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Introduction
This email thread discuss Rel-17 PC2 HPUE for NR sidelink enhancements.  The contributions are in agenda 8.15.5, which includes:
· Topic #1: Power class capability enhancements
· Topic #2: Co-existence study 
· Topic #3: 38.101-1 CR
· Topic #4: Con-current band combination for SL HPUE

Topic #1: Power class capability enhancements 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2118280
	vivo
	Proposal 1: Introduce optional power class signalling for single band supporting SL HPUE, including PC1 and PC2.
Proposal 2: It is suggested to introduce power class capability for con-current combination, along with power class reporting for SL part.

	R4-2118989
	Ericsson
	Observation-1: It can define different power class for each NR feature compared with the normal NR UE without such feature.
Observation-2: The power class of V2X is reported in BandNR parameter and tx-Sidelink-r16 and rx-Sidelink-r16 in 
BandCombinationListSidelinkEUTRA-NR.
Proposal-1: LS to RAN2 asking the UE capability reporting when RAN4 introducing the PC5 and Uu concurrent/non-concurrent operation in one licensed band.
Proposal-2: For Isssue 1-2, PC2 power class capability for PC5 per band can reuse the existing TS 38.306 signaling structure and no need to introduce new signaling for this.
Proposal-3: For Issue 1-3, once RAN4 decide on NR intra-band V2X concurrent operation with Uu in one licensed band, the LS to RAN2 would be appropriated asking the signaling aspect.

	R4-2119248
	Xiaomi

	Observation 1: For separate RF architecture, different power class for Uu and PC5 interface and the combined power class should be reported.
Observation 2: For shared RF architecture, the legacy per band power class capability is enough for intra-band concurrent operation.
Proposal 1: It is proposed to define power class signalling for Uu interface, PC5 interface as well as the combined power class on the specific band for intra-band concurrent operation.


	R4-2119249
	Xiaomi

	draftLS out_PC2 V2X intra-band concurrent

	R4-2119532
	Huawei, HiSilicon

	Observation 1: Power classes have been used for specifying requirements for NR-V2X from Rel-16, but it’s not clear whether the same power class capability for Uu is used for NR-V2X.
Observation 2: It is observed that based on the UE architecture assumed for intra-band con-current operation, the per band output power capability for Uu and SL could be different as they could use different RF chains.
Observation 3: To comply with the corresponding requirements using power backoff, per band combination based power class for intra-band con-current operation is needed.
Proposal 1: Specific per band power class and per band combination power class for NR V2X needs to be defined.
Proposal 2: It is proposed to send LS to RAN2 for the agreements in RAN4 on power classes for NR V2X.

	R4-2119533
	Huawei, HiSilicon

	draft LS on new power class 2 capability for NR-V2X



Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Issue 1-1: NR V2X power class per band capability
Whether need to define specific NR V2X PC1/PC2 capability signalling?
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No 
· Option 2a: PC2 power class capability for PC5 per band can reuse the existing TS 38.306 signalling structure and no need to introduce new signalling for this.
Moderator’s recommendation:
· Recommended WF
· TBA based on 1st round discussion


Issue 1-2: power class capability for NR V2X intra-band concurrent operation
Whether need to define specific power class capability signalling for NR V2X intra-band concurrent operation?
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No 
Moderator’s recommendation:
· Recommended WF
· TBA based on 1st round discussion




Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Issues
	Company Comments

	1-1: NR V2X power class per band capability
	Whether need to define specific NR V2X PC1/PC2 capability signalling?
Huawei, HiSilicon: Option 1
Power class is used to determine the power backoff, and the configured transmitted power for V2X already uses this parameter. The problem is whether new capability signaling for SL should be introduce or the power class capability for Uu can be used for SL. RAN4 previously agreed that Uu and SL could use different RF chains for transmission, which means the output power capability could be different even for the same band. In this case, same per band power capability used by Uu cannot reflect the capability difference for SL and Uu. Thus additionally, SL power class should be reported separately. Since it was agreed that PC2 HPUE is a Rel-16 left over issue, RAN4 need to inform RAN2 to introduce SL only power class capability from Rel-16.

LGE: Based on work plan for NR SL enhancement WI, the PC2 is only scope as leftover issue. PC1 is not scope in WI. The capability signaling perspective, LGE support to define PC2/PC3 capability for NR V2X UE as same LTE V2X PC2 UE. 

