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1 Introduction

This is for the summary of sidelink capability related contributions.
2 Discussion

This summary is to collect the left issues on SL capability based on the contribution submitted to RAN2#109-e meeting.
2.1 For SL capability transfer via Uu interface
Issue-1: PC5 band combination definition
As described in [1], the problem is how to report the supported PC5 band combination for each Uu band combination. The proposal is as follows, i.e., to mimic the bit-map. Similar proposal has been raised in the email discussion of [108#50].
Proposal 1
R16 V2X adopt the bitmap-based scheme as in LTE to report the supported PC5 band combination(s) for each Uu band combination.

Proposal 1 RAN2 discuss how to report the supported PC5 band combination(s) for each Uu band combination, e.g., by adopting the bitmap-based scheme as in LTE to report the supported PC5 band combination(s) for each Uu band combination.
As described in [1], if a bit-map based solution is reused (as in LTE), the problem is how to report the definition of bit-map (i.e., all support PC5 band combination), for inter-RAT scenario – mainly considering the case if the UE only support PC5 but not Uu for a RAT. The proposal is as follows, 
Proposal 2
RAN2 discuss whether UE always support NR-Uu as long as it supports NR-PC5 capability. If not, RAN2 discuss how to report PC5 band combination as the definition of the bitmap in case of LTE Uu controlling NR PC5 scenario.
Proposal 2 RAN2 discuss how to report PC5 band combination as the definition of the bitmap in inter-RAT scenario.
Issue-2: SL capability of counterpart UE to/from network

As described in [1]
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[5], considering the capability transferred on PC5 interface would affect the configuration to be used by TX-UE, a proposal is for UE to report the received capability from the counterpart UE to network.
In [1]
Proposal 3
To report counterpart UE capability in SUI message.
In [5]
Proposal 1: An RRC_CONNECTED UE should inform the network of the sidelink capability of the peer UE, upon receiving it from it peer UE via PC5 RRC.
Proposal 3 RAN2 discuss how for network to be aware of the SL capability of counterpart UE for a unicast link, e.g., by UE reporting the received SL capability via PC5-RRC.
As described in [3], considering that the capability transfer via PC5 interface would be more frequent than traditional capability transfer via Uu interface, a proposal is to send the SL capability of counterpart UE by network.
Proposal 1 For NR SL mode-1, the direct sending of the SL UEs capabilities by the network (if available on the network side) via dedicated RRC over the NR Uu is supported.
Proposal 2 It is up to UE implementation to choose which capability transfer procedure to use (i.e., two-way capability transfer procedure or send by network).

Proposal 4 RAN2 discuss how to reduce the latency/signalling overhead due to SL capability transfer via PC5, e.g., by sending SL capability of counterpart UE from network via Uu RRC instead of PC5 RRC.
2.2 For SL capability transfer via PC5 interface
Issue-3: L2 SL capability to be defined
As described in [3], one left issue is the RRC processing time for capability transfer via PC5 interface.
Proposal 3 RAN2 to define a new RRC processing time for the capability transfer in NR SL and to set the new processing time lower than 80ms (i.e., that is the value currently supported in NR Uu).

As described in [4], the other left issue is how to capture “supported max data rate”, “Total layer 2 buffer size” and “UE capability Parameters” for NR PC5 in TS 38.306.
Proposal 1: Following the basic structure of TS 36.306 in LTE, introduce “Supported max data rate”, “Total layer 2 buffer size” and “UE capability Parameters” specific for NR PC5 in TS 38.306., and specify them in separate subclauses apart from the existing subclauses for Uu. 

Proposal 2: RAN2 to agree the TP in the Appendix as the general framework to introduce NR PC5 capability in TS 38.306. 

According to the guideline from chairman that

Issues on ASN.1 – or specifications-specific CR proposals will go directly to email discussion on the corresponding CRs. 
It is suggest to handle this as a part of email discussion (if agreed), so no proposal on the section separation is needed, but it worth to further discuss the layer-2 buffer issue as indicated in [4]
4.1.4a
Total layer 2 buffer size for SL 

[FFS pending RAN2 WG decision]
Proposal 5 RAN2 discuss the L2 capability for R16 V2X, including 1) RRC processing time for capability transfer via PC5 RRC, e.g., lower than 80ms, and 2) layer-2 buffer size.
Issue-4: Voluntary SL capability update
As described [2], the third left issue is in case SL capability can be autonomously updated by UE for an established unicast link, how for the UE to trigger the autonomous capability update via PC5-RRC. One proposal is to enable this autonomous capability transfer, but only allows that after an initial pull-based capability enquiry by counterpart UE.

Proposal 2: Voluntary reporting of UE capability is only triggered by updating a prior capability requested by peer UE.

Proposal 6 RAN2 discuss whether voluntary SL capability update via PC5-RRC is needed, and if yes, to restrict it only after an initial capability transfer requested by peer UE.
3 Conclusion

Follow the guideline that
a potential easy agreement, e.g. Proposals where consensus exists, that seem straightforward to agree
need further discussion. These should be tagged with e.g. [FFS] so they are clearly visible, and should indicate what the primary controversy is
a candidate for immediate postpone, e.g.  issues that may require other WG discussions or is contentious such that it is unlikely to converge at e-Meeting. 

Considering P1 has been raised in the email discussion of [108#50] by some companies, rapporteur assume it is candidate for easy-agreement.
Proposal 1

[Easy] RAN2 discuss how to report the supported PC5 band combination(s) for each Uu band combination, e.g., by adopting the bitmap-based scheme as in LTE to report the supported PC5 band combination(s) for each Uu band combination.
For all the other proposals, they are not fully addressed by RAN2 yet, so they are all candidates for further-discussion or immediate-postpone.

Proposal 2
[FFS/Postpone] RAN2 discuss how to report PC5 band combination as the definition of the bitmap in inter-RAT scenario.

Proposal 3

[FFS/Postpone] RAN2 discuss how for network to be aware of the SL capability of counterpart UE for a unicast link, e.g., by UE reporting the received SL capability via PC5-RRC.

Proposal 4
[FFS/Postpone] RAN2 discuss how to reduce the latency/signalling overhead due to SL capability transfer via PC5, e.g., by sending SL capability of counterpart UE from network via Uu RRC instead of PC5 RRC.

Proposal 5
[FFS/Postpone] RAN2 discuss the L2 capability for R16 V2X, including 1) RRC processing time for capability transfer via PC5 RRC, e.g., lower than 80ms, and 2) layer-2 buffer size.

Proposal 6

[FFS/Postpone] RAN2 discuss whether voluntary SL capability update via PC5-RRC is needed, and if yes, to restrict it only after an initial capability transfer requested by peer UE.
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