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Introduction
This is the trigger of the following offline discussion:

· Miscellaneous correction CR handling

Proposal 1: An offline discussion is assigned to V2X RRC Rapp for miscellaneous correction RRC CR review and update, by taking R2-2010300 and R2-2010495 as the baselines and covering above listed miscellaneous correction CRs. The outcome are agreeable miscellaneous correction CRs for TS 38.331 and TS 36.331. CRs included in the miscellaneous CR offline discussion: R2-2009664, R2-2009702, R2-2009706, R2-2009709, R2-2009710, R2-2009826, R2-2009715, R2-2010300, R2-2010495, R2-2009405, R2-2009714, R2-2010235, R2-2009778, R2-2009703, R2-2009712, R2-2008878, R2-2009718.

·  
Agreed.

· [AT112-e][705][V2X] Miscellaneous corrections (Huawei)

Discuss CRs in the above list (in Proposal 1) and prepare the agreeable CR in R2-2010932 (discussion summary in R2-2010931 if needed). CR will be agreed by email. Deadline is 12:00pm 11/12/2020 (UTC). 

Companies are requested to provide their views on the issues listed in this document.
Miscellaneous corrections on TS 38.331

The CRs that need to be discussed are listed as below.

R2-2009664
In R2-2009664, besides some editorials that are quite straightforward to be merged in the rapporteur CR, it proposed to remove the need codes for optional fields in RRCReconfigurationSidelink and UECapabilityEnquirySidelink messages. Furthermore, the sentence “Any Need code specified for optional fields in XXX message does not apply” have been added in the description of both messages. 

Question 1:
Do companies agree with the above change on RRCReconfigurationSidelink and UECapabilityEnquirySidelink as proposed in R2-2009664?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	No
	Delta configuration is also important to Sidelink.
Instead of ruling it out for sidelink as in 9664, we need to clarify in 6.1.2 that the optionality and need code also apply to sidelink RRC.


	Ericsson (Tony)
	No
	Agree with Oppo. This is a very big NBC that should not be pursued.

	Intel
	No
	Agree with OPPO and Ericsson

	Interdigital
	No
	We should support delta configuration also for RRCReconfigurationSidelink.

	Apple
	NO
	

	CATT
	No
	Agree with OPPO and Ericsson

	ZTE
	No
	

	Samsung
	No
	We should support delta configuration for RRCReconfigurationSidelink and UECapabilityEnquirySidelink.

	Nokia
	No
	

	MediaTek
	No
	Agree with other companies that delta signalling on the sidelink is needed.

	vivo
	No
	The signaling design principle is similar to Uu RRCReconfiguration, thus all Need codes should be kept to allow delta configuration.

	Qualcomm
	No
	

	Huawei
	No
	Agree with OPPO and Ericsson


Summary Q1:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes
	0

	No
	13


In total, all 13 companies do not support to remove the need codes for optional fields in RRCReconfigurationSidelink and UECapabilityEnquirySidelink messages. It is proposed to follow a majority’s view.

Recommendation 1: RAN2 does not agree the changes proposed in R2-2009664 to remove the need codes for optional fields in RRCReconfigurationSidelink and UECapabilityEnquirySidelink messages. No change on the current specification is needed. 

In addition, in the description of IE SL-PreconfigurationNR, the last sentence is updated to “Any Need code specified for optional fields in IE SL-PreconfigurationNR does not apply” to avoid misleading. 

Question 2:
Do companies agree with the above change on SL-PreconfigurationNR as proposed in R2-2009664?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	No
	See reply to Q1.

	Ericsson
	Yes with comment
	For preconfiguration we are okay. However, this was already addressed in the Misc CR lead by Håkan (R2-2009841) and thus nothing is needed here.

	Intel
	Yes
	We are fine with the clarification for pre-configuration case

	Interdigital
	Yes
	Agree with Ericsson.

	Apple
	Yes with comment
	If it is already included in another CR, then we do not need this

	CATT
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	As indicated by Ericsson already captured in 9. Change in R2-2009841

	MediaTek
	Yes
	Agree that this is already covered in R2-2009841.

	vivo
	Yes
	There seems no delta configuration use case for SL-PreconfigurationNR.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	


Summary Q2:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes
	12

	No
	1


In total, 12 companies support to update the last sentence in the description of SL-PreconfigurationNR to “Any Need code specified for optional fields in IE SL-PreconfigurationNR does not apply”. But this change has already covered and reflected in R2-2009841. Only 1 company does not agree with the above change. It is proposed to follow a majority’s view.