Ericsson: option 2a. issue 1-1 ask both capability and signaling aspects.  We think the existing capability signaling may be ok. For example, PC2 on band 47 is already supported from signaling perspective, hence should be so on another band. We are ok to send the LS to ask RAN1 to consider the signaling aspect of PC2 capability of NR V2X in licensed band, whether or not this has signal aspect will depend on RAN2 analysis.  To make it clearer: for capability definition, fine with us. For signaling of capability, fine to leave to RAN2 to decide as compromise.

CATT: Option 1.

Xiaomi: Option 2a. We understand Huawei’s intension on differentiating the power class of NR and NR SL. However, the scenario that with separate RF architecture and Uu interface with only PC3 but PC5 interface with PC2 is not realistic, or at least currently we don’t see the use case of this kind of architecture.
Xiaomi2: We would like to further express our proposal of the signaling which has not been captured in the issue. Our proposal is: 
Proposal 1: It is proposed to define power class signalling for Uu interface, PC5 interface as well as the combined power class on the specific band for intra-band concurrent operation.
This is quite similar to EN-DC power class signalling as NR, LTE and the combination power class which in total 3 power classes are signalled. With this, the PC5 interface power class, the Uu interface power class and the con-current operation power class are all defined. This is also the method relate to issue 1-2. With this 3 in total signalling, the specific PC2 capability signalling is not needed and also Huawei’s concern can be addressed.
Moderator: to Xiaomi, I thought Option 1 in issue 1-1 +Option 1 in issue 1-2 is what Xiaomi proposed above, is it?
OPPO: Option 1, yes.
Vivo: Option 1, yes.
AT&T: Comment for rapporteur from LGE: PC1 for sidelink operation in NR band n14 has been requested by operator for some time and has been part of the discussions concerning co-existence studies in multiple RAN4 meetings in Rel-17. It seems that this may be a gap in the WID and PC1 should have been added based on the operator request based on the way forward concerning operating scenarios being based on operator request. Can we consider closing this gap and add PC1 to the WID so that requirements can be defined in Rel-17 timeframe?

	1-2: power class capability for NR V2X intra-band concurrent operation
	Whether need to define specific power class capability signalling for NR V2X intra-band concurrent operation?
Huawei, HiSilicon: Option 1
Without power class for con-current operation, there is no way to specify the MPR/A-MPR requirements for con-current operation. The per band combination power class capability should be introduced, and it should be a Rel-16 capability. LS should be sent to RAN2 to ask for the signalling design.

LGE: For the intra-band con-current V2X UE, the UE can have different power class from the Power class of single carrier in same band. So RAN4 can define the PC2/PC3 intra-band con-current V2X UE.

Ericsson: option 1.

CATT: Option 1.

Xiaomi: Option 1.

QCOM: Option 1

OPPO: Option 1.

Vivo: Option 1.

	Others
	



LS comments collection
Major close-to-finalize WIs and Rel-15 maintenance, comments collections can be arranged for TPs and CRs. For Rel-16 on-going WIs, suggest to focus on open issues discussion on 1st round.
	Tdoc number
	Comments collection

	R4-2119249
draftLS out_PC2 V2X intra-band concurrent
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	R4-2119533
draft LS on new power class 2 capability for NR-V2X
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	





Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Topic#1
	Issue 1-1: NR V2X power class per band capability
Tentative agreements: 

Candidate options: 
Option 1: yes, define specific NR V2X PC1/PC2 capability signaling (4 companies)
Option 2: no
Option 2a: PC2 power class capability for PC5 per band can reuse the existing TS 38.306 signalling structure and no need to introduce new signaling (2 companies)
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Further discuss whether specific power class per band capability should be introduced for NR V2X?


Issue 1-2: power class capability for NR V2X intra-band concurrent operation
Tentative agreements: 
Option 1: define specific power class capability signalling for NR V2X intra-band concurrent operation
Candidate options: 
Option 1: yes, define specific power class capability signalling for NR V2X intra-band concurrent operation (8 companies)
Option 2: no


Recommendations for 2nd round:
No further discussion on issue 1-2. The agreement will be capture in the WF for the thread




Recommendations on WF/LS assignment 
	
	WF/LS t-doc Title 
	Assigned Company,
WF or LS lead

	#1
	
	

	#2
	
	




