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Introduction
This is the trigger of the following offline discussion:

· [AT113-e][701][V2X/SL] Miscellaneous corrections (Huawei)


Scope: discuss the need of changes and detailed wordings on the corrections in R2-2100786, R2-2100210, R2-2100978, R2-2100231, R2-2100500, R2-2100502, R2-2101596, R2-2100919, R2-2100230, R2-2101767, R2-2101940, R2-2101655, R2-2100501, R2-2100785, and R2-2100923. Merge the changes and prepare the agreeable CRs. Note for the changes which considered as non-backward compatible, we can prepare a separate CR (including, e.g. R2-2100230). 


Intended outcome: agreeable 38.331 CR in R2-2102171, R2-2102172 (if a separate CR is needed) and 36.331 CR in R2-2102173. Discussion summary in R2-2102174 (if needed). 



                     Deadline: Feb 04 0430 (UTC)

Companies are requested to provide their views on the issues listed in this document. Please note all the T400 informative text and protection informative text related discussions will be handled under the offline discussion [702]. 
Miscellaneous corrections on TS 38.331

The CRs that need to be discussed are listed as below.

R2-2100786
In R2-2100786, it proposed in section 5.8.9.5, add a reference about the specification of upper layers, and clarify that the PC5-RRC connection release should not be triggered for power saving purposes similar as NR Uus. 

Question 1:
Do companies agree with the above change on actions related to PC5-RRC connection release requested by upper layers as proposed in R2-2100786?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	See comment
	RAN2 did not discuss anything about power saving, there is no need to capture something simply for copying.

While we are open to add the first sentence for referring to CT1 spec. I.e., suggested change as follows
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	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Ericsson (Tony)
	No strong view
	Since we did not optimized NR SL for power saving purpose, it should be okay to have this change. However, we are also open to not have any change at all.

	Nokia
	comment
	We do not see any critical issue that needs to be corrected and hence would justify adding this sentence to RRC spec. We can follow majority view.

	Intel
	See comment
	We are not sure about the analogy to Uu RRC since there are several marked differences between them. In any case, we are fine to follow majority view on this

	Samsung
	Yes
	We are fine to the changes as clarification.

	LG
	See comment
	Agree with OPPO's modified text.
· fine to add the first sentence only. 

	CATT
	See comment
	We are fine to add the first sentence as clarification.

For power saving, considering Rel-17 SL enhancement is discussing, we prefer not to capture something without a conclusion.

	Huawei
	See comment
	Fine with OPPO’s suggestion.

	ZTE
	No
	We agree the intention of this CR. However, we should first check the reason of why Uu interface introduces this characteristic. If same issue exists in sidelink, we can adopt this CR.

	Apple
	See comment
	Agree with OPPO.

	vivo
	See comment
	Proponent.

OK with OPPO’s suggestion.

	MediaTek
	See comment
	We agree with OPPO that the point on power saving was never agreed, and with Nokia that there is no obvious critical issue.  We would prefer to have only the change for the spec reference.

(The requirement about power saving was introduced into 36.331 in slightly different form in R2-106941, after discussion at RAN2#72.  Our understanding is that it was basically to clarify that the network remains in control, which is a Uu-specific issue that doesn’t directly apply to sidelink.  We think some discussion is in order before we conclude something like this for sidelink.)

	Qualcomm
	No strong view
	We are fine with OPPO’s suggestion to add the first sentence. 


Summary Q1:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes with first change
	11

	Yes 
	2

	No
	1


In total, 11 companies support to only have the first change only as RAN2 did not discuss anything about power saving for SL. It is proposed to follow a majority’s view.

Recommendation 1: RAN2 agree to add CT1 spec as reference in section 5.8.9.5 as proposed in R2-2100786. 
R2-2100210
In R2-2100210, besides some editorials that are quite straightforward to be merged into the rapporteur CR, it is proposed to clarify that if full configuration should be applicable for the RRCReconfigurationSidelink, set sl-ResetConfig:

Question 2:
Do companies agree with the clarification on how to set sl-ResetConfig as proposed in R2-2100210?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	See comment
	Change-1 is OK.
Change-2 is meaningless: it does not bring any information since the reason to specify reset configuration is to mimic the full configuration in Uu, but using a different name. The added condition of “if full configuration is applicable for the RRCReconfigurationSidelink” is merely to say it is up to UE decision, but would cause further ambiguity about what is the “full configuration” here, and how to judge it is “applicable” is not defined either.

Change-3 is purely cosmetic so no need for that.

	Xiaomi
	
	Change 3 is unnecessary

	Ericsson
	See Comment
	First change are okay.

Regarding the change for the sl-ResetConfig, when we discussed this flag the intention what not to emulate the “full configuration” feature of NR. Along this line, this change is erroneous and not needed.

Further, in reply to the [rapp’s remark] the sl-ResetConfig is not a Boolean but an enumerated and this means that the UE does not always need to set it. Thus, is also wrong to have a sentence that says that the UE should always set this flag.

	Nokia
	No with comment
	Typo in the headline of the CR.

Change 1 is ok.

Change 2 is not ok.

Change 3 is wording issue and not needed (we leave it up to native english speaker)

	Intel
	
	We are fine with change 1. Also, for change 3, even if the other additions of “ing” are ok, the change in section 5.8.10.1 is incorrect and should instead be made to the first sentence in that section, i.e.

“The UE may configure the associated peer UE to peform NR sidelink measurement and reporting on the corresponding PC5-RRC connection in accordance with the NR sidelink measurement configuration for unicast by RRCReconfigurationSidelink message.”

	Samsung
	See comment
	The changes 1 and 3 are okay.

Regarding the change 2 (sl-ResetConfig), we have the same understanding as OPPO that the reset configuration is differently used from Uu.

	LG
	See comment
	Change 1 is ok. 

Change 2 and 3 are not ok.

	CATT
	
	We are fine to follow the majority’s view.

	Huawei
	
	OK to have change 1&3, but also fine with following majority (whether to have them or not). 

