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Introduction
This document provides a summary for the contributions submitted in the Agenda item 6.4.2.1. Some general instructions on how the summary is organized is illustrated as follows:
In clause 2, issues and proposals suggested to be discussed in this e-meeting are given, particularly:
· Batch I in subclause 2.1 lists the issues and proposals which are regarded as critical issue related from the rapporteur’s perspective, and they are suggested to be handled with top priority in the e-meeting. Proposals given in this Batch are categorized as instructed by the chairman and clearly labeled: 
· Proposal with potential easy agreement; or 
· Proposal that needs further discussion [FFS] in the upcoming meeting.
· Batch II in subclause 2.2 lists the issues and proposals related to some small enhancements which are with mild standard impacts and can be easily decided. They may be handled, only if time allows, and are uniformly labeled as “Proposal that may be discussed, only if time allows”.
Clause 3 provides the summary on other contributions which are not covered by clause 2 and are suggested not to be dealt with in this summary in this e-meeting. Brief illustrations and reasons are given.
In the conclusion part, all proposals are grouped and categorized, in order to facilitate the handling of the session chair.
Summary of issues and proposals
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]2.1	Batch I (Critical issue related)
Issue C-1: Zone related configuration
[bookmark: _GoBack]In [1], the issue was identified that “RAN1 recommend to use 12 bits for zone-ID, and the current RRC zone-based configuration in RRC does not match such a recommendation”. The proposal is to add more bits for sl-ZoneIdLongiMod-r16 and sl-ZoneIdLatiMod-r16, from 2 bits to 6 bits. This seems to be straightforward, so RAN2 is suggested to agree on the following proposal:
Proposal C-1: RAN2 adopt “sl-ZoneIdLongiMod-r16	INTEGER (1..64)” and “sl-ZoneIdLatiMod-r16	INTEGER (1..64)”.
[Proposal Category]: Proposal with potential easy agreement
Issue C-2: SL-RSRP measurement and reporting related issues
In [2][3], there is an issue raised regarding “whether an event based on “delta” measurement result should be introduced for the event triggered SL-RSRP reporting from the RX UE to the TX UE”, and both of the contributions propose that is needed. By contrast, in [4] it is proposed not to include any other events for SL-RSRP reporting on the basis of what have already been agreed. In [3][28], a proposal is further given to enable TX UE triggered SL-RSRP reporting at the RX UE. Whereas the motivation for this solution is with similarity as the above “delta” SL-RSRP based trigger, it has never been discussed whether to support the trigger of RX UE reporting of SL-RSRP by the TX UE, with some uncertain aspects (e.g. what message is used, what the trigger is at the TX UE, etc.) which are a bit hard to handle at this stage of the WI. 
Therefore, it is suggested that RAN2 first determine whether the delta SL-RSRP based trigger condition is needed at the RX side, and then decide whether even more events are further needed for event-triggered SL-RSRP reporting (e.g. trigger by the TX UE). 
Proposal C-2: RAN2 to further discuss whether to introduce an event based on “delta” SL-RSRP measurement result (e.g. the delta value between the current measured SL-RSRP and the last reported SL-RSRP exceeds a threshold) for the event triggered SL-RSRP reporting from the RX UE to the TX UE. 
[Proposal Category]: Proposal that needs further discussion [FFS]
Proposal C-2a: RAN2 to discuss whether even more trigger events are needed for SL-RSRP reporting by the RX UE (e.g. triggered by the TX UE). 
[Proposal Category]: Proposal that needs further discussion [FFS]
In [2], the issue is identified that  “what if the SL-RSRP result is not available at each periodic SL-RSRP reporting occasion” which can happen due to no ongoing NR SL transmission from the TX UE, and it is proposed that the RX UE just reports nothing at this reporting occasion. This is quite straightforward, but it is seen in the TS 38.331 running CR [5] that this only applies to the very first time of the periodic SL-RSRP reporting, as in the following box. Therefore, RAN2 may agree this proposal without need of further discussion. 
	5.x.10.4	Sidelink measurement report triggering
5.x.10.4.1	General
The UE shall:
[...]