Discussion on 2nd round
Discussion points for GTW session:
Whether specific power class per band capability should be introduced for NR V2X?
· Candidate options: 
Option 1: yes, define specific NR V2X PC1/PC2 capability signaling (4 companies on 1st round)
Option 2: no
Option 2a: PC2 power class capability for PC5 per band can reuse the existing TS 38.306 signalling structure and no need to introduce new signaling (2 companies on 1st round)

Agreement: For sidelink, define specific NR V2X power class capability, e.g., PC2 and PC3.
· Capability signalling is per band
· On licensed band, PC1.5 and PC5 are not considered for NR V2X

	Issues
	Company Comments

	1-1: NR V2X power class per band capability
	Whether specific power class per band capability should be introduced for NR V2X?
LGE: support option 1.
AT&T: The WF does not make it clear as to how to treat PC1 for n14 sidelink operation. PC1 support for n14 sidelink operation was requested by AT&T and FirstNet at previous RAN4 meetings. At a minimum, we would like to see PC1 for n14 sidelink operation added to the WID so that requirements can be defined in Rel-17 timeframe.  It seems that this may be a gap in the WID and PC1 should have been added based on the operator request based on the way forward concerning operating scenarios being based on operator request.
Moderator summary: The agreement above was reached in the GTW section and captured in the WF.




Topic #2: Co-existence study
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2118987
	Ericsson
	Observation-1: co-channel interference may occur from PC2 NR V2X UE operating PC5 at OOC to the PC3 NR Uu UE in the same frequency.
Observation-2: Same/co-channel coexisting is within the RAN4 scope according to WID[3].
Observation-3: The highest supported power class for V2X may be different with highest supported power class for Uu.
Observation#4: PC2 V2X UE could generate the co-channel interference before detecting in-coverage of network using current in-coverage detection criteria.
Proposal-1: Disicuss the above compensation for NR SL UE in-coverage area.
Proposal-2: LS could be sent to RAN2  on the co-channel interference issue once the solution would be agreed.

	R4-2118990
	Ericsson
	Proposal-1: update the PEMAX,c to consider the coexisting of NR V2X and NR Uu within the same licensed band.
Observation-1: The power control formula in TS 38.213 for NR V2X UE is associated with the serving cell and controlled by the network to activate/deactivate the PL compensation.
Proposal-2: use the wording of the associated cell c to define the Pcmax behavior of which maximum output power is limited by the IE P-max as the same as the NR Uu UE.
Observation-2: In LTE V2X, there is ambiguity on the which maxTxPower is reference, e.g  maxTxPower-r12 or maxTxPower-r14.
Observation-3: maxTxPower-r14 is relating the congestion control and thus is separated signaled to UE.
Proposal-3: Replace IE maxTxPower  with IE maxTxPower-r12 in LTE TS36.101 
Observation-4: In NR V2X, there is no maxTxPower in TS 38.331.
Proposal-4: Not use the sl-MaxTxPower for now till the confirmation from RAN1/RAN2.
Proposal-5: a new maxTxPower parameter should be specified in the TS 38.331. The consequence of no such parameter means there is no maximum allowed transmit power for V2X UE when it is not associated with NR Cell.
Proposal-6: Sending the LS to RAN1/RAN2 to confirm the understanding with below wording:
RAN4 notices that a parameter maxTxPower defined for maximum allowed transmission power for NR V2X UE is missing in TS 38.331 and the IE maxTxPower defined TS 38.101-1 referencing to TS 38.331 is not correct. RAN4 kindly ask RAN2 consider to add this parameter. Reference to this parameter in LTE 36.331 is  maxTxPower-r12.




Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.


Issue 2-1: Co-channel existing
Whether need to compensate the in-coverage area when its power class is higher than the PEMAX1?
· Option 1: yes, as proposed in R4-2118987, and LS could be sent to RAN2 once the solution would be agreed
· Observation-1: co-channel interference may occur from PC2 NR V2X UE operating PC5 at OOC to the PC3 NR Uu UE in the same frequency.
· Observation-2: Same/co-channel coexisting is within the RAN4 scope according to WID[3].
· Observation-3: The highest supported power class for V2X may be different with highest supported power class for Uu.
· Observation#4: PC2 V2X UE could generate the co-channel interference before detecting in-coverage of network using current in-coverage detection criteria
· Option 2: no
· Option 3: FFS.