For change 2, similar view as OPPO. Therefore, no need for the added condition “if...”, but fine for the other part “set...”.

	ZTE
	See comment

	Change1 is ok.

For change2, we share the same view OPPO.

For change3, we follow the majority’s view.

	Apple
	See comment
	Change 1 is OK.

No need for the other two.

	vivo
	See comment
	OK with change 1&3, but not OK with change 2 because adding the ‘if’ condition with the wording ‘available’ brings even more ambiguity than clarify.

	MediaTek
	See comment
	Change 1 is OK, but we agree with OPPO that change 2 is not really meaningful.

For change 3, agree with Intel.  The proposed change is grammatically wrong (it is “a report”, not “a reporting”), but it would be correct in the first sentence of the section.

	Qualcomm
	See comment
	Change 1: Yes 

Change 2: No. Unnecessary 

Change 3: Unnecessary at this stage


Summary Q2:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes with first change
	14

	No with the second change
	14

	No with the third change
	10


In total, all 14 companies agree with the first change and disagree with the second change. Regarding to the third change, 4 companies support to have this change while 10 companies think the change is purely cosmetic so no need for that. It is proposed to follow a majority’s view.

Recommendation 2: RAN2 agree to add “reconfiguration” in the general description of sidelink RRC reconfiguration procedure as proposed in R2-2100210. Other proposed changes in R2-210210 are not pursued.
R2-2100978
In R2-2100978, besides the T400 expiry handling, it is proposed to clarify on the field description of sl-PreemptionEnable that if the field is present and the value is p11, p12, and so on (but not enabled), it means that pre-emption is enabled and a priority level p_preemption is configured. If the field is present and the value is enabled the pre-emption is enabled (but p_preemption is not configured) and pre-emption is applicable to all levels.
Question 3:
Do companies agree with the clarification on the field description of sl-PreemptionEnable as proposed in R2-2100978?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Yes 
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Proponent

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	LG
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	No
	We agree the intention of this change, but prefer to adopt R2 2100231 in Q8. Since R2-2100231 has less impact on original description compared with this CR.

	Apple 
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	No strong view
	We don’t find an ambiguity in the existing text, but are fine to accept the majority view 


Summary Q3:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes 
	13

	No 
	0

	No strong view
	1


In total, 13 companies agree with the clarification on the field description of sl-PreemptionEnable as proposed in R2-2100978. 1 company does not have strong view but is fine to follow the majority. It is proposed to follow a majority’s view.

Recommendation 3: RAN2 agree with the clarification on the field description of sl-PreemptionEnable as proposed in R2-2100978.
R2-2100231

In R2-2100231, it is proposed to change the expression ”perform sidelink DRB reconfiguration as specified in 5.8.9.1a;” to “perform sidelink DRB addition/modification/release as specified in 5.8.9.1a.1/5.8.9.1a.2 since 5.8.9.1a is ”Sidelink radio bearer management” which contains the management of both DRB and SRB. 

Question 4:
Do companies agree to change the expression ”perform sidelink DRB reconfiguration as specified in 5.8.9.1a;” to “perform sidelink DRB addition/modification/release as specified in 5.8.9.1a.1/5.8.9.1a.2 as proposed in R2-2100231?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Yes
	Proponent

	Xiaomi
	No
	We think this is a cosmetic change.

	Ericsson
	No strong view
	The change is okay even if cosmetic.

	Nokia
	Yes
	This rewording does not change the meaning of the original sentence.

	Intel
	Yes
	Ok to adopt the change

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	LG
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Apple
	No strong view
	

	vivo
	No strong view
	

	MediaTek
	No strong view
	The change is cosmetic, but we can accept majority view.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	


Summary Q4:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes 
	9

	No 
	1

	No strong view
	4


In total, 9 companies agree with the proposed change while 1 company disagrees as they think this is a cosmetic change. 4 companies have no strong view. It is proposed to follow a majority’s view.

Recommendation 4: RAN2 agree to change the expression ”perform sidelink DRB reconfiguration as specified in 5.8.9.1a;” to “perform sidelink DRB addition/modification/release as specified in 5.8.9.1a.1/5.8.9.1a.2 as proposed in R2-2100231.
In R2-2100231, it is proposed to add “sidelink RLF is detected or RRCReconfigurationFailureSidelink is received” case when the UE is configured to transmit NR sidelink communication as this case is missing in the current spec. 

Question 5:
Do companies agree to add “sidelink RLF is detected or RRCReconfigurationFailureSidelink is received” case when the UE is configured to transmit NR sidelink communication as proposed in R2-2100231?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Yes
	To respond to the rapporteur comment:

[Rapp’s remark] The change is not needed, since, in 5.8.9.3 for SL RLF and in 5.8.9.1.8 for RRCReconfigurationFailureSidelink reception, there have already been entries specified for the transmission of SidelinkUEInformationNR.

Firstly, in 5.8.9.3, the specification is
3>
perform the sidelink UE information for NR sidelink communication procedure, as specified in 5.8.3.3;
Yet if one goes into 5.8.3.3, there is no entry condition for RLF.

Secondly, in 5.8.9.1.8, the specification is

1>
if UE is in RRC_CONNECTED:

2>
perform the sidelink UE information for NR sidelink communication procedure, as specified in 5.8.3.3 or sub-clause 5.10.15 in TS 36.331 [10];

Yet if one goes into 5.8.3.3, there is no entry condition for RRCReconfigurationFailureSidelink.

And we do not think it is the right way to scatter the trigger condition in the spec, but prefer a clear collection of all the related conditions in one place/section.

	Xiaomi
	No
	Agree with Rapp. The trigger is already specified in the 5.8.9.3 and 5.8.9.1.8.

	Ericsson
	No strong view
	The change has some merit to increase the readability of the specification and it can be okay to have it. 
According to OPPO’s comment, probably another way to fix this is to change the linked section in “5.8.3” instead of “5.8.3.3”. 

	Nokia
	Yes
	Clarifies the behaviour.