2>	if sl-ReportType is set to sl-Periodical and if a (first) NR sidelink measurement result is available:
3>	include a NR sidelink measurement reporting entry within the VarMeasReportListSL for this sl-MeasId;
3>	set the sl-NumberOfReportsSent defined within the VarMeasReportListSL for this sl-MeasId to 0;
3>	initiate the NR sidelink measurement reporting procedure, as specified in 5.x.10.5, immediately after the quantity to be reported becomes available for the NR sidelink frequency:
2>	upon expiry of the periodical reporting timer for this sl-MeasId:
3>	initiate the NR sidelink measurement reporting procedure, as specified in 5.x.10.5.


Proposal C-2b: RAN2 to agree that for periodic SL-RSRP reporting, the Rx UE reports nothing at each reporting occasion, when the SL-RSRP measurement result is unavailable (e.g. due to no ongoing SL transmission).
[Proposal Category]: Proposal with potential easy agreement
Issue C-3: Reset of MAC upon PC5 RRC connection release
In [6][7][8], the issue on “whether/how the MAC should be reset when PC5 RRC connection is released” is discussed. All above contributions propose to not reset MAC, as long as there is at least one PC5 RRC connection still not released. Whereas the proposal seems to be straightforward, rapporteur understands that obviously the MAC reset discussed here should be specific for sidelink and thus cannot affect the MAC operations on Uu; so the “MAC reset” mentioned here refers to the reset of the MAC entity parameters/parameters related to NR sidelink. With such a consideration and using a positive logic, it is suggested that RAN2 discuss whether the proposal given as follows can be agreed:
Proposal C-3: RAN2 to decide whether to reset MAC entity parameters/configurations related to NR SL, if all the PC5-RRC connection(s) are released. 
[Proposal Category]: Proposal that needs further discussion [FFS]
If Proposal C-3 is agreed, RAN2 may also need to discuss what specific parameter/configurations should be affected (e.g. cancelled, initialized, cleared, stopped, etc.)” in the MAC, when the upper layer request “a reset of MACE entity parameters/configurations related to NR SL”.
Proposal C-3a: If Proposal C-3 is agreed, RAN2 to further discuss what specific parameters/configurations related to NR SL are affected (e.g. cancelled, initialized, cleared, stopped, etc.) in the MAC, when “a reset of MAC entity parameters/configurations related to NR SL” is requested by the upper layer.
[Proposal Category]: Proposal that needs further discussion [FFS]
Issue C-4: How to perform mode-2 resource pool selection
It was agreed by RAN1 and already captured in TS 38.331 running CR [5] that multiple mode-2 resource pools can be (pre-)configured to a UE. However, the issue on “how the UE performs mode-2 resource pool selection when multiple resource pool are configured” has not been addressed. 
There are 5 contributions discussing this issue in this meeting, and there are different options provided:
· In [9][10][11], it was proposed to use the zone-based resource pool selection method following LTE V2X SL mode-4, where the UE selects the pool used for transmission based on its geo-location (though different specific solutions are proposed; see later);
· In [12], a mechanism where resource pool selection based on HARQ feedback is proposed, where the resource pool is selected based on whether the UE has an SLRB with HARQ FB enabled and whether there are pools with PSFCH resources. 
· In [13], it is proposed that the mode-2 resource pool selection can be left to UE implementation, as the benefit of zone-based resource pool partitioning is unproved, and the UE itself can take all relevant factors into account and make the best choice. 
Anyway, there should be a way that a UE selects the specific resource pool(s) among the multiple pools configured, and RAN2 is suggested to further discuss which way to go. 
Proposal C-4: RAN2 to further discuss how a UE performs mode-2 resource pool selection for transmission among the following options:
· Opt 1: zone-based resource pool selection – the UE selects resource pool(s) associated with its current geo-location;
· Opt 2: HARQ feedback based resource pool selection – the UE selects the resource pool based on whether there is an SLRB with HARQ FB enabled and whether the resource pools have PSFCH resources;
· Opt 3: resource pool selection is up to UE implementation – no standardization efforts, simplest way.
[Proposal Category]: Proposal that need further discussion [FFS] 
In addition, if Opt 1 or 3 is selected, there is anyway the issue regarding which layer should take the action of resource pool selection, RRC or MAC, as discussed in [13][14]. This issue is suggested to be discussed based on the result of Proposal C-4: 
Proposal C-4a: If Opt 1 or 3 is agreed, RAN2 to further decide whether the mode-2 resource pool selection is performed by the RRC layer or the MAC layer of the UE.