Moderator’s recommendation:
· Recommended WF
· TBA based on 1st round discussion



Issue 2-2: PEMAX
Discuss where the following proposals in R4-2118990 can be agreed on PEMAX 
Proposal-1: update the PEMAX,c to consider the coexisting of NR V2X and NR Uu within the same licensed band.
Proposal-2: use the wording of the associated cell c to define the Pcmax behavior of which maximum output power is limited by the IE P-max as the same as the NR Uu UE.
Proposal-3: Replace IE maxTxPower  with IE maxTxPower-r12 in LTE TS36.101 
Proposal-4: Not use the sl-MaxTxPower for now till the confirmation from RAN1/RAN2.
Proposal-5: a new maxTxPower parameter should be specified in the TS 38.331. The consequence of no such parameter means there is no maximum allowed transmit power for V2X UE when it is not associated with NR Cell.
Proposal-6: Sending the LS to RAN1/RAN2 to confirm the understanding with below wording:
RAN4 notices that a parameter maxTxPower defined for maximum allowed transmission power for NR V2X UE is missing in TS 38.331 and the IE maxTxPower defined TS 38.101-1 referencing to TS 38.331 is not correct. RAN4 kindly ask RAN2 consider to add this parameter. Reference to this parameter in LTE 36.331 is  maxTxPower-r12.

Moderator’s recommendation:
· Recommended WF
· TBA based on 1st round discussion



Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Issues
	Company Comments

	Issue 2-1: Co-channel existing
	Huawei, HiSilicon: Option 2, no need.
According to TS 38.304, S criterion is utilized by the SL UE to determine it to be in-coverage or out-of-coverage for NR sidelink communication on the frequency. If UE is OOC, frequency in SL resource pool pre-configured will be used for mode 2 SL transmission. We doubt the frequency would be the same as that in InC scenario, and it may not even in the licensed band. 
On the other hand, we noticed that there are some discussion in RAN1 for Rel-18 SL scope for co-channel interference handling for LTE-V and NR-V, definitely, co-channel co-existence has RAN1 impact. Without clear mechanism specified in RAN1, we don’t think co-channel co-existence scenario should be considered in RAN4. 
It was agreed in last RAN4 meeting the conclusion should be made for the co-channel co-existence issue. We think it’s the time to stop further discussion on the issue. If needed, the issue can be further discussed in Rel-18 once the objective is confirmed in RAN1.

LGE:
 The co-channel coexistence is not RAN4 work. So no needed. Option 2.
Ericsson: according to WID, the co-channel coexisting is within the objective in RAN4 as below:
Support of new sidelink frequency bands for single-carrier operations [RAN4]
· Support of new sidelink frequency bands should ensure coexistence between sidelink and Uu interface in the same and adjacent channels in licensed spectrum.
In WID objective, this is the Uu and SL co-channel coexisting scenario and seems not the co-existing of LTE-V to NR-V in Rel-18.  As per our paper analysis, this co-channel issue is because the Uu and SL power class in the same UE may be different which is the case in issue 1-1 discussion. Thus, the coverage of the SL and Uu is different and the interference from SL transmission to network may degrade the Uu performance when SL UE transmit higher power than Uu in OOC area. 
RAN4 is contribution driven and we donot understand the motivation to ignore our contribution and saying it is not RAN4 work which is against the WID objective. I think maybe the best way forward is that companies can provide technical comments on this issue.
Xiaomi: 
We have explained this issue in the last meeting. The problem exists as there is no co-ordination of out of coverage UE communication with the in coverage UE communication as shown in figure below:
UE1: in coverage
[bookmark: OLE_LINK2][bookmark: OLE_LINK3]UE2 and UE3 are out-of-coverage and it may transmit in PC2 while interfere the PC3 link of BS and UE1. This problem is not a signalling issue or OOC justification issue. Some of the mechanism can be used as adding co-ordination for UE2 and UE1 but this is RAN1 topic. Hence we agree not to further discuss this topic in RAN4 Rel-17 SL enhancement WID.
[image: ]
OPPO: If this is going to be solved in RAN4, what kind of requirements need to be defined?