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	We understand this change is to reflect the description in yellow highlighted.
5.8.3.2
Initiation

A UE capable of NR sidelink communication that is in RRC_CONNECTED may initiate the procedure to indicate it is (interested in) receiving or transmitting NR sidelink communication in several cases including upon successful connection establishment or resuming, upon change of interest, upon changing QoS profiles, upon receiving UECapabilityInformationSidelink from the associated peer UE, upon RLC mode information updated from the associated peer UE or upon change to a PCell providing SIB12 including sl-ConfigCommonNR. A UE capable of NR sidelink communication may initiate the procedure to request assignment of dedicated sidelink DRB configuration and transmission resources for NR sidelink communication transmission. A UE capable of NR sidelink communication may initiate the procedure to report to the network that a sidelink radio link failure or sidelink RRC reconfiguration failure has been declared.

	LG
	Yes
	

	CATT
	No
	The entries specified for the transmission of SidelinkUEInformationNR had already been described in 5.8.9.3 for SL RLF and in 5.8.9.1.8 for RRCReconfigurationFailureSidelink reception. 

	Huawei 
	No
	The change is not needed, since, in 5.8.9.3 for SL RLF and in 5.8.9.1.8 for RRCReconfigurationFailureSidelink reception, there have already been entries specified for the transmission of SidelinkUEInformationNR. 
(Basically the same Rapp’s comments cited by OPPO above)

	ZTE
	No
	It is not necessary to capture those two events explicitly. As described in the general description in clause 5.8.3.2 as shown in following:

“A UE capable of NR sidelink communication that is in RRC_CONNECTED may initiate the procedure to indicate it is (interested in) receiving or transmitting NR sidelink communication in several cases including upon successful connection establishment or resuming, upon change of interest, upon changing QoS profiles, upon receiving UECapabilityInformationSidelink from the associated peer UE, upon RLC mode information updated from the associated peer UE or upon change to a PCell providing SIB12 including sl-ConfigCommonNR.”

There are many events that may trigger the transmission of SUI. The normative text only describes some special events not listed in the general description. 

	Apple
	Yes
	This change makes the spec more readable.

	vivo
	No
	Agree with Huawei.

	MediaTek
	Yes
	We see some clarification value in this change.

	Qualcomm
	No 
	We do not see the change as necessary 


Summary Q5:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes 
	7

	No 
	6

	No strong view
	1


In total, 7 companies agree with the proposed change to increase the readability of the spec while 6 companies think the change is not needed as there have already been entries specified for the transmission of SidelinkUEInformationNR for SL RLF and RRCReconfigurationFailureSidelink reception. 1 company have no strong view but is fine to have it. As there is no clear majority for this question, rapporteur propose to not have any recommendation.
In R2-2100231, it is proposed to remove “or the UE selects GNSS timing as the synchronization reference source”.

Question 6:
Do companies agree to remove “or the UE selects GNSS timing as the synchronization reference source” as proposed in R2-2100231?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Yes
	Proponent

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	LG
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	


Summary Q6:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes 
	14

	No 
	0


In total, all 14 companies agree with the proposed change to remove “or the UE selects GNSS timing as the synchronization reference source”. It is proposed to follow a majority’s view.

Recommendation 5: RAN2 agree to remove “or the UE selects GNSS timing as the synchronization reference source” as proposed in R2-2100231.
In R2-2100231, it is proposed to remove the “of dynamic grant” restriction for DCI format 3_0 since the DCI format 3-0 can be used for both DG and CG.

Question 7:
Do companies agree to remove the “of dynamic grant” restriction for DCI format 3_0 as proposed in R2-2100231?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Yes
	Proponent

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	LG
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	


Summary Q7:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes 
	14

	No 
	0


In total, all 14 companies agree with the proposed change to remove the “of dynamic grant” restriction for DCI format 3_0. It is proposed to follow a majority’s view.

Recommendation 6: RAN2 agree to remove the “of dynamic grant” restriction for DCI format 3_0 as proposed in R2-2100231.
In R2-2100231, it is proposed in the filed description, add “If not configured, pre-emption is disabled in the resource pool” as it is unclear for the case when pre-emption is disabled.
Question 8:
Do companies agree to the clarification on the field description of sl-PreemptionEnable as proposed in R2-2100231?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Yes
	Proponent

	Xiaomi
	No
	It is already clear from the first sentence of field description.

	Ericsson
	No
	If the CR in R2-2100978 is agreed, this change is not needed.

	Nokia
	No
	Not needed as the added sentence simply repeats the first sentence.

	Intel
	
	No strong view and fine to go with majority view

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	LG
	Yes
	Current field description of sl-PreemptionEnable is unclear for the case when pre-emption is disabled. This change is needed.

	CATT
	
	We agree with the intension and would like to follow the majority’s view.

	Huawei
	No
	We think, by applying the clarification of the CR in Q3, the field description can be already clear.  

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Apple
	No strong view
	

	vivo
	No
	Agree with Ericsson and Huawei.

	MediaTek
	No
	This seems already clear from the first sentence.

	Qualcomm
	No
	We don’t find an ambiguity in the existing text


Summary Q8:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes 
	3

	No 
	10

	No strong view
	1


In total, 3 companies agree with the proposed change while 10 companies think by applying the clarification of the CR in Q3, the field description can be already clear, so the proposed change is not needed. 1 company has no strong view. It is proposed to follow a majority’s view.

Recommendation 7: RAN2 does not agree to the clarification on the field description of sl-PreemptionEnable as proposed in R2-2100231.
In R2-2100231, it is proposed to add the filed descriptions for the following parameters.

· sl-NumMuxCS-Pair
· sl-MinTimeGapPSFCH

· sl-PSFCH-HopID

· sl-PTRS-FreqDensity

· sl-PTRS-TimeDensity

· sl-PTRS-RE-Offset

Question 9:
Do companies agree to add the field descriptions for the listed parameters as proposed in R2-2100231?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Yes
	Proponent

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	Good to be clear.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	LG
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Apple 
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes, but
	There is a typo in the last field name: “Offse” should be “Offset”.

