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1	Introduction
This is to report the result of the following email discussion in RAN2#111-e Meeting [1].

AT111-e][707][V2X] Corrections for CSI reporting (CATT)
Discuss the corrections from {R2-2006618 and R2-2007879} and prepare agreeable 38.321 CR (38.321 CR in R2-2008337, Offline discussion summary in R2-2008338 if needed). CR will also cover recommendation 5A from R2-2008113. CR will be approved via email. Deadline is 8/26 20:00pm (UTC). 
The remainder of this document is organized to discuss the corrections from {R2-2006618 and R2-2007879} ‎as the following. The discussions are in Section 2 and the conclusions are summaried in Section 3. 

[bookmark: _Toc497230266][bookmark: _Toc497230267]2	Discussion
2.1	SR cancellation condition due to SL-CSI cancellation
The related proposal is available in the below table:
	Company
	Tdoc
	Proposals

	CATT
	R2-2006618
	Add “or when the triggered SL-CSI reporting is cancelled.” in 5.22.1.5.



According to the current specification, even if the SL-CSI is cancelled due to ‎the CSI latency boundary requirement, the SR triggerred by this SL-CSI is ‎still pending. It may result resource waste, and increase the interference.‎ Therefore, this CR proposes to cancel the SL SR triggered by the SL-CSI reporting, when the SL CSI reporting is cancelled‎. Companies are encouraged to provide inputs to the following questions.
Question1: Does company agree to cancel the SR triggered by the SL CSI reporting when the SL CSI reporting is cancelled due to the CSI latency boundary requirement?
	Company Name
	Views: 
Agree/Disagree
	Comments

	OPPO
	Agree
	

	HW
	Agree
	

	Ericsson
	Agree
	

	vivo
	Agree
	It’s reasonable to cancel the triggered SR due to SL-CSI cancellation. This also avoids unnecessary UE power consumption.

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	MediaTek
	Agree
	

	CATT
	Agree‎(proponent)‎
	

	Intel
	Agree
	

	Samsung
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	

	LG
	Agree
	

	Nokia
	Agree
	



[bookmark: OLE_LINK11][bookmark: OLE_LINK12]Question2: If company agrees Q1, does company agree to add “or when the triggered SL-CSI reporting is cancelled.” in Section 5.22.1.5 as proposed by R2-2006618‎?
	Company Name
	Views: 
Agree/Disagree
	Comments

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	HW
	No 
	The following two cases will trigger a CSI cancellation.
1. The latency requirement cannot be fulfilled.
2. CSI reporting is generated and transmitted. 
For the second case, it has been covered by the current specification 

“The pending SR triggered according to the SL-CSI reporting for a destination shall be cancelled and each respective sr-ProhibitTimer shall be stopped when the SL grant(s) can accommodate the SL-CSI reporting that has been triggered but not cancelled”. 

So only adding “or when the triggered SL-CSI reporting is cancelled” will duplicate the conditions for SR cancellation. 

Therefore, we propose to change as below.

“The pending SR triggered according to the SL-CSI reporting for a destination shall be cancelled and each respective sr-ProhibitTimer shall be stopped when the triggered SL-CSI reporting is cancelled. All pending SR(s) triggered by either Sidelink BSR or Sidelink CSI report shall be cancelled, when RRC configures autonomous resource selection.”


	Ericsson
	Yes
	We think current wording is fine, but we can also be fine with HW proposal if majority of companies prefer it.

	vivo
	Yes
	The original text is fine for us. Regarding Huawei’s comment, another way is adding e.g. ‘due to latency non-fulfilment’ in the end, which makes it like:

The pending SR triggered according to the SL-CSI reporting for a destination shall be cancelled and each respective sr-ProhibitTimer shall be stopped when the SL grant(s) can accommodate the SL-CSI reporting that has been triggered but not cancelled or when the triggered SL-CSI reporting is cancelled due to latency non-fulfilment. All pending SR(s) triggered by either Sidelink BSR or Sidelink CSI report shall be cancelled, when RRC configures autonomous resource selection.


	ZTE
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes with revision
	We are fine with the proposal from vivo.

	CATT
	Yes
	We agree the issue raised by Huawei and vivo. We think the suggestion from vivo is clear and fine for us.

