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1	Introduction
This document is a summary of the following offline discussion:
[Offline 814] on sidelink transmissions during handover or Uu Phy layer problems
[bookmark: _Hlk25217217]It is to describe companies views on the issues brought up by Nokia in R2-1915193 [2].
2	Discussion
Based on the email discussion [1] in RAN #107, agreements were made on the usage of the exceptional pool as follows:
	· It is supported that target cell provide configured sidelink grant type 1/2 in HO command. The UE starts configured SL grant type 1 once it is received.
· A mode-1 UE is allowed to continue using the configured SL grant type 1 when beam failure or physical layer problem in NR Uu occur. FFS how long the SL configured grant is considered valid.




As mentioned in the paper R2-1915193 [2], we believe that as UE’s connection towards the gNB via the Uu interface is in principle independent from a connection between the UE and other UEs in sidelink, the sidelink communication might be operated on another frequency than the Uu frequency. This means that in principle, the sidelink communication could be allowed to continue during or after Uu handover failure, or RLF, with the following 3 options below:
Option 1: configured SL grant type 1 can be continued to be used after a handover failure and/or RLF and while T311 is running
Option 2: configured SL grant type 1 can be continued to be used after a handover failure and/or RLF and until T311 has expired
Option 3: configured SL grant type 1 is used even after UE enters the RRC_IDLE/INACTIVE state (after T311 expires)
Option 4: configured SL grant type 1 cannot be used at least when T311 is running
· Question 1a: For how long should the SL configured type 1 grant be considered valid?
	Companies are invited to provide views below for Question 1

	Companies
	Preferred option
	Comments if any

	Nokia
	3, or at least 2
	After the timer T311 has expired, the UE enters the RRC_IDLE state which would require the UE to switch to exceptional resource pool or to Mode-2 resources. As the Uu transmission and the sidelink transmission are independent, the sidelink transmission might continue for a limited time, even if the Uu communication is terminated due to the RRC_IDLE/INACTIVE state. Therefore, for critical QoS applications it is proposed that a UE uses configured SL grant (if provided by the target gNB in case of HO and from the source gNB in case of RLF) for a limited time duration at least till T311 expires and preferably even after T311 has expired i.e. when the UE enters the RRC_IDLE/INACTIVE state.


	OPPO
	4
	When T311 is running, according to the current spec, 

1>	release spCellConfig, if configured;
It means the related resource would be released. This collides with the proposal 1/2/3 that the resource can be kept when T311 is running.

One may argue that SL/UL resource are decoupled, so the above spec does not impact SL, but if considering the case where sidelink resource is configured on licensed band, the SL/UL resource would be coupled with each other, i.e., the coordination between UL and SL resource is fully under RAN node control, and one cannot keep the SL resource when trying to perform re-establishing Uu connection via another RAN node.

So we tend to keep the legacy behaviour, i.e., mode-1 resource will not be kept when T310/311 is running, or at least when T311 is running.

	ZTE
	Option 1 with comments
	Mostly agree with Nokia’s comment, but would like to mention that the UE can only use the SL grant configured by target gNB only when the UE has already synchronized with the target cell, otherwise the UE can only use the exceptional resource pool or configured grant type 1 provided by source cell.

	MediaTek
	4
	We share same view with OPPO. When T311 is running, UE-specific SL configured grant would be released, and it makes no sense to continue using the SL configured grant whose configuration is already released.

	Ericsson
	4 with comment
	It is strange to keep using configured grant type1 after RLF or handover failure occurs, since NW will not be able to deactivate it or understand the current SL resource usage. 
Configured grant type1 can be used before T310 expires but not after.

	Interdigital
	4
	When RLF is triggered or HO failure occurs, the UE should release all resources allocated to it in CONNECTED.  This is inline with what we do for UL resources and SL resources (under control of the network) should be the same.

	vivo
	4 with comment
	Agree with companies that when RLF is detected, it is unreasonable to continue to use the CG type-1. When T310 is running, we think it is fine to use the CG type-1 as the link may be recovered, so we think there is no need to say ‘at least’ T311. But anyway we can start from this point. 

	Samsung
	4
	We think SL operation under gNB/ng-eNB control shall follow the corresponding operation of NR Uu. So no further enhancement is needed for SL mode 1.

	Fraunhofer
	Option 3
	Agree with Nokia. We also see a benefit, especially for high QoS transmissions, to continue using configured grants after RLF or HO failure. This can be configured by the network for an extended time. This will allow the UE to establish connection again e.g. in a tunnel scenario.

	CATT
	4 with comment
	Agree with OPPO. When T311 is running, the SL configured grant should be released. But when T310 is running or expires, whether the SL configured grant should also be released needs to be further discussed. 