Also, the description of all three fields in SL-PTRS-Config conflicts with the need code; the fields are Need M, but the proposed field descriptions say the UE applies a specific value when the field is absent.  This would be an NBC change and at least needs to be discussed.  (Perhaps “absent” should be “not configured”?)

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	


Summary Q9:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes 
	14

	No 
	0


In total, all 14 companies support to add the field descriptions for the above parameters as proposed in R2-2100231. It is proposed to follow a majority’s view.

Recommendation 8: RAN2 agrees to add the field descriptions for the SL-related parameters as proposed in R2-2100231.
R2-2100500/R2-2100502

In R2-2100500, besides some editorials that are quite straightforward to be merged into the rapporteur CR, it is proposed to clarify for AS security of unicast, the integrity protection of PC5 signaling is also applied to SL-SRB1 besides SL-SRB2 and SL-SRB3. All corrections in R2-2100502 are editorial corrections and can be directly merged into the rapporteur CR. 

Question 10:
Do companies agree to clarify for AS security of unicast, the integrity protection of PC5 signaling is also applied to SL-SRB1 besides SL-SRB2 and SL-SRB3 as proposed in R2-2100500?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	See comment
	Agree with Rapporteur view in the summary that

The changes 1, 2, 5, 6, and 9 of the CR can be agreed and merged into a Rapporteur’s CR. 

Other changes are not needed.

	Xiaomi
	
	Change 3 and 4 is not necessary. Others are OK.

	Ericsson
	See comments
	Agree with Rapporteur analysis mentioned by OPPO.


	Nokia
	Yes
	Changes 1,2,3,4,5,7,8,9 are ok. For change-6 we agree with the intention however, the wording “T400 for the destination” is a bit inaccurate as there can be multiple T400 timers and UE should stop only that particular timer T400 for the L2 destination ID associated with the received RRCReconfigurationFailureSidelink message. We propose “stop timer T400 for that destination ID”

	Intel
	See comment
	We are fine to capture and merge the changes proposed by rapporteur in Rapporteur’s CR

	Samsung
	Yes
	Direct Link Security Mode Command over SL-SRB1 can be integrity protected.

	LG
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	See comments
	Share OPPO’s view (

	ZTE
	Yes
	Proponent
To response Rapporteur’s comments:

1. In clause 5.8.3.1, modify the description of the purpose of RLF.
[Rapp’s remark] This change seems not needed, as in the subclauses for SL RLF and SL RRC reconfiguration it has already been specified clearly that these procedures are for unicast only.

[ZTE]  We think the description is not crystal clear. And the following two sub bullets also capture “for unicast” explicitly as shown following:
-
is reporting the sidelink UE capability information of the associated peer UE for unicast communication,
-
is reporting the RLC mode information of the sidelink data radio bearer(s) received from the associated peer UE for unicast communication.
2. In clause 5.8.3.3, modify the wording.
[Rapp’s remark] This change (to change “destination” to “destination identity”) is not necessary, as a destination is indicated just by a destination identity. The current texts are already clear.

[ZTE] We prefer a unified wording.
3. In clause 5.8.9.1.2, modify the description of setting the sl-MeasConfig
4. In clause 5.8.9.1.8 and 5.8.9.1.9, Modify the description of stopping T400.
5. In clause 5.8.9.1a.1, change the slrb-Uu-ConfigIndex to SLRB-Uu-ConfigIndex, 
6. In clause 5.8.9.1a.2, change the sl-RLC-BearerConfigIndex to SL-RLC-BearerConfigIndex.
[Rapp’s remark] The above changes 7 and 8 are not needed, since DRB release procedure in Uu, it is just the field name, instead of the IE name, that is used (see 5.3.5.6.4). Therefore, similar principle should hold for SL here, and the proposed change is not needed.

[ZTE] For this issue, we can follow majority’s view.



	Apple
	Yes
	This change is needed to cover Direct Link Security Mode Command.

	vivo
	Yes
	Agree with Samsung.

	MediaTek
	Yes for change 2
	We understand the question asks about change 2, which is OK.  But change 4 seems wrong (these phrases are referring to the actual destination—it might be better to remove the word “destination” in the earlier bullet about cast type).

OK with the rapporteur proposal.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	


Summary Q10:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes 
	14

	No 
	0


In total, all 14 companies support to clarify for AS security of unicast, the integrity protection of PC5 signaling is also applied to SL-SRB1 besides SL-SRB2 and SL-SRB3. It is proposed to follow a majority’s view. In addition, regarding to the other proposed editorial changes, a clear majority support to follow the Rapporteur view in the summary. Therefore, it is proposed to follow a majority’s view. 
Recommendation 9: RAN2 agrees the changes 1, 2, 5, 6, and 9 as proposed in R2-2100500.
R2-2101596

In R2-2101596, it is proposed to allow UE to use exception pool if the target cell provides exceptional pool in sl-ConfigDedicatedNR in RRCReconfiguration.
Question 11:
Do companies agree to allow UE to use exception pool if the target cell provides exceptional pool in sl-ConfigDedicatedNR in RRCReconfiguration as proposed in R2-2101596?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	No
	Share the view as Rapp comment

[Rapp’s remark] The change may not be necessary, as the issue can be overcome by proper NW implementation (i.e. including exceptional pool in the SIB). Also, whether the UE will re-establish to the same cell is not certain. Note that this procedure was inherited from LTE V2X.



	Xiaomi
	Yes
	We understand that the NW may choose not to provide the exceptional pool in SIB, since the exceptional pool is SIB is optional, which is not improper NW implementation. The change only allow UE to use dedicated configured exceptional pool when re-establish to the same cell. This could avoid unnecessary interruption for sidelink communication.

	Ericsson
	No
	Agree with Rapporteur analysis mentioned by OPPO.



	Nokia
	No
	We fail to understand how can the cell to which the UE is trying to establish the RRC provide sl-TxPoolExceptional in dedicated signalling ? Dedicated configuration can only be provided after RRC is established.

