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Introduction
This document summarizes the offline discussion [AT123bis][102][V2X/SL] Rel-17 RRC corrections (Huawei) as: 
· [AT123bis][102][V2X/SL] Rel-17 RRC corrections (Huawei)
	Scope: Discuss and conclude the corrections proposed in R2-2309812, R2-2311033, R2-2311149, and R2-2311150 and the 3rd  issue in R2-231035
	Intended outcome: Discussion summary in R2-2311491 and 38.331 CR in R2-2311492 (if discussion rapporteur decides to merge some/all corrections).
Deadline: 10/11 20:00 (local time in RAN2#123bis)
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	Jakob.buthler@nokia.com

	vivo
	Jing Liang
	liangjing@vivo.com

	CATT
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Changes in R2-2309812
R2-2309812 proposes changing FDs of fields in SL-DRX-Config based on the reasoning that: 
" Coexistence of IUC and SL DRX is not supported, however, this is not specified in the existing specification." and the changes are: 
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Q1: Would your company agree the above changes?
	 Company
	Agree/Disagree 
	Further comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Disagree
	Strictly speaking, the meeting agreement on this is " Optimization for IUC with SL DRX is not pursued" which does not necessarily mean "Coexistence of IUC and SL DRX is not supported", gNB can still configure both though RAN2 has decided that no optimal operation for IUC with SL DRX is pursued. Further the proposed changes would be problematic at least for GC/BC, the Need code is Need M for field sl-DRX-ConfigGC-BC so even the network does not configure this field, the UE would still maintain the value and apply it in certain configuration scenarios which wouldn't achieve the goal of "not supporting IUC/SL DRX coexistence".

	OPPO
	Disagree
	Same view as rapp

	Lenovo
	Disagree
	The exact agreement is “IUC in SL DRX is deprioritized in Rel-17 from RAN2 point of view" And by further checking the agreement, this is to response the chairs questions “[Session chair]: Does RAN2 discuss any optimization for IUC mechanism in SL DRX in Rel-17?”. So in this sense, we agree with rapp that the agreement is understand as no optimization for IUC with SL DRX.

	Ericsson
	disagree
	Agree with rapp

	Apple
	Disagree
	Same understanding as rapp

	Xiaomi
	Agree (proponent)
	

	ZTE
	Disagree
	Same as rapper.

	Nokia
	Disagree
	Agree with rapporteur

	vivo
	Disagree
	Agree with Rapp’s comments.

	Qualcomm
	Disagree
	Agree with Rapp’s comments.


[Summary] There are no supporting companies other than the proponent. 
Proposal 1: The changes in R2-2309812 are not agreed. 
Changes in R2-2311033
R2-2311033 reasons that  " only sl-FreqInfoToAddModList is defined in sl-ConfigDedicatedNR, and sl-FreqInfoList is defined in sl-ConfigCommonNR" however " the current spec reads as if  sl-FreqInfoToAddModList is also defined in sl-ConfigCommonNR. ", and proposed the below change. Note similar changes are proposed in AI 5.2 for Rel-16 spec: 
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Q3: Would your company support the above change in R2-2311033?
	 Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Further comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Disagree
	There seems no ambiguity without any change on these procedure texts. It could be optimized/clarified however considering the guideline of "higher bar" for clarification CRs, we tend to disagree though can follow majority. 

	Philips International B.V.
	Agree
	We noticed that sl-FreqInfoList has been explicitly referred with SIB12 in other parts of the spec. Also, in the same context, sl-FreqInfoToAddModList is explicitly referred with sl-ConfigDedicatedNR. We fully understand Chair’s “higher bar” guidance; however, we believe this change would greatly improve the spec’s clarification, and keep consistence across the whole spec.
Indeed, as Rapp indicated, we have one R16 CR and one R17 shadow CR of the similar nature.

