’s original proposal is to capture one NOTE: “UE should release the sidelink DRB only after no data of the DRB is to be transmitted and to be received. The details are up to UE implementation.”
· Question 6: Companies are welcome to provide your view on how to handle the above issue  
	Companies are invited to provide views below for Question 6

	Companies
	Comments

	OPPO
	We did not observe any legacy behavior like this, e.g., when a RRC signaling command the UE to release a bearer, there seems no reason for the UE to freely decide when to apply the command.

On the other hand, the condition of “after the UE are sure that no data of the DRB is to be transmitted and to be received” we are not sure how to judge that, so the NOTE cannot be added until clarification / agreement has been made.

	Ericsson
	Similar as commented in Q4, it is cleaner to simply release the current SLRB and rely on the new SLRB for transmission, especially considering there is no legacy procedure as mentioned by OPPO. 
Further, we believe that when the conditions are met, the UE should release the SL DRB immediately.

	Samsung
	We think there is no real need to delay the DRB release operation. 

	MediaTek
	We understand the general intention of the NOTE, but we think it is somewhat unclear in its current form as mentioned by OPPO.  We don’t think it’s critical to capture anything, but if there is a desire to give some guidance to the UE we need to discuss further and understand exactly what that guidance is.

	Apple
	No strong view. But I think the EN is anyway to be removed in the final CR. So RAN2 need to discuss whether normative text for this issue is needed or it can be left to UE implementation. 

	CATT
	We can understand the principle of the NOTE added by Rapporteur. But we think if NW commands the UE to release a bearer, the UE need to release immediately. For other cases, when UE transit the state, to ensure the service continuity, we can further discuss this issue.

	Nokia
	We also believe that the optional solution would be to let the UE to release the SL DRB immediately, and we are fine to allow this operation to be up to UE implementation. However, as Apple says, the note will be removed in the final CR, so we should agree on how to implement this in the spec.

	Intel
	We do not fully understand the real motivation for this enhancement. SO, we think it is better to release the DRB immediately.

	vivo
	We think when the SL DRB release conditions are met, the UE should release the SL DRB immediately. Since in legacy operation, DRB release has immediate execution and L2 buffered data will be discarded.

	Interdigital
	Agree with Ericsson and OPPO.

	ZTE
	Agree that the UE may need to delay to relase the SLRB configuration, but the way mentioned in the note seems not clear, how UE can judge when should release the SLRB by itself? 



Summary: This issue has been discussed during online discussion.
In section 6.3.X, 9.1.1.X
	SL-PDCP-Config-r16 ::=       SEQUENCE {
    sl-DiscardTimer-r16          ENUMERATED {ms3, ms10, ms20, ms25, ms30, ms40, ms50, ms60, ms75, ms100, ms150, ms200,
                                 ms250, ms300, ms500, ms750, ms1500, infinity}                   OPTIONAL, -- Cond Setup
    sl-PDCP-SN-Size-r16          ENUMERATED {len12bits, len18bits}                               OPTIONAL, -- Cond Setup2
-- Editor’s Note: The len12bits is FFS

	9.1.1.X	SCCH configuration
Parameters that are specified for unicast of NR sidelink communication, which is used for the sidelink signalling radio bearer of PC5-RRC message.
>pdcp-SN-Size   12(FFS)


It is still FFS on the PDCP SN size of 12 bits for the SL DRB in unicast case. Also there is no conclusion on the PDCP SN size of SL SRB for PC5-RRC and PC5-S. 
· Question 7: Companies are welcome to provide your views on the PDCP SN size in followings?  
	Companies are invited to provide views below for Question 7

	Companies
	Support 12 bits SN size for unicast?
	SL SRB PDCP SN Size?

	
	
	SRB for PC5-RRC (12/18/other?)
	SRB for PC5-S (12/18/other?)

	OPPO
	Wait for further discussion on PDCP format to decide on this.
	
	

	Ericsson
	Relay on PDCP discussion
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


Summary: This issue has been discussed during online discussion.

In section 6.X.2, 
	UECapabilityEnquirySidelink information element
-- ASN1START
-- TAG-UECAPABILITYENQUIRYSIDELINK-START

UECapabilityEnquirySidelink ::=         SEQUENCE {
    rrc-TransactionIdentifier-r16               RRC-TransactionIdentifier,
    criticalExtensions                          CHOICE {
        ueCapabilityEnquirySidelink-r16             UECapabilityEnquirySidelink-IEs-r16,
        criticalExtensionsFuture                     SEQUENCE {}
    }
}

UECapabilityEnquirySidelink-IEs-r16 ::=     SEQUENCE {
    ueCapabilityInformationSidelink-r16      OCTET STRING                   OPTIONAL,
-- FFS on the dails of ueCapabilityInformationSidelink-r16, and whether the optional UECapabilityInformationSidelink is transmitted by an IE in this message is assumed for now, which can be revised if RAN2 agrees to use a separate message.
    lateNonCriticalExtension                OCTET STRING                                                            OPTIONAL,
    nonCriticalExtension                    SEQUENCE{}                                                              OPTIONAL
}
-- TAG-UECAPABILITYENQUIRYSIDELINK-STOP
-- ASN1STOP