[Proposal Category]: Proposal that needs further discussion [FFS] 
In addition, if Opt 1 is selected, contributions in [9] and [11] further propose to introduce two separate sets of zone configurations, one used for zone-based resource pool selection and the other used for distance calculation by RAN1. Whether this is really needed may be discussed by RAN2. 
Proposal C-4b: If Opt 1 is agreed, RAN2 to further decide whether two sets of separate zone configurations are needed respectively for zone-based resource pool selection and for distance calculation in RAN1.
[Proposal Category]: Proposal that needs further discussion [FFS] 
Issue C-5: What to be included in RRCReconfigurationFailureSidelink
In [15][16], the issue that “what to be included in RRCReconfigurationFailureSidelink message” is discussed. Since the introduction of this message, no discussion has ever been carried out on the content of this message. Anyway, some conclusions are needed to finalize this issue, so it seems that this issue needs to be treated. 
Based on the solutions given in the above two references, there can be the following options:
· To include the failure type of “AS configuration failure” 
· To include the SLRB configurations (signaled in the RRCReconfigurationSidelink from the peer UE) that caused the AS configuration failure 
· To include nothing and leave RRCReconfigurationFailureSidelink as an empty message.
As there is no majority’s view discovered from companies’ contributions, RAN2 should discuss and choose one way to go from the above options. 
Proposal C-5: RAN2 to decide what to be included in the RRCReconfigurationFailureSidelink message from the following options:
· Opt 1: Include the failure type of “AS configuration failure”; 
· Opt 2: Include the SLRB configurations (signaled in the RRCReconfigurationSidelink from the peer UE) that caused the AS configuration failure; 
· Opt 3: Include nothing and leave RRCReconfigurationFailureSidelink as an empty message.
[Proposal Category]: Proposal that needs further discussion [FFS]
Issue C-6: How to enable the NW to release SLRB for RLC AM feedback
In [17], an issue was identified that “based on the current SLRB release condition, the SLRB configured in the peer UE for sending RLC AM feedback to the imitating UE cannot be released by the NW properly”. The reason is that, the configuration of the peer UE’s SLRB used for RLC AM feedback transmission is triggered by the initiating UE, and the release of this SLRB is also triggered by the reception of the SLRB release signalling in RRCReconfigurationSidelink from the initiating UE. However, when the SLRB is released, the peer UE will not report to its own gNB, as the SLRB release is not due to the termination of any PC5 QoS flows in the upper layers, so that the peer UE’s gNB will not know such release and thus cannot release the SLRB configuration properly. 
This could be an issue that needs to be solved, and in [17], it proposes to make the peer UE report the release of this SLRB configured for RLC AM feedback. So RAN2 is suggested to discuss this issue and the potential proposal. 
Proposal C-6: RAN2 to discuss whether the peer UE in RRC_CONNECTED reports the release of an SLRB with RLC AM/UM to its gNB, when it receives the release of that SLRB via PC5 RRC from the initiating UE. If this is supported, RAN2 to decide the detailed signalling to be reported.
[Proposal Category]: Proposal that needs further discussion [FFS]
Issue C-7: Handling of the SL configurations acquired in new state during state transition
In [53], an issue is discussed regarding “how to handle the new configurations obtained in the new state during state transition should be supported as full configuration operation”, and it is proposed to specify the handling of new SL configurations acquired in the new state as the full configuration operation. Rapporteur observes from the discussions that in the past meetings that for the state transition, RAN2 mainly reached the conclusion on the general principle that the UE uses the old SLRB configurations till the acquisition of the new SLRB configurations, but seemed to have no further intention to conclude other more detailed aspects/operations to be specified. With such an observation, there seems to be the atmosphere in RAN2 seems to leave the handling of new configuration during state transition to UE implementation. To this end, which way to go may need to be briefly discussed by RAN2. 
Proposal C-7: RAN2 to discuss whether the handling of the configurations acquired in new state during state transition is specified as full configuration operation or is left to UE implementation.