	Lenovo
	Disagree
	We also think nothing is broken if not changed and no ambiguity is caused. 
We can also follow the majority, but if this needs to be changed, we think “…included in sl-FreqInfoList within SIB12” is more align with other parts in 331

	Ericsson
	
	Can follow the majority view.

	Apple
	Disagree
	This has been used in many other places in RRC spec.  We would rather avoid wide-spread changes across the spec.

	Xiaomi
	Can follow majority
	

	ZTE
	No strong view
	

	Nokia
	Disagree
	Nothing seems broken

	vivo
	Agree
	Please also note that Q6 in [AT123bis][101][V2XSL] Rel-16 corrections (ZTE) is discussing similar issue and changes. We should make consistent conclusions between the two offline email. 

	Qualcomm
	Disagree
	Agree with Rapp’s comments.


[Summary] 2/10 "agree" and 3/10 "disagree", the rest  can follow the majority. Rapp agrees with vivo that we shall make consistent conclusion and it is expected the similair change will be agreed for Rel spec, so it is reasonale to agree this change for Rel 17 spec. 
Proposal 2: Change "…included in sl-FreqInfoList within SIB12” as revised from R2-2311033 is agreed or not will follow conclusion of section 5.8.5 of offline 101. 

Changes in R2-2311149/R2-2311150
R2-2311150 propose correction below on FD of sl-CBR-RangeConfigList based on the understanding of CBR ranges in Fig.1 (R2-2311149): 
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Figure 1. The proponent's understanding on SL CBR range configurations


Rapp understands that the current FD for sl-CBR-RangeConfigList is difficult to follow however we shall try as much as possible not to introduce functional NBC change now by changing substantial parts of this FD. It is Rapp's understanding that the lower bound of the CBR range for the entries other than the first entry in sl-CBR-RangeConfigList is NOT necessarily zero, which can be checked by companies. The second sentence " Each entry of the list indicates in SL-CBR-LevelsConfig the upper bound of the CBR range for the respective entry. " may cause the confusion, which could be deleted/modified, as SL-CBR-LevelsConfig-r16 defines CBR range from lower bound to upper bound, not only the upper bound.
Q4: Which option would your company support regarding above CR?
Option 1: No change needed. 
Option 2: Only delete the second sentence " Each entry of the list indicates in SL-CBR-LevelsConfig the upper bound of the CBR range for the respective entry. ". 
Option 3: Only modify the second sentence to " Each entry of the list indicates in SL-CBR-LevelsConfig the lower/upper bound of the CBR range for the respective entry. ". 
Option 4: Agree the original changes in R2-2311150. 
Option 5: Others, please elaborate. 

	Company
	Option(s)
	Further comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	1,2,3 
	

	OPPO
	1
	Firstly, we do not see there is a diff intention-wise between proponent and the current spec.
3 is wrong, since each entry includes a single value 
For 2, wouldn’t that lead to more ambiguity?
[Huawei] our understanding is each entry (entries number is up to 8) can include up to 16 levels so the lowest level is the lower bound and the highest level is the upper bound. why each entry only includes a single value?

sl-CBR-RangeConfigList-r16            SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..8)) OF SL-CBR-LevelsConfig-r16   
 SL-CBR-LevelsConfig-r16 ::=           SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..16)) OF SL-CBR-r16 