We have agreed that “A UE can send Capability Enquiry message to request peer UE's capability along with its own capability information for SL unicast. When to include its own capabilities is up to UE implementation.” The open issue here is how to carry the UE capability information together with the Capability Enquiry message. Following options are list:
Option 1: UECapabilityInformationSidelink-IEs-r16 is included as one optional IE in UECapabilityEnquirySidelink message
UECapabilityEnquirySidelink-IEs-r16 ::=     SEQUENCE {
    ueCapabilityInformationSidelink-r16      UECapabilityInformationSidelink-IEs-r16  OPTIONAL,
    lateNonCriticalExtension                OCTET STRING      OPTIONAL,
    nonCriticalExtension                    SEQUENCE{}        OPTIONAL
}
Option 2: UECapabilityInformationSidelink message is included as one optional container in UECapabilityEnquirySidelink message
UECapabilityEnquirySidelink-IEs-r16 ::=     SEQUENCE {
    ueCapabilityInformationSidelink-r16      OCTET STRING          OPTIONAL,
    lateNonCriticalExtension                 OCTET STRING          OPTIONAL,
    nonCriticalExtension                     SEQUENCE{}            OPTIONAL
}
Option 3: UECapabilityInformationSidelink message and UECapabilityEnquirySidelink message are separated messages, but can be transmitted in one MAC PDU.
UECapabilityEnquirySidelink-IEs-r16 ::=     SEQUENCE {
    lateNonCriticalExtension                OCTET STRING     OPTIONAL,
    nonCriticalExtension                    SEQUENCE{}       OPTIONAL
}
· Question 8: Companies are welcome to provide your preference on the options?  
	Companies are invited to provide views below for Question 8

	Companies
	Preferred option?
	Comments

	OPPO
	Option-3
	Option-3 is cleanest method:
· Option-2 is better than Option-1 in terms that we have a single message for the related capability field definition;
· Option-2 is however still mis-leading, compared to Option-3, since there might be a case where the UECapabilityEnquirySidelink message only contains UECapabilityInformationSidelink as a shell, e.g., in case we do that need filter in this release, or if the traffic is unidirectional so that only the counterpart UE needs capability  but the initiating UE does not.. 

	Ericsson
	Option 2
	Similar as many other cases where an RRC message is embedded within another RRC message, the OCTET STRING is needed to do so.
On top of this, if we go for Option 3, this goes clearly against the intention of the agreements that we have taken.

	Samsung
	Option 2
	Share the same view with Ericsson i.e. we should stick to the previous agreement. Moreover, it seems not clear to us whether the UECapabilityEnquirySidelink message is allowed to only contain UECapabilityInformationSidelink.  

	MediaTek
	Option 1
	All options can work.  We see no particular reason for option 3; per the previous agreements, the capability delivery is associated with the capability request, and it makes sense to have them in the same message.

On option 2, we have containers in the Uu UE capability so that (1) network nodes of various releases can store and pass the capability without loss of information, and (2) capabilities for different RATs can be encapsulated without duplicating the ASN.1 code.  Neither of these concerns really applies to the PC5 capability; we aren’t passing the stored capability around between nodes, and the capability only exists for NR sidelink so there is no issue of cross-RAT code duplication.  We would like to understand if the proponents of option 2 see a different strong reason to have a container.

On balance, we think option 1 is the most natural solution.

	Apple
	Option 3
	Agree with OPPO

	CATT
	Option 3
	Agree with OPPO.

	Nokia
	Option 2 (or 1)
	We see either option 1 or 2 to be a more clean and intuitive solution compared to option 3, as well as following the agreements. As Ericsson comments, it would be preferable to follow other cases of embedding RRC messages into each other.

	Intel
	Option 3
	We agree with companies above that point out that option 3 seems the simplest and cleanest to adopt.

	vivo
	Option-2
	Compared to option1 & option 3, option 2 is more aligned with the agreements and the common rule when an RRC message is embedded within another RRC message.

	Interdigital
	Option 2
	We have the same view as Ericsson and Samsung

	ZTE
	Option 3
	Agree with OPPO

	Huawei
	Option 3
	



Summary: 1 companies prefer option 1; 5 companies prefer option 2; 6 companies prefer option 3;
Proposal 4: In TS 38.331:
Option 2: UECapabilityInformationSidelink message is included as one optional container in UECapabilityEnquirySidelink message
Option 3: UECapabilityInformationSidelink message and UECapabilityEnquirySidelink message are separated messages, but can be transmitted in one MAC PDU.

3 Conclusion

Proposal 1: In TS 38.331, for LTE UE Assistance Information:
Option 1: Define new RRC message including a container to transmit the LTE UAI
Option 2: Define new IE as a container to transmit the LTE UAI in the existing UEAssistanceInformation.
Proposal 2: The wording “SIBX is broadcast” is changed as “SIB X is provided” to address the on-demand case in TS 38.331.
Proposal 3: Need to capture the condition and operation to configure lower layers to use the type1 configured sidelink grant in section 5.X.8 of TS 38.331. FFS on the details.
Observation 1: Rapporteur will take the comments in Q5 into account.
Proposal 4: In TS 38.331:
Option 2: UECapabilityInformationSidelink message is included as one optional container in UECapabilityEnquirySidelink message
Option 3: UECapabilityInformationSidelink message and UECapabilityEnquirySidelink message are separated messages, but can be transmitted in one MAC PDU.
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