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK4]Issue 2-2: PEMAX
	Huawei, HiSilicon: This issue is also discussed in thread [125].
The meaning of sl-maxTxPower is different from that of maxTxPower for Uu. The IE of sl-maxTxPower is to indicate the maximum transmission power for transmission on PSSCH and PSCCH for Channel Busy Ratio (CBR) condition. Instead, sl-MaxTransPower-r16 is used for the purpose to limit the max output power for SL in the SL resource pool. The parameter can be get via RRC configuration or SIB12 for in coverage scenario or via pre-configuration in out of coverage scenario. Thus the parameter sl-MaxTransPower can be used for cases with or w/o a serving cell, “when the UE is not associated with a serving cell on the NR V2X carrier” should be removed.
RAN1 is aware of the wrongly used parameter, and the correction CR for TS 38.213 was agreed in R1-2107221. The proposed changes in TS 38.101-1 for SL Pemax part are:
For the total transmitted power PCMAX,PSSCH/PSCCH , PEMAX,c is the value given by IE sl-MaxTransPower, defined by TS 38.331.

LGE: Need further check the difference “IE-sl-maxTxPower” and “IE sl-maxTransPower”. 
Ericsson: I think it will be good to have some feedback on the proposals above. It is very confusing on the IE-sl-maxTxPower” and “IE sl-maxTransPower”, IE sl-maxTransPower is within the SL_power control IE where the equation in TS 38.213 clause 16.2.3 apply, so maybe RAN4 could send LS to RAN1/RAN2 asking for clarification. 

	SL-PowerControl field descriptions

	sl-MaxTransPower
Indicates the maximum value of the UE's sidelink transmission power on this resource pool. The unit is dBm.

	sl-Alpha-PSSCH-PSCCH
Indicates alpha value for sidelink pathloss based power control for PSCCH/PSSCH when sl-P0-PSSCH is configured. When the field is absent the UE applies the value 1. 

	sl-P0-PSSCH-PSCCH
Indicates P0 value for sidelink pathloss based power control for PSCCH/PSSCH. If not configured, sidelink pathloss based power control is disabled for PSCCH/PSSCH.

	dl-Alpha-PSSCH-PSCCH
Indicates alpha value for downlink pathloss based power control for PSCCH/PSSCH when dl-P0-PSSCH is configured. When the field is absent the UE applies the value 1. 

	dl-P0-PSSCH-PSCCH
Indicates P0 value for downlink pathloss based power control for PSCCH/PSSCH. If not configured, downlink pathloss based power control is disabled for PSCCH/PSSCH.

	dl-Alpha-PSFCH
Indicates alpha value for downlink pathloss based power control for PSFCH when dl-P0-PSFCH is configured. When the field is absent the UE applies the value 1. 

	dl-P0-PSFCH
Indicates P0 value for downlink pathloss based power control for PSFCH. If not configured, downlink pathloss based power control is disabled for PSFCH.



CATT: We also present our view in thread [125]. 
For the specific IE, we think IE sl-MaxTransPower should be used for SL instead of IE sl-TxPower. sl-TxPower is the value of  IE sl-MaxTxPower.
As mentioned by Huawei, IE sl-MaxTxPower is optional for transmission on PSSCH and PSCCH for CBR condition. It seems IE sl-MaxTxPower and IE sl-MaxTransPower are overlapped in some cases. If the CBR condition is met, the smaller value of IE sl-MaxTxPower and IE sl-MaxTransPower could be more appropriate for SL.

Xiaomi: 
For the change in LTE, technically we are fine but this need to check the backward compatibility issue. 
For the change in NR, as stated in thread [125], we believe sl-TxPower is appropriate IE.
QCOM: see thread 125 for our comments. Perhaps moderators can decide to discuss this only in 125.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK6]Moderator: yes, PC max definition is also discussed in thread [125] and Moderator suggest to stop the discussion here and only discuss it in [125].

	Others
	




Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Issue 2-1: Co-channel existing
	Tentative agreements: 

Candidate options: 
Whether need to compensate the in-coverage area when its power class is higher than the PEMAX1?
Option 1: yes, as proposed in R4-2118987, and LS could be sent to RAN2 once the solution would be agreed (one company)
Option 2: no (4 companies)

[bookmark: OLE_LINK5]Recommendations for 2nd round:
The majority view is that co-channel existing have RAN1 impact and RAN1 should define the mechanism firstly. It was also discussed in last meeting, and the situation keep unchanged. It will be further discussed in the 2nd round to make a decision.