[Proposal Category]: Proposal that needs further discussion [FFS]
Issue C-8: On relationship between PC5-S connection and PC5-RRC connection
In [18], it says that a previous agreement “For a pair of UEs performing unicast communication, PC5-S connections and PC5 RRC connections are 1 to 1 mapping’ seems no more the case, since, as per the literal description in the latest TS 23.287, multiple PC5-S connections may be associated with the a PC5-RRC connection. As for this issue, rapporteur would like to clarify the true intention of the above agreement: when such an agreement was reached at RAN2 #107 bis, its intention was actually to reach the conclusion that each PC5-RRC connection is modelled as an AS connection between a pair of source L2 ID and destination L2 ID, so as to avoid further introducing a so called “UE ID” in the AS at that time. That is to say, the true intention of this agreement on the relationship between PC5-S connection and PC5-RRC connections was to decide how to the model PC5-RRC connection in the AS, but NOT to decide how the PC5-S connection in the upper layers is configured/maintained (which should be an SA2-decided issue). While there is no doubt that a PC5-RRC connection is an AS connection between a pair of source L2 ID and destination L2 ID, as already indicated in the earlier LS to SA2 [19] and specified in the endorsed TS 38.331 running CR [5], it is fully up to SA2 on how to model PC5-S connections and whether to have more than one PC5-S connections on a PC5-RRC connection in the upper layers, which seem to be pure upper layer issues without obvious AS impacts. 
Therefore, from RAN2 perspective, there seems to be no need to ask SA2 for clarification on how many PC5-S connections is associated with an PC5-RRC connection in the upper layer (considering no clear AS impacts ever identified), and only some clarifications on the true intention of the previous agreement are needed, to deals with the potential company’s confusion on the wording of that agreement.
Proposal C-8: Clarify that the intention of the previous agreement “For a pair of UEs performing unicast communication, PC5-S connections and PC5 RRC connections are 1 to 1 mapping” was to conclude how the PC5-RRC connection is modelled (i.e. per pair of source L2 ID and destination L2 ID) in the AS, but NOT to decide how the PC5-S connections in the upper layers are configured/maintained. It is up to SA2 whether in the upper layers multiple PC5-S connections may be associated with a PC5-RRC connection designed by RAN2. 
[Proposal Category]: Proposal that needs further discussion [FFS]
Issue C-9: Whether to include Source L2 ID in SUI
In [20], the issue was identified that “in the case that a UE uses two different L2 IDs to establish two PC5 unicast links in PC5-S with a peer UE which however uses the same L2 ID, the gNB may need to distinguish to which pair of source L2 ID and destination L2 ID an SLRB is configured to the UE”. The proposal is given that besides the destination L2 ID reported in SUI, the associated source L2 ID is also reported, so that the gNB can see each source L2 ID and destination L2 ID pair within the UE performing SL unicast communication. In [21], similar proposals are also given to report the source L2 ID, although the discussion is carried out for the specific case of link update in the upper layers. 
There is no majority’s view on the need of it. So it is proposed to discuss whether this is really needed from RAN2 perspective. 
Proposal C-9: RAN2 to discuss whether the source L2 ID needs to be reported along with destination L2 ID in the SUI for NR SL unicast.
[Proposal Category]: Proposal that needs further discussion [FFS]
Issue C-10: NR SL SIB size reduction
In the email discussion [34], the issue on “whether the SIB size reduction is needed for the NR SL specific SIB” is discussed. There is no conclusion reached therein, as a majority of companies commented to first calculate the existing SIB size as the prerequisite for conclusion. Accordingly, contribution in [55] gives the computation of the existing NR SL specific SIB size, with the proposal given that NR SL SIB size needs to be optimized in order to meet the SI size limitation in NR and/or LTE. As one tentative step forward, RAN2 is suggested to have a try on whether this issue can be concluded. Note that, even if such SIB size reduction is concluded as needed, it should be done as a pure ASN.1 optimization/correction in the correction phase, and has nothing to do with the functional stage-3 completion of the WI in this meeting.
Proposal C-10: RAN2 attempt to conclude whether NR SL SIB size reduction is needed or not, in terms of NR Uu and/or LTE Uu controlling NR PC5.
[Proposal Category]: Proposal that needs further discussion [FFS]
Proposal C-10a: If RAN2 agree the SIB size optimization is needed, it should be done as the ASN.1 correction during the correction phase, but has nothing to do with the stage-3 functionality completion of the WI in this meeting.