	Intel
	No
	We think this can be handled by NW implementation and the change is not needed

	Samsung
	No
	Agree with the view from Rapporteur that UE can use exceptional pool in SIB

	LG
	No 
	Similar view as Rapporteur comment

	CATT
	Yes
	It is feasible that when T301 expires, UE can use the exceptional pool delivered by SIB or dedicated signalling. 

	Huawei
	No
	Share OPPO’s view (

	ZTE
	No
	Share the view with Rapp.

	Apple
	No
	This is a little bit complicated to support. Though even if UE selects the same cell before sending RRCReestablishRequest, we think all the physical layer configuration (including exceptional pool) received from prior RRCReconfiguration would better be deleted rather than reused when UE enters RRC Reestablishment procedure.

	vivo
	No
	The UE behaviour should be general regardless of re-establishment to the same or different cell.

	MediaTek
	No
	Agree that this can be handled by network implementation.

	Qualcomm
	No
	


Summary Q11:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes 
	2

	No 
	12


In total, only 2 companies support to have this change while 12 companies think the change is not needed as the issue can be overcome by proper NW implementation (i.e. including exceptional pool in the SIB). It is proposed to follow a majority’s view. 
Recommendation 10: RAN2 does not agree to allow UE to use exception pool if the target cell provides exceptional pool in sl-ConfigDedicatedNR in RRCReconfiguration as proposed in R2-2101596.
In R2-2101596, it is proposed to add the description about connected UE uses configuration from system information.
Question 12:
Do companies agree to add the description about connected UE uses configuration from system information as proposed in R2-2101596?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	No
	Based on the online agreement

· Agree with the intention, i.e. having a note for the allowed UE behaviour. 

· Detailed wordings for a note will be discussed in the email discussion. 

This issue is being discussed in [705], and there is no need to extra normative text.
[Xiaomi] We don't think offline [705] discusses this issue. Maybe you mean [703]. The normative text should be modified to avoid misalignment, otherwise, the note in [703] would be contradictory to normative text.

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	Current spec result in the understanding that connected UE could only use the configuration via dedicated signalling. The wording of proposed change could be improved in subsequent CR drafting. 

	Ericsson
	No
	Agree with OPPO.

	Nokia
	No
	We think the NOTE that is discussed in [AT113-e][703] is sufficient and no normative text is needed.

	Intel
	No
	We also think the NOTE in [703] is sufficient

	Samsung
	No
	Same view as OPPO

	LG
	No 
	Same view as OPPO

	CATT
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	No
	Same view as OPPO

	Apple
	No
	The NOTE can be helpful already.

	vivo
	No
	Agree with above comments.

	MediaTek
	No
	We think the NOTE in [703] addresses this.

	Qualcomm
	No
	


Summary Q12:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes 
	2

	No 
	12


In total, only 2 companies support to have this change while 12 companies think the change is not needed as the issue is being discussed in [703], and there is no need to extra normative text. It is proposed to follow a majority’s view. 
Recommendation 11: RAN2 does not agree to add the description about connected UE uses configuration from system information as proposed in R2-2101596.
In R2-2101596, it is proposed to add UE operation if sidelink RLF occurs for a specific destination.
Question 13:
Do companies agree to add UE operation if sidelink RLF occurs for a specific destination as proposed in R2-2101596?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	See comment
	Share the view as Rapp 

[Rapp’s remark] The change is OK, except for the below yellow part related to the SUI trigger. The initiation conditions of SUI are gathered in 5.8.3.2 (which are specified in a way similar to other UL information initiation). There is no need to repeat in 5.8.9.1a.1.2. 


	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	No
	Agree with Rapporteur analysis mentioned by OPPO.



	Nokia
	No
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	No
	As Rapporteur mentioned, the handing of SL failure is alrady specified in 5.8.9.3. No need to repeat

	LG
	No
	The current text which specified in 5.8.9.3 is sufficient. 

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	No
	Share OPPO’s view ( 

	ZTE
	Yes

	

	Apple
	Partly
	Last bullet about UAI could be removed.

	vivo
	NO
	Agree with Rapporteur.

	MediaTek
	No
	We think this is covered in 5.8.9.3.  (In addition to the SUI part, the release of PDCP/RLC/LCH seems to be covered by the bullet “discard the NR sidelink communication related configuration of this destination”.)

	Qualcomm
	See comment
	Agree with rapporteur’s recommendation 


Summary Q13:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes except the SUI trigger
	7

	Yes
	4

	No
	2


In total, 4 companies support this change while 7 companies think the change is OK, but the last bullet related to the SUI trigger is not needed. The initiation conditions of SUI are gathered in 5.8.3.2 (which are specified in a way similar to other UL information initiation). There is no need to repeat in 5.8.9.1a.1.2. 2 companies think this change is not needed at all. It is proposed to follow a majority’s view. 
Recommendation 12: RAN2 agree to add UE operation if sidelink RLF occurs for a specific destination, i.e., release the PDCP entity, RLC entity and the logical channel of the sidelink DRB for the specific destination.
R2-2100919

In R2-2100919, it is proposed to modify sl-ThresPSSCH-RSRP-List to sl-Thres-RSRP-List and clarify in the field description that PSCCH RSRP can be used to compare with the threshold.  
Question 14:
Do companies agree with the above clarification as proposed in R2-2100919?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	The change itself is ok, regarding the CR (cover page):

· wrong release number

· typo in the CR title
· changes should be marked in MS Word using 

“TrackChanges” (according to R2-2100351)

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	LG
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	No
	According to RAN1’s specification 38.214 as shown in following, RAN1 uses “sl-ThreshPSSCH-RSRP-List” directly. :

The following higher layer parameters affect this procedure:

-
sl-SelectionWindowList: internal parameter [image: image2.png]T



 is set to the corresponding value from higher layer parameter sl-SelectionWindowList for the given value of [image: image3.png]priory



