


3GPP TSG-RAN WG2 Meeting #121bis-e	R2-2302795
Elbonia, 17 – 26 April 2023	


Agenda item:	6.10.2
Source:	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
Title:	On default CBR configuration
WID/SID:	NR_SL_enh-Core - Release 17
Document for:	Discussion and Decision
1	Introduction
This Tdoc handles the RAN1 reply LS (R1-2302174) on the matter of whether “case 3” is valid or not in respect to the usage of default CBR for partial and random resource selection.
2	Discussion
In RAN2#118 it was discussed how to interpret the new RAN1 defined parameters “defaultCbrRandomSelection” and “defaultCbrPartialSensing”, since these were already defined in Release 16 specification with similar functionality This prompted RAN2 to send an LS as RAN2 saw the parameters as redundant due to the existing parameters. The LS received the following reply from RAN1 in RAN2#119bis.
		Q3: Is there still a need for the R17 default CBR parameters considering the existing R16 default CBR parameter?


RAN1’s reply: Yes. The new Rel-17 parameters as provided in RAN1’s RRC list are introduced for new resource allocation schemes, i.e. partial sensing and random resource selection, which is different from the situation of Rel-16 full sensing.
	Q4: If yes to Q3, how to differentiate the usage of the R16 / R17 default CBR parameters?



RAN1’s reply: The Rel-17 parameters defaultCbrPartialSensing and defaultCbrRandomSelection are used for UE performing partial sensing and random resource selection, respectively. The existing Rel-16 parameter is used when these two Rel-17 parameters do not apply.



The above reply prompted different proposed solutions handled in an online email discussion each intending to describe the applicability of the sl-DefaultTxConfigIndex field as this was no longer applicable to partial and random resource selection according to RAN1. However, no consensus was reached on the question whether the sensing result was actually available if full sensing were performed in a normal pool. Since no consensus was reached, the topic was postponed till next meeting. However, the chair made a quick vote to see companies’ opinion on the applicable cases:
	[Session chair]: Check companies’ understanding (assuming R17 default CBR is configured)
· Case 1: partial sensing, R17 normal pool, R17 default CBR – partial
· Case 2a: random selection, R17 normal pool, R17 default CBR – random
· Case 2b: random selection, R16/17 exceptional pool, R16 default CBR
· Case 3: full sensing, R16/17 normal pool, R16 default CBR or invalid case?

· Case 1, 2a, 2b are confirmed. Case 3 will be revisited next meeting. 



In RAN2#120, RAN2 continued a discussion on whether the case was valid when default CBR parameters are applied to normal pool when full sensing result is used and available, with a 50-50 split of opinions in regard to whether the case was valid (i.e. CBR measurement is not available although full sensing result is available) or not (i.e. default CBR parameters are not used when full sensing result is available). Based on this, RAN2 sent a reply LS to RAN1, for which RAN1 answered the following.
	RAN1 reply to Q1:
· From RAN1 perspective, whether case 3 is valid or not is the same in Rel-16 as in Rel-17, and therefore RAN1 recommends to RAN2 that the usage of default CBR configuration for full sensing case in R17 is unchanged compared to R16.



As of RAN1 reply, the understanding should be that RAN2’s question does not matter, as the case should be backwards compatible with Release 16 specifications where case 3 has similar “solution”. The only changes should be to introduce the two Rel-17 default CBR configuration parameters. All legacy behaviour, such as default CBR configuration for full sensing, should remain unchanged.
Observation 1: RAN1 does not conclude on whether case 3 is valid or not.
Observation 2: RAN1 does not see any major difference in behaviour by adding the parameters for default CBR with adding parameters for partial and random resource selection pool.
Proposal 1: RAN2 to not pursue any changes regarding the added parameters (defaultCbrPartialSensing and defaultCbrRandomSelection) from RAN1 
3	Conclusion
This documents has made the following observations and proposals:
Observation 1: RAN1 does not conclude on whether case 3 is valid or not.
Observation 2: RAN1 does not see any major difference in behaviour by adding the parameters for default CBR with adding parameters for partial and random resource selection pool.
Proposal 1: RAN2 to not pursue any changes regarding the added parameters (defaultCbrPartialSensing and defaultCbrRandomSelection) from RAN1