	Intel
	Yes
	Ok to follow vivo’s proposed wording

	Samsung
	See comment
	We share the view from Huawei so we are fine with the proposal by Huawei.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	Agree with vivo’s proposed wording

	LG
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	No strong opinion




Proposed conclusion:
Summary of the views
12 companies shared their views. All the companies agree to cancel the SR triggered by the SL CSI reporting when the SL CSI reporting is cancelled due to the CSI ‎latency boundary requirement.
Regarding to the detail wording, Huawei and vivo raise the issue and provide the suggested changes. 3 companies prefer Huawei’s proposal, while 5 companies prefer vivo’s proposal. For other companies, they are OK for the proposal changes in R2-2006618‎.
Rapporteur ‎thinks since slightly majority views prefer the vivo’s suggestion change, which is clearer to capture both of two cancel conditions, we can capture vivo’s suggestion change in the CR as baseline. The detail wording can be discussed during the CR discussion phase.
Proposal 1	The SR triggered by the SL CSI reporting shall be cancelled when the SL CSI reporting is cancelled due to the CSI latency ‎boundary requirement.
Please provide your comments on Proposal 1 if you do NOT agree with it.

	Company Name
	Comments if not agreeable

	
	

	
	

	
	



Seems there is no further comments, I think Proposal 1 can be an easy agreement.

2.2	RACH for CSI reporting
The related proposal is available in the below table:
	Company
	Tdoc
	Proposals

	vivo
	R2-2007879
	Proposal 1: RAN2 to down-select the following two options for sidelink CSI reporting:
-	Option 1: Add a note to say that the UE can expect a SR configuration from network which will not initiate RACH procedure to meet the latency bound.
-	Option 2: Assume a RACH procedure may be initiated by the pending SR of sidelink CSI reporting.



Based on the current TS38.321, the pending SR for SL-CSI reporting may initiate a RA procedure when corresponding ‎condition defined in MAC specification is met (e.g. SR_COUNTER >= sr-TransMax)‎. Rapporteur’s view is that if the RA procedure is initiated for SL CSI reporting, some enhancements on RA procedure is necessary in order to let the NW can assign the SL resource for SL CSI reporting since SL CSI will not be included in the SL-BSR. Thus, besides vivo’s proposal, we propose to add another option to restrict UE always not initiate RACH procedure‎ regardless the SR configuration‎. Companies are encouraged to provide inputs on the following questions.
Question3: Which option does company prefer in case of the SR triggered by SL CSI reached the maximum number of transmission?‎
‎-‎	Option 1: Add a note to say that the UE can expect a SR configuration ‎from network which will not initiate RACH procedure to meet the latency ‎bound.‎
‎-‎	Option 2: Assume a RACH procedure may be initiated by the pending SR ‎of sidelink CSI reporting.‎
-‎	Option 3: Add a note to say that the UE will not initiate Random Access procedure‎ when SR_COUNTER >= sr-TransMax‎ for the pending SR triggered by the SL CSI reporting.
	Company Name
	Views: 
Option1/2/3
	Comments

	OPPO
	2
	This is the legacy procedure so no need for spec change.

	HW
	3
	We agree with the issue and support to have some clarification in the spec. 

	Ericsson
	2
	Agree with OPPO

	vivo
	 1 or 2
	Either Option 1 or 2 is acceptable to us. 
For Option 1, the point is that we rely on proper network configuration to avoid unexpected RACH, e.g., UE assumes the value of sr-TransMax large enough to cover the time duration of the SL-CSI latency bound. Therefore, the specification impact is minor.
For Option 2, it is aligned with the legacy UE behavior for RACH procedure. However, some UE behavior needs to be specified on RACH due to the pending SR for SL-CSI reporting in MAC specification.

	ZTE
	2
	This issue can be avoided by implementation. For example, assuming that the sr-ProhibitTimer for SL-CSI SR is configured with a minimum value of 1ms, the maximum number of transmission is configured with a large value such as  64, as we known, since the maximum latency requirements is 20ms,  then, before the SR triggered by SL CSI reached the maximum number of transmission, the SL CSI reporting may be cancelled due to the CSI latency boundary requirement. If the Question1 is agreed, that means, the SR triggered by SL CSI will not reach the maximum number of transmission since the SL CSI reporting may be cancelled due to the CSI latency boundary requirement.

	MediaTek
	2
	Agree with OPPO.