[Proposal Category]: Proposal that needs further discussion [FFS]
Issue C-11: On the Editor’s Note for SL-SRB configurations
In [50], the issue on “the SL-SRB configurations needed for PC5-RRC messages and PC5-S messages” are discussed, because there is an editor’s note related in the running CR related to this issue. Since the SL-SRB configurations have already been specified in the TS 38.331 running CR based on the latest SA3 progress, and there was no voice challenging this in the running CR email discussion, rapporteur understands that what is now specified in the running CR is generally fine at present, based on all the SA3 progress we can know, and the editor’s note in question can be removed for the time being. Obviously, if there is new SA3 progress during/after this e-meeting impacting these SL-SRB configurations, RAN2 can anyway update them if regarded as needed. Therefore, RAN2 is suggested to confirm as in the following proposal. 
Proposal C-11: RAN2 to confirm the SL-SRB configurations currently specified in the TS 38.331 running CR and remove the related Editor’s Note for the time being. The SL-SRB configurations may be updated based on the new SA3 progress to be received during/after this e-meeting, whenever needed.
[Proposal Category]: Proposal with potential easy agreement
2.2	Batch II (Enhancement related)
This subclause attempts to discuss some contributions that seem to propose some simple enhancements/optimizations which do not like to result in big specification changes and might be decided with an immediate judgement in the e-meeting (i.e. to have or not to have). However, since anyway these contributions are discussing some levels of enhancements and none of these enhancements have received a converged majority’s views yet, it is recommended that the below proposals given in this batch are discussed ONLY IF time allows, and all of them are categorized as “Proposal that may be discussed, only if time allows”
In [22][23], the additional RRC establishment conditions for NR SL are proposed on top of those for LTE V2X SL. It seems that the motivation for that is to enhance the performance for those advanced V2X services with high QoS requirements. Without such conditions, the baseline LTE SL V2X operation is applied, and there seems no big problem for the system to work. So the additional RRC establishment conditions proposed in the above contributions may function as enhancements. RAN2 may consider to discuss the below proposal, if time allows:
Proposal E-1: RAN2 to discuss whether to allow the UE to perform RRC connection setup/resume, if the UE is configured by the upper layers to transmit a flow whose QoS profile is not included in the NR SL specific SIB, and the NR SL specific SIB does not include a default SLRB configuration.
[Proposal Category]: Proposal that may be discussed, only if time allows
In [24], the reporting of aperiodic traffic in UAI is proposed, in order for the UE to request configured SL grant(s) type 1/2 for aperiodic traffic. It should be noted that even without such a mechanism, the UE can still report SL BSR which embodies the buffer status of both periodic and aperiodic traffic, and the gNB is always able to allocate configured grants according to the SL-BSRs it receives by NW implementation (which is the way that NW assigns SPS resources before we introduce SPS-UAI in LTE). Therefore, the proposed mechanism seems like an enhancement. RAN2 may consider to discuss the following proposal, if time allows.
Proposal E-2: RAN2 to discuss whether to enhance UAI to further report aperiodic traffic pattern, and if yes what specific parameters need to be reported.
[Proposal Category]: Proposal that may be discussed, only if time allows
In [25], it is proposed to differ the validity area of the NR SL specific SIB from other SIBs. However, it seems that such an issue was discussed at the beginning of the WI (RAN2 #105bis) and the conclusion/consensus at that time was to reuse the NR Uu validity area mechanism, with no further progress/update. Considering the limited time left for the WI, RAN2 may consider whether we stick to that agreement, or some simple enhancements are further needed, if time allows.
Proposal E-3: RAN2 to confirm whether to reuse the NR Uu validity area mechanism also for NR SL specific SIB as agreed before or some enhancements are further needed. If it is the later, RAN2 to conclude what specific enhancements should be done.
[Proposal Category]: Proposal that may be discussed, only if time allows
In [26], allowing the UE to perform CBR measurement and report towards a configured SL grant type 1 is proposed. Different from the current CBR measurement and reporting which are both done towards a resource pool, this proposal enables the UE to get the interference situation on each configured SL grant type 1 which can be shared by multiple UEs. Although this can enable the gNB to better know the load on each configured SL grant type 1, the configured SL grant type 1 is actually assigned by the gNB itself, so the gNB can anyway know the number of UEs that share the same type 1 resources. Based on that, the gNB may already have the knowledge on resource occupation to some extent. Therefore, the proposed mechanism may be regarded as some forms of enhancement, and RAN2 may consider to discuss it, if time allows
Proposal E-4: RAN2 to discuss whether to enable a mode-1 UE to measure and report the CBR for a configured SL grant type 1.