.
-
sl-ThresPSSCH-RSRP-List: this higher layer parameter provides an RSRP threshold for each combination [image: image4.png](pu.p;)



, where [image: image5.png]P



 is the value of the priority field in a received SCI format 1-A and [image: image6.png]


 is the priority of the transmission of the UE selecting resources; for a given invocation of this procedure, [image: image7.png]i

priory



.
And as shown in following, we think RAN1 knows how to distinguish the RSRP for PSCCH and PSSCH.
8.4.2.1
RSRP for resource selection in sidelink resource allocation mode 2

In sidelink resource allocation mode 2, the UE measures RSRP for resource selection as follows: 

-
PSSCH-RSRP over the DM-RS resource elements for the PSSCH according to the received SCI format 1-A if higher layer parameter sl-RS-ForSensing is set to 'pssch', and 

-
PSCCH-RSRP over the DM-RS resource elements for the PSCCH carrying to the received SCI format 1-A if higher layer parameter sl-RS-ForSensing is set to 'pscch'.

And if this change is adopted, misalignment between RAN1 and RAN2 may occur.

	Apple
	Yes
	Suggestion from Nokia should be accomodated.

	 vivo
	No with comments
	Agree with the intention. However, we are wondering if we need to define a separate field (e.g.,  sl-ThresPSCCH-RSRP-List ) for PSCCH instead of modifying the existing one? Otherwise if PSCCH and PSSCH need to be configured both and with different value, how should it be handled?

	MediaTek
	Check with RAN1
	We agree with vivo that a second threshold might be needed.  However, RAN2 shouldn’t diverge from the parameter list without confirming with RAN1, and RAN1 should also be in the loop since they use this parameter in their specs as pointed out by ZTE.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	


Summary Q14:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes 
	11

	No
	3


In total, 11 companies support this change while 3 companies think this change is not needed as RAN1 knows how to distinguish the RSRP for PSCCH and PSSCH. It is proposed to follow a majority’s view. 
Recommendation 13: RAN2 agree to modify sl-ThresPSSCH-RSRP-List to sl-Thres-RSRP-List and clarify in the field description that PSCCH RSRP can be used to compare with the threshold as proposed in R2-2100919.
R2-2100230

In R2-2100230, it is proposed to add clarification in the field description of sl-ConfigIndexCG, that the value range is 0..7.

Question 15:
Do companies agree to add clarification in the field description of sl-ConfigIndexCG, that the value range is 0..7, as proposed in R2-2100230?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Yes
	Proponent
For the concrete solution, we are fine to adopt similar approach if we conclude on one for the similar issue addressed in [POST112-e][701][V2X] RAN1 related discussion (OPPO).

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	No with comment
	We 
cknowledge the problem and we agree that the misalignment should be solved. However, the proposed change is NBC and should be handled with a separate CR.

Given the nature of the NBC change we are going to make, our preference is to change directly the range of sl-ConfigIndexCG in the ASN.1 rather than put a shacky explanation in the field description.

	Nokia
	No
	We totally share Ericsson’s view: The intention of the CR is understood and the misalignment of different ranges in RAN1 and RAN2 needs to be corrected. 
RAN2 should aim (for the sake of its own credibility) for crystal clear quality specs (instead of pretending that a WI is completed and trying to overcome necessary NBCs). Stating in the field description that “1” means “0” is ridiculous. 

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	We agree that the value range should be aligned. 

	LG
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	The same change style applies to the CR to be output under [POST112-e][701][V2X] for HARQ process ID offset fixing.

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Apple
	See comments
	On the NBC concern from Ericsson and Nokia, we are also fine to make the change more visible.

	vivo
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	See comment
	We agree with others that the misalignment is real and needs to be solved.  The change (either the adjustment in the field description, or the change of value range proposed by Ericsson) creates a compatibility issue between the DCI and RRC signalling, depending on how the network and UE have been implemented.  (The difference between the two solutions is just whether the value adjustment takes place inside or outside the ASN.1 decoder.)

A separate CR, with the “mandatory for the concerned functionality” language, seems needed.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	


Summary Q15:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes 
	11

	No
	3


In total, all 14 companies support with the intention. However 3 companies propose to change directly the range of sl-ConfigIndexCG in the ASN.1 while the other 11 companies agree with some explanation in the field description. Rapporteur think at this stage, we should try to avoid to have some ASN.1 change in case there is any other alternative to handle this issue.  It is proposed to follow a majority’s view. 
Recommendation 14: RAN2 agree to add clarification in the field description of sl-ConfigIndexCG, that the value range is 0..7, as proposed in R2-2100230.
R2-2101767/R2-2101940

In R2-2101767/R2-2101940, it is proposed in the field description of sl-ConfiguredGrantType1Allowed, clarify that if sl-ConfiguredGrantType1Allowed is configured for a sidelink logical channel, or if the capability lcp-restrictionsidleink as specified in TS 38.306 is not supported, SL MAC SDUs from this logical channel can be transmitted on a sidelink configured grant type 1. Otherwise, SL MAC SDUs from this logical channel cannot be transmitted on a sidelink configured grant type 1. 

In addition, it is proposed in the field description of sl-AllowedCG-List, clarify the corresponding UE behaviour when a sidelink logical channel is configured or not configured with sl-ConfiguredGrantType1Allowed. 
Question 16:
Do companies agree to the clarification on the field description of sl-AllowedCG-List and sl-ConfiguredGrantType1Allowed as proposed in R2-2101767/R2-2101940?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes with comment
	We do not check incapability of UEs. Therefore, we cannot say is the capability “x” is not supported. This is because a UE may support a certain capability, but it may not report the capability bit to the network. 

Therefore, the proposed sentence should be revised.

	Nokia
	Yes
	We support the clarification in the field description (comment: in R2-2101767 wrong release number on cover sheet, typo in the IE “lcp-restrictionsidleink”)

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	LG
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	Proponent.

	ASUSTeK
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	In the proposed change to the field description, “shall not” should be “does not” (describing what the network does, not levying a “shall” requirement on the network).