	Sharp
	4,5
	We believe figure 1 is common understanding. And following figure is our interpretation how to select SL-Tx-parameter based on CBR, so we believe each SL-CBR-LevelsConfig should have same structure.
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Rapporteur thinks that the lower bound of the CBR range for the entries other than the first entry in sl-CBR-RangeConfigList is NOT necessarily zero. We think it can be feasible. I If most companies share the same view as the reporter, we are fine with keeping current description for this part.
[Sharp2] We modify our comments. According to MAC spec, UE does not understand how to select SL-Tx parameter in a case that e.g. the CBR measurement result is 0.01 and lower bound of SL-CBR-LevelsConfig associated with the priority is 0.1 (non-zero value). And no behavior is specified in MAC spec for this error case. Therefore, lower bounds of all SL-CBR-LevelsConfig should be 0.
On the other hand, according to the current field description, it is unclear how each value within SL-CBR-LevelsConfig-r16 can indicate upper and lower bound. As proposed by option 3, we should clarify that one value also indicates lower bound of next CBR range. We propose to clarify more precisely in this point as follows; the first value in non-first entry of SL-CBR-LevelsConfig indicates lower bound of the SL-CBR-LevelsConfig, and the non-first value[#n] in all entries indicates the upper bound of the CBR range[#n] and the lower bound of the CBR range[#n+1]. 
- CHANGE START - 
…The values within each sl-CBR-LevelsConfig indicateEach entry of the list indicates in SL-CBR-LevelsConfig the upper bound (and the lower bound of next CBR range) of the each CBR range for the respective entry and. The upper bounds of the CBR ranges are configured in ascending order for consecutive entries of sl-CBR-RangeConfigList.. …
- CHANGE END - 
Furthermore, we think current FD has ambiguity other than the description of lower bound. RAN2 should confirm;
· sl-CBR-RangeConfigList indicates the list of SL-CBR-LevelsConfig containing the list of CBR ranges (does NOT indicate the list of CBR range directly).
· the values within each SL-CBR-LevelsConfig (i.e. upper bounds of each CBR range in SL-CBR-LevelsConfig) are configured in ascending order. (upper bounds of consecutive SL-CBR-LevelsConfig are NOT configured in ascending order). 
To clarify above understanding, the change is needed.

	Lenovo
	Can follow majority
	We think the problem proposed in 11150 is valid and has same understanding for CBR range configuration as in above figure 1. As to the change, we have no strong view and can follow the majority
[Huawei] If so, the sentence " For the first entry of sl-CBR-RangeConfigList the lower bound of the CBR range is 0"  is strange as written as such. Shall be then for all the entries... the lower bound is 0?

	Apple
	4 with comment
	The first two sentence  of the FD is OK w/o need any change. The last two sentence is weird to mention sl-CBR-RangeConfigList. We think “SL-CBR-LevelsConfig” needs to be mentioned in instead in the FD.

	Xiaomi
	5
	The proposed change seems to create more confusion. The modified change proposed by Sharp is clearer.

	ZTE
	1 or 5
	Do not think this is a critical issue, but agree Sharp’s understanding.

	Nokia
	1 or 5
	Agree with ZTE

	vivo
	1 or 4
	The above Figure 1 is also our understanding on the CBR range configuration. We are ok to add some clarification to make the CBR range configuration more clear. However, we think the clarification should not bring any NBC changes and the impact analysis should be clear on that if we go with Option 4.

	CATT
	1
	This issue was discussed intentionally in Rel-14, i.e. whether two bounds needs to be signaled for one CBR range entry or only one is needed. Two bounds were not regarded as necessary. We don’t agree to re-discuss this issue, for which existing Spec, we believe, leads no implementation difficulty/confusion from functional perspective. 

	Qualcomm
	1
	Do not think this is a critical issue.


[Summary]  Option 1: 7/11, Option 4: 3/11, Option 5: 4/10. There is a majority not to agree the change though Rapp thinks the proponent's understanding is valid however companies tend to not change. Also previous RRC rapporteur points out this very same issue has been discussed before without change. 
Proposal 3:  The changes in R2-2311150 are not agreed. 
3rd issue in R2-2310356
R2-2310356 proposes the below change as " The failure reporting of SL RLF and SL configuration failure in SUI is not to be limited to “non-relay SL communication”. This can occur during L2 or L3 relay communication too. ":
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Rapp thinks, though the correction seems needed, we shall keep the "to transmit" aspect in the correction.
Q5: Which option would your company support regarding above issue/correction?
Option 1: No change needed. 
Option 2: Change is needed with modification 
Option 3: Agree the original changes in R2-2310356 for 3rd issue. 
Option 4: Others, please elaborate. 

