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Introduction
This document collets companies’ views on whether the change from R2-2009053 [1] should be agreed or not; this is the only remaining issue that has not been concluded for the ASN.1 related changes for NR V2X in this meeting. 
Questionnaire
The CR in R2-2009053 proposes a change that alters the value range used for field sl-TimeInterval in the field description. The reason of the change is copied-pasted from [1] as follows:
	Reason for Change:
In the current specification, sl-TimeInterval is used to indicate the slot interval between neighboring sidelink SSBs. the range of values in the current specification is “0~639”, however, it is meaningless to define a  slot interval as zero ms. Besides, the slot interval of 640 is lost.


Companies during Monday online discussion proposed to have more time to check RAN1 Specifications to make sure whether this change is compatible with how it is used in the PHY. Now this parameter is used in TS 38.213, subclause 16.1, as cited in Table 1 below, where this parameter is used as “timeIntervalSSB-SL”[footnoteRef:1] in the corresponding procedure. [1:  This is the original L1 parameter name in the L1 parameter sheet, and RAN1 has not aligned this RRC parameter name with that used in TS 38.331. RAN1 might do this alignment later, after they receive the naming alignment sheet for RRC parameters to be sent from RAN2 to RAN1.] 

Based on above information, it is the time for companies to judge whether the change in R2-2009053 can be acceptable.
Question 1: Can the change in R2-2009053 be agreed, i.e. change the value of sl-TimeInterval from “0 ~ 639” to “1 ~ 640” in the field description?
· Yes;
· No.
	Companies
	Yes/No
	Comments if any

	OPPO
	Yes with comment
	As shown in the spec below, value 0 does not make sense, and thus 1~640 is valid value to be used in RAN1 description. 
On the other hand, we wonder if change the value range to 1..640 is also fine? 

	Ericsson (Tony)
	No
	In the RAN1 parameter list, it is clearly stated that this parameter has a value range between 0 and 639. If we change the value range to 1..640 we create on purpose an inconsistency with the RAN1.

If RAN2 wish to do this change, it should consult first RAN1 (considering also that this change is NBC).  

	Intel
	No
	Essentially same view as Ericsson, i.e. while we understand that a value of 0 may not be useful, we should check with RAN1 before making the proposed change.
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	No
	After double-check of L1 parameter sheet, we have the same finding as Ericsson that the current value range is just what RAN1 informed us. Also, we share the view of Ericsson that the change in the CR is NBC. In fact, if value 0 is regarded as unreasonable, the NW can choose to not configure it by implementation; eventually there is nothing broken in the current Spec, and we can live even without any change. On the other hand, to add the new value “640” is the doubtful point by which inter-operability may happen (e.g. some UEs may not be able to handle it), and it is not an essential change but more like enhancement, as without it, nothing is broken. 

Besides, we shouldn’t bother RAN1 for such a small thing, as there is no position for RAN2 to challenge a RAN1 conclusion on the RAN1-related stuff. RAN2 can make the conclusion if any change is needed (considering above fact that even if not any change is made, we can still live). Or, if companies are doubtful on a RAN1 conclusion, they should directly raise it in RAN1 (instead of via RAN2).

	Qualcomm
	No
	Tend to agree with the Ericsson’s and Huawei’s comments regarding RAN1 parameter, and that this seems not a required change at this point.  

	Lenovo
	No
	Agree with Ericsson and Huawei, we prefer to keep alignment with RAN1. And any change of the value range should be determined by RAN1 firstly

	Samsung
	No
	Agree with Ericsson and Huawei

	Nokia
	No 
	As listed in RAN1 parameter list (link) the value range is defined from 0…639 (see row 11, column K)

	vivo
	No
	This parameter and its value range is decided in RAN1, which is totally out of RAN2 scope.  RAN2 should avoid making such NBC change in ASN.1 unless there is real problem raised by RAN1. But we are acceptable to send LS to consult RAN1 on the usage of value 0/640. 

	ZTE
	Yes with comments
	First, we share the view from Huawei and Errision that L1 parameter sheet indicates the value range is 0-639. However, this CR does not modify the value range, we only wants to further explain the meaning of this value.
It is meaningless to define a  slot interval as zero ms. Besides, the slot interval of 640 is lost. Our RAN4 colleague said that the interval is calculated by the start of two SL-SSBs, e.g. slot interval = 0 means two SL-SSBs overlap with each other, which is not valid.  In consequence, we want to use value 0 to represent slot interval 1.
And if majority companies think this CR can not be adopted without RAN1’s confirmation, maybe we can send an LS to RAN1 to check it.


	MediaTek
	No
	We agree that the value 0 doesn’t seem to make sense, but this is a RAN1 issue and RAN2 shouldn’t change it unilaterally.  Concerned companies can raise this issue in RAN1 (we tend to think no LS is required).

	CATT
	No
	Agree with Ericsson and Huawei. Regarding to the meaning of value 0, we think it’s purely RAN1 issue. It’s unnecessary to touch it by RAN2.



[Rapp’s Comments]: It is seen that a clear majority of the companies do not think the change is needed, and further do not think RAN2 should further discuss and challenge this RAN1 agreement (which is purely related to a RAN1 aspect) by ourselves. Therefore, the majority’s view is proposed as follows.
Proposal: The CR in R2-2009053 is not agreed.

Table 1: Citation from TS 38.213
	16.1	Synchronization procedures
A UE receives the following SL synchronization signals in order to perform synchronization procedures based on S-SS/PSBCH blocks: SL primary synchronization signals (S-PSS) and SL secondary synchronization signals (S-SSS) [4, TS 38.211]. 
A UE assumes that reception occasions of a physical sidelink broadcast channel (PSBCH), S-PSS, and S-SSS are in consecutive symbols [4, TS 38.211] and form a S-SS/PSBCH block.
For reception of a S-SS/PSBCH block, a UE assumes a frequency location corresponding to the subcarrier with index 66 in the S-SS/PSBCH block [4, TS 38.211], is provided by absoluteFrequencySSB-SL. The UE assumes that a S-PSS symbol, a S-SSS symbol, and a PSBCH symbol have a same transmission power. The UE assumes a same numerology of the S-SS/PSBCH as for a SL BWP of the S-SS/PSBCH block reception, and that a bandwidth of the S-SS/PSBCH is within a bandwidth of the SL BWP. The UE assumes the subcarrier with index 0 in the S-SS/PSBCH block is aligned with a subcarrier with index 0 in an RB of the SL BWP.
A UE is provided, by numSSBwithinPeriod-SL, a number  of S-SS/PSBCH blocks in a period of 16 frames. The UE assumes that a transmission of the S-SS/PSBCH blocks in the period is with a periodicity of 16 frames. The UE determines indexes of slots that include S-SS/PSBCH block as +, where
-	index 0 corresponds to a first slot in a frame with SFN satisfying 
-	 is a S-SS/PSBCH block index within the number of S-SS/PSBCH blocks in the period, with 
-	 is a slot offset from a start of the period to the first slot including S-SS/PSBCH block, provided by timeOffsetSSB-SL
-	 is a slot interval between S-SS/PSBCH blocks, provided by timeIntervalSSB-SL 
For transmission of an S-SS/PSBCH block, a UE includes a bit sequence  in the PSBCH payload to indicate sl-TDD-Config-r16 and provide a slot format over a number of slots.
[…]
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Conclusion
Based on companies’ views collected, it is proposed to go for the majority’s preference, with the following proposals:
Proposal: The CR in R2-2009053 is not agreed. 
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