	Intel
	Option 3
	We see the benefit of allowing the UE to keep using the CG after a physical layer problem occurs, not just due to QoS aspect as Nokia mentioned but also since the NW anyway will not be aware of the UE status in order to release the grant. We can rely on a timer based release of the grant anyway as in Q1b.

	LG
	Option 4
	We share the similar view of most companies, where the motivation to continue the use of the serving cell’s CG type 1 grant in the case of HO failure and RLF is not fully justified over the existing procedure.

	Apple
	4
	We think CG cannot be used when T310/T311 is running, as same as LTE-V2X



Summary: Based on companies input, we see that the companies supporting the different options are divided as follows:
Option 1: 1 company
Option 2: 0
Option 3: 3
Option 4: 9 (3 with comments to maintain the CG 1 while T310)
Based on this, we see that there is a clear majority for selecting option 4, where the configured 
grant type 1 cannot be used at least while T311 is running. The main reasoning is that this is seen as legacy behaviour, and that the SL/UL resources may not be decoupled. However, 3 companies selecting option 4 indicate that it might be beneficial to maintain the CG type 1 while T310 is running and that this should be discussed, which is at least also in line with the agreement from RAN2#107. Therefore, we propose the following:
Proposal 1: Configured SL grant type 1 cannot be used at least when T311 is running. FFS whether CG type 1 is allowed to be used while T310 is running.

For option 3, this extended, but limited, time might be configured by a new SL timer, hence we would like to ask companies selecting option 3 the following question
· Question 1b: whether or not there should be introduced one, or more new timers to control the time for the SL grant type 1 to be used after UE enters the RRC_IDLE/INACTIVE state?

	Companies are invited to provide views below for Question 1

	Companies
	Prefer to add new SL timers or not?
	Comments if any

	Nokia
	Yes
	We think that As the HO timer (T304) and the RLF timer (T310) might have different values, two different timers should be defined.

	Fraunhofer
	Yes
	We think that a new timer should be defined. This timer can either start after the UE enters RRC_IDLE or configured to be longer than the current timers.

	Intel
	Yes
	



Summary: With no consensus on allowing CG type 1 to be used after T311 is running, there will be no proposal for Q1b
It is also worth noting that when the Tx UE is undergoing an event such as PHY layer issues, handover process or RLF/HoF, the peer UE(s) communicating with the Tx UE are not aware of the Tx UE’s state and how long will the Tx UE stay in this state of uncertainty. Hence, for companies selecting yes to a new timer in Question 1b, we would like to ask the following question:
· Question 1c: Whether or not the UE suffering PHY layer problems or being within a handover process should indicate its peer SL UE(s) about the limited time, a configured grant and the dedicated QoS can be guaranteed in compliance with the SL timer

	Companies are invited to provide views below for Question 1

	Companies
	Prefer to indicate PHY layer problems to the peer SL UE(s)
	Comments if any

	Nokia
	Yes
	With the start of the new SL timers, i.e. the configured grant is applied by the UE, the UE should indicate the peer UE(s) about the limited time with respect to configured grant availability and potential degradation of SL QoS by a switch to exceptional resource pool or Mode 2 resources after the configured timer expires and the grant cannot be continued to be used. With such temporary extension of the configured grant and a pre-notification of potential SL QoS degradation, the peer UE(s) can get additional time to prepare and respond in an appropriate way. 


	OPPO
	No
	The TX resource usage of TX-UE is indicated to RX-UE via SCI, we do not understand what the issue is, i.e., SCI itself is already capable to indicate the resource being used to RX-UE.

	ZTE
	No
	It is not necessary to notify peer UE since peer UE always monitor all the Rx resource pools, including configured grant type 1 as well.

	MediaTek
	No
	We are not clear whether the “pre-notification” from the TX UE can really bring much benefit for Rx UE to prepare. Besides, if before the timer expires the TX UE recovers the physical problem, the TX UE may need additional signal the Rx UE to stop the SL timer in the RX UE side. 

	Samsung
	No
	We share the view as OPPO.

	Fraunhofer
	No
	We agree with OPPO and ZTE.

	CATT
	No
	Agree with OPPO and ZTE. We also don’t see any necessary to indicate its peer SL UE.

	LG
	No
	This is dependent on Option 1a and therefore we do not see the need for the peer UE to know such timing information or pre-notification of potential SL QoS degradation.

	Apple
	No
	Not sure about the benefits of the scheme



Summary: there is consensus on not notifying the peer SL UE(s) about the limited time, a configured grant and the dedicated QoS can be guaranteed in compliance with the SL timer

3	Conclusion
Based on the input from companies, we have the following observations and proposal.
Proposal 1: Configured SL grant type 1 cannot be used at least while T311 is running.Proposal 1: 
 FFS whether it is allowed to be used while T310 is running.
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