[Proposal Category]: Proposal that may be discussed, only if time allows
In [27], it was proposed to enable the upper layer keep alive procedure to trigger RLF in the AS. It is reasonable that when the upper layer PC5 unicast link(s) at PC5-S is/are released, the PC5-RRC connection associated may also need to be released. However, when the UE at the PC5-S judges the failure of PC5 unicast link fails, that link at the PC5-S layer should be decided by the UE as released. In such a case, rapporteur understands that the upper layer may indicate the AS to release the associated PC5-RRC connection directly (if needed), without the need to indirectly refer to the PC5 RLF procedure for PC5-RRC connection release. To this end, RAN2 may consider to discuss whether the mechanism proposed in the above contribution is needed, if time allows. 
Proposal E-5: RAN2 to discuss whether the PC5-S connection release due to keep alive procedure can trigger the PC5 RLF procedure. 
[Proposal Category]: Proposal that may be discussed, only if time allows
In [29], it was proposed to report the IP or non-IP indication in the SUI for SLRB configuration request, in order to facilitate the gNB to judge whether an SLRB should be configured with header compression. However, as RAN2 already agreed to reuse “SDU type” as in LTE to differentiate the IP and non-IP traffic at a per packet basis, it means that there is the possibility that an SLRB can support both IP and non-IP packets, and the header compression is performed at an SLRB, if SDU type of a PDCP SDU is IP, as already captured in TS 38.323 running CR. As a result, there seems to be no problem for both IP and non-IP traffic supported on the same SLRB (which has already been the case in LTE). Also note that for RRC_IDLE UEs, anyway there is no way for the gNB to decide whether to configure header compression for each SLRB included in the SIB based on the traffic type to be mapped to this SLRB by UEs, as the gNB can even not know which type of traffic each UE is going to transmit. If we take this for RRC_IDLE UEs as a baseline which can anyway work with the help of the SDU type field, to report IP or non-IP to the gNB in SUI should be regarded an optimization for the RRC_CONNECTED UE (which may only have some signalling saving for header compression configuration). Thus, RAN2 may consider to decide whether such an optimization is needed, if time allows. 
Proposal E-6: RAN2 to discuss whether an RRC_CONNECTED UE needs to report in the SUI “IP or non-IP” of the traffic in the SUI for SLRB configuration request. 
[Proposal Category]: Proposal that may be discussed, only if time allows
Others
There are some contributions which rapporteur thinks should be tackled in other places instead of by this summary. Such contributions includes the follows
· There are some contributions which are submitted to this AI, but actually (mainly) discuss the AS configuration failure details, including [15][16][30][31][32][33]. Rapporteur understands that the AS configuration failure discussion have already been covered in the email discussion [34] where candidate solutions are filtered out; so all the related contributions are supposed to be tackled along with that email discussion, instead of being handled by this summary. 
· Also, in [35] the HARQ based RLM/RLF operation is discussed. However, this topic should have been fully covered by email discussion [36], so that the contribution will not be treated in this summary. 
· Two contributions in [37][38] are submitted to discuss the incoming RAN3 LS in [39] and provide draft LS reply, regarding whether to add SUI in existing container from CU to DU. The discussion is assumed to be carried out during the LS handling, i.e. in 6.4.1, so the summary does not intend to deal with these two contributions.
· In [40], the capability related issues are discussed. However, they are supposed to be tackled in 6.4.2.2, instead of in this summary.
· The contributions in [41][42][43] are mainly discussing some MAC related issues, e.g. HARQ related and UL/SL prioritization related. Although there might be some potential configurations needed, the functionalities themselves should be discussed starting from MAC. So such contributions should be dealt with in the MAC and will not be handled by this summary. 
· In [44], it is proposed to extend the range values used for the range-based groupcast communication. However, the range-based groupcast mechanism has been designed almost completely by RAN1, so that what values are needed for the range value should come from RAN1 as well, instead of directly decided by RAN2 (though the values are specified in RRC configurations). To this end, it seems not proper to discuss the paper directly in this summary from a pure RAN2 perspective. 