	Company
	Option(s)
	Further comments

	Apple
	3
	Proponent

	Xiaomi
	2
	If UE is remote UE, UE would not be able to report the SUI after the sidelink failure. Therefore, we propose to add the sidelink failure report specific to relay UE behaviour,

3>	if SIB12 includes sl-L2U2N-Relay and if configured by upper layers to transmit NR sidelink L2 U2N relay communication and the UE is acting as L2 U2N Relay UE:
4>	include sl-TxResourceReqL2U2N-Relay in sl-TxResourceReqListCommRelay and set its fields (if needed) as follows for each destination for which it requests network to assign NR sidelink L2 U2N relay communication resource:
5>	set sl-DestinationIdentityL2U2N to the destination identity configured by upper layer for NR sidelink L2 U2N relay communication transmission;
5>	set sl-TxInterestedFreqListL2U2N to indicate the frequency of the associated destination for NR sidelink L2 U2N relay communication transmission;
5>	set sl-TypeTxSyncListL2U2N to the current synchronization reference type used on the associated sl-InterestedFreqListL2U2N for NR sidelink L2 U2N relay communication transmission;
5>	set sl-LocalID-Request to request local ID for L2 U2N Remote UE;
5>	set sl-PagingIdentityRemoteUE to the paging UE ID received from peer L2 U2N Remote UE, if it is not released as in 5.8.9.8.3;
5>	set sl-CapabilityInformationSidelink to include UECapabilityInformationSidelink message, if any, received from peer UE;
4>	include ue-Type and set it to relayUE;
4> if a sidelink radio link failure or a sidelink RRC reconfiguration failure has been declared, according to clauses 5.8.9.3 and 5.8.9.1.8, respectively;
…



	ZTE
	2
	Original bullet is meaningful since RLF detection is performed in TX UE side.
So, suggested to keep original bullet level and add a new level 3 as shown in following:
3>	if configured by upper layers to transmit non-relay NR sidelink communication and/or relay NR sidelink communication
4>	if a sidelink radio link failure or a sidelink RRC reconfiguration failure has been declared, according to clauses 5.8.9.3 and 5.8.9.1.8, respectively;


	Nokia
	1,2,3,4
	Follow majority

	vivo
	2 with comments
	Agree with Rapp that though the correction seems needed, we shall keep the "to transmit" aspect in the correction. We don’t have strong view on how to implement option 2 and think it can be left to the RRC Rapp.


	Huawei, HiSilicon
	2
	


[Summary]  Option 2: 5/6. Companies agree that change is needed however the "transmit" aspect needs tobe kept. Rapp thinks ZTE revision is simplest and can be adopted. 
Proposal 4:  Include " relay NR sidelink communication " in the level-3 condition according to the issue in R2-2310356. 

[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Conclusion
[bookmark: _GoBack]Proposal 1: The changes in R2-2309812 are not agreed.
Proposal 2: Change "…included in sl-FreqInfoList within SIB12” as revised from R2-2311033 is agreed or not will follow conclusion of section 5.8.5 of offline 101.
Proposal 3: The changes in R2-2311150 are not agreed.
Proposal 4: Include " relay NR sidelink communication " in the level-3 condition according to the issue in R2-2310356.
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SL-DRX-Conlfig field descriptions

sl-DRX-ConfigGC-BC

This field indicates the sidelink DRX configurations for groupcast and broadcast communication, as specified in TS 38.321 [3]. The network does not configure this field if SL-
InterUE-CoordinationConfig-r17 is configured.

sl-DRX-ConfigUC-ToReleaseList

This field indicates the sidelink DRX configurations for corresponding unicast destinations to remove. The network does not configure this field if SL-InferUE-
CoordinationConfig-r17 is configured.