	CATT
	3
	We agree with the issue and think we need some clarifications in the spec.
Regarding to option1, it will restrict the network implementation to configure suitable SR configuration for SL-CSI, so that the UE will not trigger RA procedure.
Regarding to option2, the UE cannot directly require SL resource based on RA procedure. The UL resource required by RA procedure is useless, since SL CSI will not be included in the SL-BSR. This impact resource efficiency.

	Intel
	2
	We agree with OPPO that we can follow legacy behaviour

	Samsung
	2
	if SR_COUNTER > sr-TransMax, this means several consecutive transmissions of PUCCH has failed. UE performs following:
5> notify RRC to release PUCCH for all Serving Cells;
5> notify RRC to release SRS for all Serving Cells;
5> clear any configured downlink assignments and uplink grants;
5> clear any PUSCH resources for semi-persistent CSI reporting;
5> initiate a Random Access procedure (see clause 5.1) on the SpCell and cancel all pending SRs.
If RA is not performed, then NW does not know about the SR failure and cannot perform reconfiguration.

	Qualcomm
	3
	

	LG
	2
	We prefer to follow the same behaviour as legacy procedure.

	Nokia
	2
	We prefer to follow legacy procedure, as we don’t really see any issues in the current solution



Question4: If Option 1 is selected to Q3, does company agree to add the following NOTE in Section 5.4.4 as proposed by R2-2007879‎‎?
NOTE: A UE can expect a SR configuration from network where the pending SR triggerred by the SL-CSI ‎reporting will not initiate Random Access procedure to meet the corresponding latency bound.‎
	Company Name
	Views: 
Agree/Disagree
	Comments

	vivo
	Agree
	This note is to trying to make clarification on the proper network implementation. 

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



Question5: If Option 2 is selected to Q3, please company provides the detail changes and potential enhancements on MAC spec‎‎?
	Company Name
	Views/Comments

	OPPO
	No need for spec change for this option.

	Ericsson
	Agree with OPPO

	vivo
	[bookmark: _Toc37296203]Although we agree that there is no spec change for triggering of RACH procedure, we think the stop condition for ongoing RACH needs to be added in MAC specification.
5.4.4	Scheduling Request
<text omitted…>
The ongoing Random Access procedure due to a pending SR for SL-CSI reporting may be stopped when the MAC PDU is transmitted using a SL grant and this PDU contains an SL-CSI reporting MAC CE.

	ZTE
	No change needed

	MediaTek
	No spec change needed.

	Samsung
	Agree with OPPO that no need for spec change

	LG
	Additional procedure is not required.

	Nokia
	None requres



Question6: If Option 3 is selected to Q3, does company agree to add the following NOTE in Section 5.4.4?
NOTE: A UE will not initiate Random Access procedure‎ when SR_COUNTER >= sr-TransMax‎ for the pending SR triggered by the SL CSI reporting
	Company Name
	Views: 
Agree/Disagree
	Comments

	HW
	Partially agree
	We support to add a note to clarify however, we think the note can be soft a little bit as below.

The UE may not initiate Random Access procedure‎ when SR_COUNTER >= sr-TransMax‎ for the pending SR triggered by the SL CSI reporting

	CATT
	Agree
	We also agree the suggestion from Huawei.

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	




Proposed conclusion:
Summary of the views
Option 1: 1
Option 2: 9
Option 3: 3
12 companies shared their views. All the companies agree there is an issue UE will trigger a RACH procedure when the SR triggered by SL CSI reached the maximum number of transmission‎.
The majority views (9 companies) prefer Option 2, i.e., we assume a RACH procedure may be initiated by the pending SR ‎of sidelink CSI reporting‎. 8 of 9 companies think Option 2 is the legacy procedure so no need for spec change.‎
According to the majority views, the following proposal is made.‎
Proposal 2	RAN2 assume a RACH procedure may be initiated by the pending SR ‎of sidelink CSI reporting‎, which is no need for spec change.
Please provide your comments on Proposal 2 if you do NOT agree with it.

	Company Name
	Comments if not agreeable

	
	

	
	

	
	



Seems there is no further comments, I think Proposal 2 can be an easy agreement.

3	Conclusion
[Easy] Proposal 1	The SR triggered by the SL CSI reporting shall be cancelled when the SL CSI reporting is cancelled due to the CSI latency ‎boundary requirement.
[bookmark: _GoBack][Easy] Proposal 2	RAN2 assume a RACH procedure may be initiated by the pending SR ‎of sidelink CSI reporting‎, which is no need for spec change.
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