	
[bookmark: _Toc193024528][bookmark: _GoBack]3GPP TSG-RAN WG2 Meeting #123bis	  								R2-2311499
Xiamen, China, 09-13 October, 2023

Agenda item:       7.15.1
Source: 	Huawei, HiSilicon
Title: 	Summary on [AT123bis][108][V2X/SL] 38.306 running CR (Huawei)
Document for:	Discussion and Decision
Introduction
This document summarizes the offline discussion [AT123bis][108][V2X/SL] 38.306 running CR (Huawei) as: 
· [AT123bis][108][V2X/SL] 38.306 running CR (Huawei)
	Scope: Discuss proposal in R2-2310072 and running CRs in R2-2310073 and R2-2310074. 
	Intended outcome: Discussion summary in R2-2311499. Running CR in R2-2311500 and R2-2311501 for endorsement.
Deadline: 10/11 20:00 (local time in RAN2#123bis)
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On capability ca-Sidleink-r18
It can be discussed whether or not to have a general capability as ca-Sidleink-r18, as, to the knowledge of Rapp, there is no such general capability for LTE CA or Uu CA but various PHY layer CA feature indicators. RAN1/4 feature list is not available yet on this and we may wait and see whether to use PHY CA feature indicators instead of ca-Sidleink-r18, or we can still use ca-Sidleink-r18 to indicate overall CA capability for BC/GC/UC and use PHY CA features as prerequisite(s).  

Q1: Which option would your company support?
Option 1: Wait and see RAN1 feature list first (the implementation would be done in 306/331 capability Mega CR). 
Option 2: Adopt ca-Sidleink-r18 as in R2-2310073 and R2-2310074. 
Option 3: Others, please elaborate.
	 Company
	Option(s) 
	Further comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	2
	The difference of option 1 and 2 can be small. Prefer option 2 for easy implementation (avoiding interaction with RAN1 feature list and Mega 306, 331 capability CR). 

	OPPO
	See comment
	Related capability is needed
But should follow legacy Uu approach, i.e., BC list with related CA capability, instead of per-UE capability.
Normally we do not wait for R1/4 feature list for the implementation of BC list, but just rely on R1/4 for the detailed component. 


[Summary] Rapp agree that the current per UE capability ca-Sidleink-r18 is not needed. BC list can be added in next version of running 306/331 CRs. 
Proposal 1: Remove per UE capability ca-Sidleink-r18 in current running 306/331 CRs. 
On capability sl-LBT-FailureDetectionRecovery-r18
It can be discussed that on PC5 link, there might be no need for TX UE to understand RX UE capability on LBT failure detection and recovery as this behaviour would be RX UE specific and would make no impact on TX UE. Rapp is open to hear companies view. 
Q2: Which option would your company support for RX UE report LBT failure detection and recovery capability to TX UE?
Option 1: Introduce sl-LBT-FailureDetectionRecovery-r18. 
Option 2: Do not introduce sl-LBT-FailureDetectionRecovery-r18. 
Option 3: Others, please elaborate.
	 Company
	Option(s) 
	Further comments

	OPPO
	See comment
	Yes we need the capability, but should be a per-band capability, as in Uu. (otherwise, how to differentiate the different regulation requirement of different bands)



[Summary]: Rapp checked with OPPO and confirm corresponding capability is Per UE.  
Proposal 2: Introduce sl-LBT-FailureDetectionRecovery-r18 as per UE capability. 

On capability pdcp-DuplicationSRB-sidelink-r18 and pdcp-DuplicationDRB-sidelink-r18
It is obvious to Rapp that both above capabilities are needed, as following Uu capability indication on PDCP duplication. Companies can comment if disagree. 
	Company
	Further comments

	OPPO
	Do we need to diff between GC/BC and UC? Since the latter one related to the procedure of PC5-RRC


[Summary] Due to limited inputs, we may discuss this differentiation between GC/BC and UC in next version. The current version is starting point. 
Proposal 3: Introduce pdcp-DuplicationSRB-sidelink-r18 and pdcp-DuplicationDRB-sidelink-r18. 

On 306/331 CR implementation
One minor point for discussion can be the extension of field AccessStratumReleaseSidelink-r16 in R2-2310074 as below. Rapp realizes that the extension on the value of this field shall be non-critical extension and suffix -v18xy shall be used instead of suffix -r18. 
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It shall be:
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Companies can provide comments on this and other 306/331 implementations in R2-2310073 and R2-2310074. 

	 Company
	Spec/field etc. 
	Further comments

	OPPO
	
	Seems not a big issue given Uu example

AccessStratumRelease ::= ENUMERATED {
                            rel15, rel16, rel17, spare5, spare4, spare3, spare2, spare1, ... }


	
	
	

	
	
	


[Summary] Rapp checked with the general RRC rapporteur and confirmed that for this field exactly tells the release number, the usual non-critical extension suffix -v1xyz is not needed. 
[Proposal 4] No suffix for added value "rel18" for field AccessStratumReleaseSidelink-r16. 
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[bookmark: _Hlk147937226]Proposal 1: Remove per UE capability ca-Sidleink-r18 in current running 306/331 CRs.
Proposal 2: Remove Introduce sl-LBT-FailureDetectionRecovery-r18 as per UE capability.
Proposal 3: Introduce pdcp-DuplicationSRB-sidelink-r18 and pdcp-DuplicationDRB-sidelink-r18.
Proposal 4: No suffix for added value "rel18" for field AccessStratumReleaseSidelink-r16.
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