	Issue 2-2: PEMAX
	Recommendations for 2nd round:
 No further discussion in the thread and the PC max definition is discussed only in thread [125]



Suggestion on WF/LS assignment 
	
	WF/LS t-doc Title 
	Assigned Company,
WF or LS lead

	#1
	
	




Discussion on 2nd round
Whether to further discuss the issue proposed in R4-2118987 in RAN4 Rel-17 SL enhancement WI?
· Candidate options: 
Option 1: yes, as proposed in R4-2118987, and LS could be sent to RAN2 once the solution would be agreed (one company on 1st round)
Option 2: no (4 companies on 1st round)



	Issues
	Company Comments

	2-1: Co-channel existing
	Whether to further discuss the issue proposed in R4-2118987 in RAN4 Rel-17 SL enhancement WI?
LGE: option 2. RAN1 shall treat the co-channel coexistence issues and they only solve the problem if some interference problems are identified. 
Moderator summary: there is not too much discussion on 2nd round and the next step is captured in the WF.




Topic #3: 38.101-1 CR 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2118708
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Based on the agreement in WF R4-2107873, PC2 RF requirements for NR V2X should be introduced.
1.	To introduce MOP requirements for PC2 V2X UE.
2.	To introduce MPR requirements for PC2 V2X UE.
3.	To introduce AMPR requirements for PC2 V2X UE.





Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
CRs/TPs comments collection
Major close-to-finalize WIs and Rel-15 maintenance, comments collections can be arranged for TPs and CRs. For Rel-16 on-going WIs, suggest to focus on open issues discussion on 1st round.
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2118708
	Huawei, HiSilicon: The corresponding requirements were agreed in previous RAN4 WF. The CR is to complete the spec to support PC2 HPUE for V2X.

	
	LGE: As rapporteur of Rel-17 SL enhancement WI, we prefer big CR approach to capture the whole PC2 V2X UE RF requirements in single carrier and the PC2 V2X inter-band combinations. So draft big CR approach is feasible to update the endorsed draft CR for each SL_enh_Part.
It is premature to capture the contents in TS38.101-1.

	
	





Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 

CRs/TPs
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round and provides recommendation on CRs/TPs Status update 
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”

	R4-2118708
	Technically endorsed, the content will be captured in the big CR for the Rel-17 SL enhancement WI




Topic #4: Con-current band combination for SL HPUE 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2118281
	vivo
	Proposal 1: Introduce example inter-band con-current combinations V2X_nX_n47 for SL HPUE.
Proposal 2: Collect the inter-band con-current combination request from operators for SL HPUE in Rel-17.



Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Issue 4-1: Con-current band combination for SL HPUE
Issue 4-1-1: Whether to introduce example inter-band con-current combinations for SL HPUE?
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK7][bookmark: OLE_LINK8]Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No 
· Option 3: depend on operators’ request

Moderator’s recommendation:
· Recommended WF
· TBA based on 1st round discussion


Issue 4-1-2: Which WI to discuss the new request for inter-band con-current combinations for SL HPUE?
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK12]Option 1: NR Sidelink enhancement WI
· Option 2: Basket WI on band combinations for Uu and V2X con-current operation

Moderator’s recommendation:
· Recommended WF
· TBA based on 1st round discussion



Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Issues
	Company Comments

	Issue 4-1-1: 
	Whether to introduce example inter-band con-current combinations for SL HPUE?
 Huawei, HiSilicon: Option 3. We think the band combinations can be added in the existing basket WI based on operators request or the usual way with enough supporting companies. Some clarification can be made in the V2X basket WID to make it clear that both PC3 and PC2 band combinations are included. 
LGE: Yes, RAN4 need to capture the PC2 inter-band con-current V2X band combinations in TS38.101-1 or TS38.101-3. So the best option is option 3.

CATT: Option 3. We think it is necessary to introduce higher power class, e.g. PC2, PC1 for inter-band con-current combinations. Currently only PC3 is supported for Uu and SL con-current operation. Request from operators can be considered if any.

Xiaomi: Option 3. 
QCOM: Per operator’s request, so Option 3.
Vivo: We think it is beneficial to introduce example band combination V2X_nX_n47 and operators can make the request for inter-band con-current HPUE according to the example band combination.

	Issue 4-1-2:
	Which WI to discuss the new request for inter-band con-current combinations for SL HPUE?
 Huawei, HiSilicon: Option 2. 

LGE: we think the example band combination shall be treated in NR SL enhancement WI in rel-17. Because the related PC2 inter-band RF requirements shall be included in big draft CR in SL_enh_Part3.
After that, RAN4 can treat the additional PC2 V2X inter-band con-current combinations in the NR Uu and NR SL con-current band combinations WI in Rel-18.