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	


Summary Q16:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes 
	14

	No
	0


In total, all 14 companies agree with the clarification on the field description of sl-AllowedCG-List and sl-ConfiguredGrantType1Allowed.  It is proposed to follow a majority’s view. 
Recommendation 15: RAN2 agree to the clarification on the field description of sl-AllowedCG-List and sl-ConfiguredGrantType1Allowed as proposed in R2-2101767/R2-2101940.
R2-2101655

In R2-2101655, it is proposed to specify that a UE in RRC_CONNECTED sets the sl-MeasConfig according to stored NR sidelink measurement received from SIB12.
Question 17:
Do companies agree to specify that a UE in RRC_CONNECTED sets the sl-MeasConfig according to stored NR sidelink measurement received from SIB12 as proposed in R2-2101655?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	No
	By reading the cover page
If there is no sl-ConfigDedicatedNR, the UE should set the sl-MeasConfig according to stored NR sidelink measurement received from SIB12. This UE behaviour is missing in current standard.

We hold different view on that, i.e., in general, for RRC_CONNECTED UE, if no configuration provided in dedicated RRC, the UE should not perform related operation by using the configuration in SIB.

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	This is mainly focused on inter-frequency sidelink communication. However, we think the ‘and the UE is in RRC_CONNECTED’ is not needed in the first change, since only connected UE could receive the RRCReconfiguration message.

	Ericsson
	No
	By reading the proposed change, we fails to understand what is the difference with the current text. On top of this, we also agree with OPPO comment that for RRC_CONNECTED UE, if no configuration provided in dedicated RRC, the UE should not perform related operation by using the configuration in SIB.

	Nokia
	No
	The current specification is clear enough.

	Intel
	No
	Agree with OPPO’s comment that as is, the CR seeks to traducece new functionality, which should not be supported at this stage

	Samsung
	No
	We share the view from OPPO and Ericsson that UE in RRC_CONNECTED should not perform SL operation if no configuration is provided in dedicated RRC.

	CATT
	No
	

	
	
	

	Huawei
	No strong view
	The case seems missing, but we see no big issue of not improving the situation.

	ZTE
	No
	

	Apple
	Yes with comment 
	RAN2 agrees that UE can continue to use SIB configuration for SLRB if the new configuration is not given by gNB yet. The same can be applicalble to sl-mesaConfig. This can be supported. RAN2 need discuss .

We also agree with Xiaomi that ‘and the UE is in RRC_CONNECTED’ is not needed in the frist change.

	vivo
	Yes with comments
	We don’t think the CR proposes some new UE behavior as mentioned by OPPO, it is just trying to make the UE behavior clearer. 

And we also agree with Xiaomi’s comments to remove “and the UE is in RRC_CONNECTED”.

	MediaTek
	No
	Agree with OPPO.

	Qualcomm
	No
	We do not see the need for this change


Summary Q17:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes 
	3

	No
	9

	No strong view
	1


In total, 3 companies agree with the proposed change while 9 companies think the change is not needed as for RRC_CONNECTED UE, if no configuration provided in dedicated RRC, the UE should not perform related operation by using the configuration in SIB.  1 company has no strong view and sees no big issue of not improving the situation. It is proposed to follow a majority’s view. 
Recommendation 16: RAN2 does not agree to specify that a UE in RRC_CONNECTED sets the sl-MeasConfig according to stored NR sidelink measurement received from SIB12 as proposed in R2-2101655.
R2-2100501
In R2-2100501, it is proposed to add the descriptions of removing measurement reporting entry from VarMeasReportListSL. 

Question 18:
Do companies agree to add the descriptions of removing measurement reporting entry from VarMeasReportListSL as proposed in R2-2100501?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes with comment
	If we agree on this, we believe the highlighted sentence should deleted as the “reconfiguration” is already done by the newly added text.

3>
reconfigure the entry with the value received for this sl-MeasObject;


	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	LG
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	Proponent.

To respond to the Ericsson’s comment:

The newly added text only delete measurement results  from internal variable VarMeasReportListSL. It has no impact on the following actions.


	Apple
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	The proposed change appears to be SL-specific.  It’s unclear why network implementation is cited as part of the impact analysis on the cover page.  


Summary Q18:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes 
	14

	No
	0


In total, all 14 companies agree to add the descriptions of removing measurement reporting entry from VarMeasReportListSL. It is proposed to follow a majority’s view. 
Recommendation 17: RAN2 agree to add the descriptions of removing measurement reporting entry from VarMeasReportListSL as proposed in R2-2100501.
R2-2100785

In R2-2100785, it is proposed to add the security re-keying requirement as specified in TS 33.536 and add indication to upper layers when re-keying procedure needs to be performed. In addtion, it is proposed to correct the referece from SA3 TS 33.536 to CT1 TS 24.587.
Question 19:
Do companies agree to the above changes on section 8.1 as proposed in R2-2100785?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	See comment
	Change-1 is NOK, considering there is already a NOTE in 323 to clarify this
NOTE:
COUNT does not wrap around.

Change-2 is technically OK, but the reality is not all inter-layer communication are specified in AS/NAS specification, so we prefer not to go for such exercise.
Change-3 is OK.

	Xiaomi
	
	Change 2 may be unnecessary, since the internal inter layer indication is not always specified. Specify the requirement may be enough.

	Ericsson
	No strong view
	We think that those changes are generally okay even if they may not be really necessary. We can go with majority.

	Nokia
	Yes with comment
	We are fine with the intention and think the added text adds more clarity – similar as Ericsson we can go with majority view. For Change 2 we think the wording “lower layer” and “higher layer” is rather confusing as “lower layer” dependents on one’s own perspective.

	Intel
	
	No strong view and we are fine to go with the majority on this

	Samsung
	Yes
	We are okay with this clarification.

	CATT
	See comment
	We don’t agree with proposal1 since it's already captured in TS38.323.

	Huawei
	Yes with the intention
	For the specific change, we can follow the majority.