There are some contributions which propose some new features/enhancements that have never been discussed before or not reached any conclusions though ever discussed (at least in RAN2). Such new features/enhancements may introduce considerable specification impacts (if supported), and thus can be controversial and are not easily converged in the e-meeting. Considering that this is the last meeting before WI completion, rapporteur suggests such new features/enhancements not to be pursued in this release and may be postponed to future:  
· In [45], issues and proposals related to the SL configurations in MR-DC cases are presented. However, it is discovered that in LS [46], RAN2 already determined that no additional work on SL handling in MR-DC scenarios is expected in Rel-16. To this end, the issues/proposals in [45] should be regarded as optimizations of Rel-16 at this stage, and may be postponed to future releases.
· In [47], the sensing and reporting mechanism is proposed to be supported in NR SL. However, rapporteur understands that whether to support this in Rel-16 NR SL has already been discussed in RAN1 without any conclusion ever been reached. This means that, from RAN1 perspective, there is no evidence of its benefits and no conclusion on supporting shared mode-1/2 resource pools. To this end, it is unlikely for RAN2 ourselves to directly make the decision of having it, especially considering the limited time left. So it is suggested that this feature is postponed to future releases. 
The issues discussed by the below contributions should have already been covered in TS 38.331 running CR [5], without potentially big issues detected during the endorsement. So these contributions may not need to be further discussed in this meeting:
· The reference in [48] proposes not to support AS level Tx profile selection. As there is no description on this in the current running CRs and no contribution proposes to support it any more, it is automatically not supported in this release. 
· In [49], the issues identified for NR Uu scheduling LTE SL and LTE Uu scheduling NR SL may be addressed by NW implementation.
· In [51], proposals are given to restrict that the transmission of SUI can only be triggered by PC5 QoS flows, but cannot be triggered when the upper layer instructs the AS to transmit PC5-S signaling. However, it should also be noted that the SUI is also used to request dedicated SL resource configuration for an RRC_CONNECTED UE, and if the UE does not send SUI triggered by PC5-S messages, it may face the lack of resource to transmit PC5-S signaling. So it seems that relying on the current description in TS 38.331 running CR [5] is fine. 
· In [52], some wording improvements are provided. It seems that they are not quite necessary, as the QoS flow list is reported in a full list manner, so that for the released QoS flows, they will of course be eliminated from the list in the next SUI transmission. As a result, there seems to be no big issue for the current description.
The reference in [54] makes several clarifications to the current TS 38.331 running CR [5]. Rapporteur shares the intention to make things clear enough. On the other hand, it is a bit unclear on how such clarifications impact the specifications. So it is suggested that the contribution is not discussed immediately in this meeting, and if later some critical issues are found, discussions can be carried out in future meetings as potential corrections.
Conclusion
The proposals are categorized and grouped to facilitate treatments. The suggestion on how to handle the below groups of proposals is:
[Recommendation] RAN2 first discuss the proposals marked with “Proposal with potential easy agreement” and proposals marked with “Proposal that need further discussion [FFS]”. RAN2 may consider to discuss the proposals marked with “Proposal that may be discussed, only if time allows”, ONLY IF time allows and above two sets of proposals have been addressed.
The detailed categorization and grouping for the proposals are as follows:
· Proposal with potential easy agreement
Proposal C-1: RAN2 adopt “sl-ZoneIdLongiMod-r16	INTEGER (1..64)” and “sl-ZoneIdLatiMod-r16	INTEGER (1..64)”.
Proposal C-2b: RAN2 to agree that for periodic SL-RSRP reporting, the Rx UE reports nothing at each reporting occasion, when the SL-RSRP measurement result is unavailable (e.g. due to no ongoing SL transmission).
Proposal C-11: RAN2 to confirm the SL-SRB configurations currently specified in the TS 38.331 running CR and remove the related Editor’s Note for the time being. The SL-SRB configurations may be updated based on the new SA3 progress to be received during/after this e-meeting, whenever needed.
· Proposal that need further discussion [FFS]
Proposal C-2: RAN2 to further discuss whether to introduce an event based on “delta” SL-RSRP measurement result (e.g. the delta value between the current measured SL-RSRP and the last reported SL-RSRP exceeds a threshold) for the event triggered SL-RSRP reporting from the RX UE to the TX UE. 
Proposal C-2a: RAN2 to discuss whether even more trigger events are needed for SL-RSRP reporting by the RX UE (e.g. triggered by the TX UE). 