sl-DRX-ConfigUC-ToAddModList

This field indicates the sidelink DRX configurations for corresponding unicast destinations to add and/or modify. The network does not configure this field if SL-InterUE-
CoordinationConfig-r17 is configured.
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2> If the frequency used for NR sidelink communication is included in si-FreqlnfoTodddModList in sI-
ConfigDedicatedNR within RRCReconfiguration message or included in sl-FregInfoList in si-
ConfigCommonNR within SIB12:
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SL-CBR-CommonTxConfigList field descriptions

sl-CBR-RangeConfigList
Indicates the list of s/-

RangeCenﬁgHsl For the first entry of each si-CBR-LevelsConfig, sl-CBRRangeCenﬁgHsHhe lower bound of the CBR range is 0. Value 0 corresponds to 0, value 1 to 0.01,
value 2 to 0.02, and so on.

el-CR-Limit
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sl-CBR-RangeConfigList-r16

SL-CBR-LevelsConfig-r16#1 SL-CBR-LevelsConfig-r16#2

SL-CBR-LevelsConfig-r16#3

upper bound#4 e.g. 100

upper bound#3 e.g. 80

upper bound#2 e.g. 60

upper bound#1 e.g. 30

Lower bound is 0

upper bound#3 e.g. 100

upper bound#2 e.g. 60

upper bound#1 e.g. 20

Lower bound is 0

upper bound#4 e.g. 100

upper bound#3 e.g. 90

upper bound#2 e.g. 50

upper bound#1 e.g. 30

Lower bound is 0
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sI-CBR-RangeConfigList-r16
SL-CBR-LevelsConfig-r16 ENTRY#1

number of entry is 4

— sl-CBR-ConfigIndex-r16 in SL-PriorityTxConfigIndex

For example, Index#1 is indicated for the priority.

SL-CBR-LevelsConfig-r16 ENTRY#2 fe—

SL-CBR-LevelsConfig-r16 ENTRY#3

SL-CBR-LevelsConfig-r16 ENTRY#4

SL-CBR-LevelsConfig-r16 ENTRY#2 sl-Tx-ConfigIndexList-r16 sI-CBR-PSSCH-TxConfigList-r16
SL-CBR-T16 ENTRY#1 | | SL-TxConfigIndex-r16 #2 SL-CBR-PSSCH-TxConfig-r16 ENTRY#1
SL-CBR-r16 ENTRY#2 | SL-TxConfigIndex-r16 #1 __| SL-CBR-PSSCH-TxConfig-r16 ENTRY#2
SL-CBR-r16 ENTRY#3 SL-TxConfigIndex-r16 #0 SL-CBR-PSSCH-TxConfig-r16 ENTRY#3
SL-CBR-r16 ENTRY#4 |————— | SL-TxConfigindex-r16 #3 | ———{ SL-CBR-PSSCH-TxConfig-r16 ENTRY#4
x Ltol Index

\

\ SL-CBR-r16 (30) ENTRY#1 CBR range = 0-30 %

\ SL-CBR-r16 (50) ENTRY#2 CBR range = 30-50 %

SL-CBR-r16 (80) ENTRY#3 CBR range = 50-80 %

— UE decides SL-CBR entry based on CBR measurement

SL-CBR-r16 (100) ENTRY#4 CBR range = 80-100 %
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43> if a sidelink radio link failure or a sidelink RRC reconfiguration failure has been declared, according
to clauses 5.8.9.3 and 5.8.9.1.8, respectively;

54> include s/-FailureList and set its fields as follows for each destination for which it reports the NR
sidelink communication failure:

65> set sl-Destinationldentity to the destination identity configured by upper layer for NR sidelink
communication transmission;

65> if the sidelink RLF is detected as specified in clause 5.8.9.3:

76> set sl-Failure as rif for the associated destination for the NR sidelink communication
transmission;

65> else if RRCReconfigurationFailureSidelink is received:

76> set sl-Failure as configFailure for the associated destination for the NR sidelink
communication transmission;