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Only the last change is needed
	Change 1 is not needed, it is usual to not list all secuiry requirements for PDCP security in RRC spec, especially in the general section of RRC spec. The PDCP spec and SA3 TS is for security details.  Change 2 is not needed either,we feel it’s not necessry to mandate the inter-layer indication inside UE. The last change is OK.
The clause number is wrong, it is “5.8.1” not “8.1”

	vivo
	Yes
	Proponent.
We still think that the specified ‘indication to upper layers’ would be helpful to clarify the procedure as well as better aligned with CT1.

	MediaTek
	See comment
	Considering the existence of the NOTE in the PDCP spec, change 1 is really a clarification and we can go with the majority view on this part.  Change 2 is not necessary (the UE implementation can handle it; the requirement is that it prevents COUNT from wrapping around, not how the layers interact to achieve that).  Change 3 is OK.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	Suggest the following minor change to proposed text to replace “re-use” with “repetition”: 

For unicast of NR Sidelink communication, it is not allowed to use the same PDCP counter (COUNT, as specified in TS 38.323 [5]) more than once for a given security key as specified in TS 33.536 [60]. In order to avoid such re-use repetition, the UE shall indicate to…



Summary Q19:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes with the last change
	13

	No
	0


In total, all 13 companies agree with the last change but for the first change, some companies think it is not needed as there is already a NOTE in 323 to clarify this and for the second change, some companies think it is not needed as not all inter-layer communication are specified in AS/NAS specification. It is proposed to follow a majority’s view. 
Recommendation 18: RAN2 agree to correct the reference from SA3 TS 33.536 to CT1 TS 24.587 in section 5.8.1 as proposed in R2-2100785.
R2-2100923

The correction is quite straightforward and will be directly merged into the rapporteur CR. 

Other
Question 20:
Do companies agree that R2-2100230 needs a separate CR due to its NBC nature, and other CRs can be merged to the miscellaneous CR? 

· Yes.

· No (Please list the Tdoc number that needs to have a separate CR).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Yes
	Proponent

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	Please see our comment on this matter in Q15

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	LG
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	


Summary Q20:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes 
	13

	No
	0


In total, all 13 companies agree that R2-2100230 needs a separate CR due to its NBC nature, and other CRs can be merged to the miscellaneous CR. It is proposed to follow a majority’s view. In addition, under the reply to Q15, some companies propose to adopt similar approach for the similar issue addressed in [POST112-e][701][V2X] RAN1 related discussion (OPPO). Rapporteur would like to put the similar issue of sl-HARQ-ProcID-offset into [701] Phase-2 CR checking as well (which was in Q2.2-2 R2-2100098, but not included in 711 since it is coupled with 701 discussion) and have a single CR for both parameters. 
Recommendation 19: RAN2 agree to have a separate CR to add clarification in the field descriptions of sl-ConfigIndexCG and sl-HARQ-ProcID-offset.
Conclusion

 Recommendation 1: RAN2 agree to add CT1 spec as reference in section 5.8.9.5 as proposed in R2-2100786.
Recommendation 2: RAN2 agree to add “reconfiguration” in the general description of sidelink RRC reconfiguration procedure as proposed in R2-2100210. Other proposed changes in R2-210210 are not pursued.
Recommendation 3: RAN2 agree with the clarification on the field description of sl-PreemptionEnable as proposed in R2-2100978.
Recommendation 4: RAN2 agree to change the expression ”perform sidelink DRB reconfiguration as specified in 5.8.9.1a;” to “perform sidelink DRB addition/modification/release as specified in 5.8.9.1a.1/5.8.9.1a.2 as proposed in R2-2100231.
Recommendation 5: RAN2 agree to remove “or the UE selects GNSS timing as the synchronization reference source” as proposed in R2-2100231.
Recommendation 6: RAN2 agree to remove the “of dynamic grant” restriction for DCI format 3_0 as proposed in R2-2100231.
Recommendation 7: RAN2 does not agree to the clarification on the field description of sl-PreemptionEnable as proposed in R2-2100231.
Recommendation 8: RAN2 agrees to add the field descriptions for the SL-related parameters as proposed in R2-2100231.
Recommendation 9: RAN2 agrees the changes 1, 2, 5, 6, and 9 as proposed in R2-2100500.
Recommendation 10: RAN2 does not agree to allow UE to use exception pool if the target cell provides exceptional pool in sl-ConfigDedicatedNR in RRCReconfiguration as proposed in R2-2101596.
Recommendation 11: RAN2 does not agree to add the description about connected UE uses configuration from system information as proposed in R2-2101596.
Recommendation 12: RAN2 agree to add UE operation if sidelink RLF occurs for a specific destination, i.e., release the PDCP entity, RLC entity and the logical channel of the sidelink DRB for the specific destination.
Recommendation 13: RAN2 agree to modify sl-ThresPSSCH-RSRP-List to sl-Thres-RSRP-List and clarify in the field description that PSCCH RSRP can be used to compare with the threshold as proposed in R2-2100919.
Recommendation 14: RAN2 agree to add clarification in the field description of sl-ConfigIndexCG, that the value range is 0..7, as proposed in R2-2100230.
Recommendation 15: RAN2 agree to the clarification on the field description of sl-AllowedCG-List and sl-ConfiguredGrantType1Allowed as proposed in R2-2101767/R2-2101940.
Recommendation 16: RAN2 does not agree to specify that a UE in RRC_CONNECTED sets the sl-MeasConfig according to stored NR sidelink measurement received from SIB12 as proposed in R2-2101655.
Recommendation 17: RAN2 agree to add the descriptions of removing measurement reporting entry from VarMeasReportListSL as proposed in R2-2100501.
Recommendation 18: RAN2 agree to correct the reference from SA3 TS 33.536 to CT1 TS 24.587 in section 5.8.1 as proposed in R2-2100785.
Recommendation 19: RAN2 agree to have a separate CR to add clarification in the field descriptions of sl-ConfigIndexCG and sl-HARQ-ProcID-offset.
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