Proposal C-3: RAN2 to decide whether to reset MAC entity parameters/configurations related to NR SL, if all the PC5-RRC connection(s) are released. 
Proposal C-3a: If Proposal C-3 is agreed, RAN2 to further discuss what specific parameters/configurations related to NR SL are affected (e.g. cancelled, initialized, cleared, stopped, etc.) in the MAC, when “a reset of MAC entity parameters/configurations related to NR SL” is requested by the upper layer.
Proposal C-4: RAN2 to further discuss how a UE performs mode-2 resource pool selection for transmission among the following options:
· Opt 1: zone-based resource pool selection – the UE selects resource pool(s) associated with its current geo-location;
· Opt 2: HARQ feedback based resource pool selection – the UE selects the resource pool based on whether there is an SLRB with HARQ FB enabled and whether the resource pools have PSFCH resources;
· Opt 3: resource pool selection is up to UE implementation – no standardization efforts, simplest way.
Proposal C-4a: If Opt 1 or 3 is agreed, RAN2 to further decide whether the mode-2 resource pool selection is performed by the RRC layer or the MAC layer of the UE.
Proposal C-4b: If Opt 1 is agreed, RAN2 to further decide whether two sets of separate zone configurations are needed respectively for zone-based resource pool selection and for distance calculation in RAN1.
Proposal C-5: RAN2 to decide what to be included in the RRCReconfigurationFailureSidelink message from the following options:
· Opt 1: Include the failure type of “AS configuration failure”; 
· Opt 2: Include the SLRB configurations (signaled in the RRCReconfigurationSidelink from the peer UE) that caused the AS configuration failure; 
· Opt 3: Include nothing and leave RRCReconfigurationFailureSidelink as an empty message.
Proposal C-6: RAN2 to discuss whether the peer UE in RRC_CONNECTED reports the release of an SLRB with RLC AM/UM to its gNB, when it receives the release of that SLRB via PC5 RRC from the initiating UE. If this is supported, RAN2 to decide the detailed signalling to be reported.
Proposal C-7: RAN2 to discuss whether the handling of the configurations acquired in new state during state transition is specified as full configuration operation or is left to UE implementation.
Proposal C-8: Clarify that the intention of the previous agreement “For a pair of UEs performing unicast communication, PC5-S connections and PC5 RRC connections are 1 to 1 mapping” was to conclude how the PC5-RRC connection is modelled (i.e. per pair of source L2 ID and destination L2 ID) in the AS, but NOT to decide how the PC5-S connections in the upper layers are configured/maintained. It is up to SA2 whether in the upper layers multiple PC5-S connections may be associated with a PC5-RRC connection designed by RAN2. 
Proposal C-9: RAN2 to discuss whether the source L2 ID needs to be reported along with destination L2 ID in the SUI for NR SL unicast.
Proposal C-10: RAN2 attempt to conclude whether NR SL SIB size reduction is needed or not, in terms of NR Uu and/or LTE Uu controlling NR PC5.
Proposal C-10a: If RAN2 agree the SIB size optimization is needed, it should be done as the ASN.1 correction during the correction phase, but has nothing to do with the stage-3 functionality completion of the WI in this meeting.
· Proposal that may be discussed, only if time allows
Proposal E-1: RAN2 to discuss whether to allow the UE to perform RRC connection setup/resume, if the UE is configured by the upper layers to transmit a flow whose QoS profile is not included in the NR SL specific SIB, and the NR SL specific SIB does not include a default SLRB configuration.
Proposal E-2: RAN2 to discuss whether to enhance UAI to further report aperiodic traffic pattern, and if yes what specific parameters need to be reported.
Proposal E-3: RAN2 to confirm whether to reuse the NR Uu validity area mechanism also for NR SL specific SIB as agreed before or some enhancements are further needed. If it is the later, RAN2 to conclude what specific enhancements should be done.
Proposal E-4: RAN2 to discuss whether to enable a mode-1 UE to measure and report the CBR for a configured SL grant type 1.
Proposal E-5: RAN2 to discuss whether the PC5-S connection release due to keep alive procedure can trigger the PC5 RLF procedure. 
Proposal E-6: RAN2 to discuss whether an RRC_CONNECTED UE needs to report in the SUI “IP or non-IP” of the traffic in the SUI for SLRB configuration request.
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