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1 Introduction
During RAN2#105-bis the discussion centered the isusse of the two different schemes for UE capability transfer, i.e., one-way procedure without capability inquiry or two-way procedure where a previous inquiry is message is used to trigger the capability transfer as shown in the Figure 1. In this paper, we further discuss our view on the capability information exchange. 
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Figure 1: One-way information flow for UE capability transfer on the left. Two-way information flow for UE capability transfer on the right

2 Discussion
The exchange of information between different UEs is done using a two-way procedure between the gNB and the UE in NR, i.e. enquiry based. However, for SL-V2X one critical issue to consider is the latency of the communications, especifically for some advance driving cases, where the two-way procedure may not be optimal in terms of achieving the stringent requirements. Besides, different than UE capability transfer in Uu where it seldomly happens and the latency requirement is loose, e.g. 80ms, UE capability exchange over sidelink will occur more frequently due to new UE pair/service. Thus, any unnecessary extra signalling should be better avoided. 
  
Moreover, it is unclear in our view for what UE capability parameters and in which cases the interest will be different and dedicated enquiry procedure provides extra benefit.

[bookmark: _Toc7725869]In the two-way capability transfer procedure, the latency increase is the main issue to consider specially for advanced driving cases.
We propose to use the one-way procedure as a baseline until the benefit of having enquiry/demand based UE capability exchange becomes clear.
[bookmark: _Toc7725865]RAN2 supports the one-way capability transfer procedure as baseline for the procedure based on the latency and signalling benefits. 
In our view, it is also important to consider the case of a bi-directional scenario, i.e., for the same service, UE can be TX UE and RX UE such as in cooperative lane change defined in TS 22.186 or for different services on the same RRC-connection. Another reason behind specifying the bi-directional procedure is that one RRC-connection supports multiple services, and UE can be TX UE in some services and be RX UE in other services. Besides, if we want a definition for PC5-RRC connection in the specification, in our understanding, PC5-RRC connection is said to be established after the UE capability is exchanged between the UE pair such that UE pair stores each other’s AS layer context. 

[bookmark: _Toc7725866]Specify the bi-directional scenario for standardization using the one-way capability transfer procedure as baseline. PC5-RRC connection is established after the basic UE capability transfer in both directions.

In LTE, the list of SL UE capability parameters reported to eNB is defined in TS 36.306. For NR SL unicast, not all capability parameters need to be exchanged especially those related to transmission capability at the TX UE side. This is because we do not believe the RX UE should be allowed to configure transmission configurations at the TX UE side. It is more reasonable that a TX UE determines its transmission configurations taking into account RX UE’s reception capability and inform RX UE the necessary parameters, e.g., RLC mode, to facilitate successful reception. 
[bookmark: _Toc7725867]There is no need to exchange UE’s transmission capability since a UE should not configure the transmission of the peer UE.
Besides, it would be beneficial to know the peer UE’s reception capability and if/how the peer UE supports measurement like CBR, RSRP etc. In our view, those parameters, e.g., reception and measurement related, are light and quite fundamental to facilitate a SL unicast. It is not clear why a UE would want to exchange them based on enquiry. As for other UE capabilities that are exchanged on demand, the necessity and motivation is not clear to us.
[bookmark: _Toc7725868]Define a reduce set of parameters which are mandatory for CapabilityInformation exchange including reception and measurement capability related information, e.g., maximum number of TB bits in one TTI, modulation reception capability and CBR measurement capability.
3	Conclusion
In the previous sections we made the following observations: 
Observation 1	In the two-way capability transfer procedure, the latency increase is the main issue to consider specially for advanced driving cases.

Based on the discussion in the previous sections we propose the following:
Proposal 1	RAN2 supports the one-way capability transfer procedure as baseline for the procedure based on the latency and signalling benefits.
Proposal 2	Specify the bi-directional scenario for standardization using the one-way capability transfer procedure as baseline. PC5-RRC connection is established after the basic UE capability transfer in both directions.
Proposal 3	There is no need to exchange UE’s transmission capability since a UE should not configure the transmission of the peer UE.
Proposal 4	Define a reduce set of parameters which are mandatory for CapabilityInformation exchange including reception and measurement capability related information, e.g., maximum number of TB bits in one TTI, modulation reception capability and CBR measurement capability.
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