CATT: Option 2. Introduction of new band combinations in Rel-17 stage should be discussed in the basket WI dedicated for Rel-17. The associated inter-band RF requirements for HPUE should be treated in Rel-17 SL enhancement WI.
Xiaomi: Option 2.
QCOM: This should be handled in SL enhancement WI. The specifications are still under development and can be part of big CR for the feature. 
Vivo: Option 2 is OK.

	Others
	





Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Topic#4
	Issue 4-1-1: Whether to introduce example inter-band con-current combinations for SL HPUE?
Tentative agreements: 
Option 3: depend on operators’ request

Candidate options: 
Option 1: Yes (one company)
Option 2: No 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK9][bookmark: OLE_LINK10]Option 3: depend on operators’ request (5 companies)

Recommendations for 2nd round:
[bookmark: OLE_LINK11]Capture  the tentative agreements in the WF for the thread

Issue 4-1-2: Which WI to discuss the new request for inter-band con-current combinations for SL HPUE?
Tentative agreements: 

Candidate options: 
Option 1: NR Sidelink enhancement WI (2 companies)
[bookmark: OLE_LINK13]Option 2: Basket WI on band combinations for Uu and V2X con-current operation (4 companies)
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Further discussion in 2nd round, potential agreements can be captured in WF for the thread




Recommendations on WF/LS assignment 
	
	WF/LS t-doc Title 
	Assigned Company,
WF or LS lead

	#1
	
	

	#2
	
	




Discussion on 2nd round
Given the agreement for Issue 4-1-1, companies provide further discussion on Issue 4-1-2.
Issue 4-1-2: Which WI to discuss the new request for inter-band con-current combinations for SL HPUE?
Option 1: NR Sidelink enhancement WI (2 companies on 1st round)
Option 2: Basket WI on band combinations for Uu and V2X con-current operation (4 companies on 1st round)

	Issues
	Company Comments

	Issue 4-1-2:
	Which WI to discuss the new request for inter-band con-current combinations for SL HPUE?
LGE: RAN4 shall specify the PC2 inter-band con-current V2X operation band combination in mother WI. The V2X basket WI is only to cover the corresponding band combination issues. It just follow the defined general RF requirements.
Moderator summary: there is not too much discussion on 2nd round and it can be further discussed when operators’ request is received.







Recommendations for Tdocs
1st round 
New tdocs
	Title
	Source
	Comments

	Way forward on HPUE NR V2X
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	

	draft LS on new power class capability for NR-V2X
	Xiaomi
	Merged contribution from R4-2119249 and R4-2119533

	
	
	



Existing tdocs
	Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-2118280
	Further discussion on HPUE signalling issues in Rel-17 SL enhancements
	vivo
	Noted
	

	R4-2118281
	Discussion on con-current band combinations for SL HPUE
	vivo
	Noted
	

	R4-2118708
	CR for 38.101-1 to introduce PC2 RF requirements for NR V2X
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK14]Technical endorsed 
	

	R4-2118987
	Co-channel existing
	Ericsson
	Noted
	

	R4-2118989
	HPUE power classs for sidelink PC5
	Ericsson
	Noted
	

	R4-2118990
	Pemax definition for SL Enhancement UE
	Ericsson
	Noted
	

	R4-2119248
	further discussion on V2X HPUE power class signaling
	Xiaomi
	Noted
	

	R4-2119249
	draftLS out_PC2 V2X intra-band concurrent
	Xiaomi
	Merged
	

	R4-2119532
	On specific HPUE power class capability for NR V2X
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Noted
	

	R4-2119533
	draft LS on new power class 2 capability for NR-V2X
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Merged
	



Notes:
1) Please include the summary of recommendations for all tdocs across all sub-topics incl. existing and new tdocs.
2) For the Recommendation column please include one of the following: 
a. CRs/TPs: Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
b. Other documents: Agreeable, Revised, Noted
3) For new LS documents, please include information on To/Cc WGs in the comments column
4) Do not include hyper-links in the documents

2nd round 

	Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-2119991
	Way forward on HPUE NR V2X
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2119992
	draft LS on new power class capability for NR-V2X
	Xiaomi
	Agreeable
	[bookmark: _GoBack]

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	



Notes:
1) Please include the summary of recommendations for all tdocs across all sub-topics.
2) For the Recommendation column please include one of the following: 
a. CRs/TPs: Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
b. Other documents: Agreeable, Revised, Noted
3) Do not include hyper-links in the documents


image1.png
Out of coverage

BS UE2

In coverage

T ———

UE3




