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[bookmark: OLE_LINK39][bookmark: OLE_LINK38][bookmark: OLE_LINK37]Introduction
This document is a brief note on the failure case in which a UE is unable to comply with (part of) a PC5-RRC configuration, i.e. the RRCReconfigurationFailureSidelink case.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK41][bookmark: OLE_LINK24][bookmark: OLE_LINK17][bookmark: OLE_LINK16]Discussion
[bookmark: _GoBack]In the discussion of [1] at RAN2#109-e, it was agreed that when PC5-RRC configuration fails (in the RRCReconfigurationFailureSidelink case, as distinct from T400 expiry), the involved UEs do not apply the contents of the reconfiguration, i.e. they continue using the configuration from before the RRCReconfigurationSidelink was sent, and the UE in RRC_CONNECTED triggers a sidelink UE information procedure.   The discussion did not conclude on whether any additional behaviour (such as declaring RLF) is needed, and it was captured in [2] as an Editor’s Note that the possibility of additional UE behaviours for this case is FFS.
The likely additional behaviour would be to declare sidelink RLF based on the reconfiguration failure.  Based on the comments in [2], the motivations seem to be perceived specification simplicity and the fact that reporting the error to the network is only applicable when the initiating UE (the UE that received the RRCReconfigurationFailureSidelink) is in RRC_CONNECTED.
Considering the current form of the specification with a very brief list of requirements in section 5.8.9.1.8 to handle this case, it seems that simplicity of the specification is not a major concern.  (If implementation simplicity is considered, there also seems not to be a big issue; the implementation must already be able to maintain the previous configuration and fall back to it in case of reconfiguration failure on Uu.)  The question is whether there would be a procedural benefit to declaring RLF especially for UEs not in RRC_CONNECTED.
When the initiating UE is in RRC_IDLE, in RRC_INACTIVE, or out of coverage, the network is already unaware of the attempted change of configuration, so there seems to be no value in keeping the network informed.  Furthermore, given that the reconfiguration and reconfiguration failure messages have been sent successfully, the underlying radio link is in usable condition, and it seems counterproductive to declare a failure—especially since there is no recovery procedure defined after sidelink RLF, this would amount to discarding the whole connection based on an erroneous parameter.  Since the two involved UEs can already keep their configurations in sync with each other, this seems like an overreaction to the configuration problem and we suggest that it should not be applied.
Proposal 1: No additional handling (e.g. RLF declaration) is specified upon receipt of the RRCReconfigurationFailureSidelink message.  The Editor’s Note is deleted without any additional requirements.
Conclusion
This document made the following proposal:
Proposal 1: No additional handling (e.g. RLF declaration) is specified upon receipt of the RRCReconfigurationFailureSidelink message.  The Editor’s Note is deleted without any additional requirements.
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