Recommendation 2: RAN2 agrees that any Need code specified for optional fields in IE SL-PreconfigurationNR does not apply. No change on the current specification is needed.

R2-2009706
In R2-2009706, it is proposed to add the missing field descriptions for SL-related fields in the ASN.1 including:

- SidelinkUEInformationNR
- UEAssistanceInformation

- ULInformationTransferIRAT

- SIB12

- MeasResults

- SL-BWP-ConfigCommon

- SL-BWP-PoolConfig

- SL-ConfigDedicatedNR

- SL-FreqConfig

- SL-PSSCH-TxConfigList

- SL-RLC-Config

- SL-ScheduledConfig

- SL-SyncConfig

Question 3:
Do companies agree to add the field descriptions for the above parameters as proposed in R2-2009706?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Interdigital
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	


Summary Q3:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes
	13

	No
	0


In total, all 13 companies support to add the field descriptions for the above parameters as proposed in R2-2009706. It is proposed to follow a majority’s view.

Recommendation 3: RAN2 agrees to add the field descriptions for the SL-related parameters as proposed in R2-2009706.
R2-2009709
In R2-2009709, it is proposed to add the SidelinkUEInformationNR and ULInformationTranferIRAT message in the Annex B.1 which provided a list about which messages can be sent (unprotected) prior to AS security activation and which messages can be sent unprotected after AS security activation. 
Question 4:
Do companies agree to add the SidelinkUEInformationNR and ULInformationTranferIRAT message in the Annex B.1 as proposed in R2-2009709?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	See comment
	For ULInformationTranferIRAT, it is OK.

For SidelinkUEInformationNR, we fail to understand the reason to diverse from LTE principle, i.e., it can be sent without protection.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Regarding the SidelinkUEInformationNR, the difference with LTE is that the SRB1 in NR is integrity protected. 
According to this, if there are certain cases when this message can be send unprotected, this should be clarified as an exception in the comment table.
Our understanding is that the only use case when this message can be send unprotected is when the UE perform the RRCSetup procedure in case this message is sent right away after the RRCReconfigurationComplete. But we are wondering if this can be really the case.

	Intel
	Yes
	We are fine to add both messages in the Annex.

	Interdigital
	See comment
	No strong view.  Would be ok to align with LTE for SidelinkUEInformation.

	Apple
	See comment
	Agree with OPPO that SUL message can be sent unprotected

	CATT
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	See comment
	We had the same question as OPPO and appreciate the explanation from Ericsson.  We agree that it should be a strange case for the SUI to be sent before security activation, but we don’t see a strong reason to exclude it in this table, unless there’s a security motivation.

	vivo
	Yes
	Agree with Ericsson.

	Qualcomm
	See comment
	We agree with the comments that sending the SUI message unprotected, but adding this to the table is fine.  
Additionally, we recommend an additional exception case for the RRCReconfiguration message to indicate “if the RRCReconfiguration message is used to carry dedicated Sidelink configuration”

	Huawei
	See comment
	Agree with OPPO that SUI message can be sent unprotected. Also, regarding the E-UTRA SUI is encapsulated in the ULInformationTransferIRAT message, from this point of view, ULInformationTransferIRAT can be sent unprotected, too.


Summary Q4:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes
	7

	Yes with comments
	5

	No
	1


In total, 7 companies support the SidelinkUEInformationNR and ULInformationTranferIRAT cannot be sent unprotected. While 5 companies think ULInformationTranferIRAT cannot be sent unprotected but SidelinkUEInformationNR can be sent without protection as in LTE. 1 company thinks SidelinkUEInformationNR and ULInformationTranferIRAT can both be sent unprotected. Since companies cannot reach consensus on this issue and the change is not simple editorial but has some impact on functionality, rapporteur propose to postpone this CR to next meeting. 
Recommendation 4: Postpone R2-2009709 to next meeting.
R2-2009710

In R2-2009710, it is proposed to added the SidelinkUEInformationNR message in the processing delay table to clarify that the UE is not requested to build and send the message within a certain delay budget. 

Question 5:
Do companies agree to add the SidelinkUEInformationNR message in the processing delay table as proposed in R2-2009710?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	No
	Please note that different from UAI message, there is no prior DL dedicated signalling for SUI message, so rigorously, the definition of processing time definition is not applicable to SUI. Anyway, a N.A. does not provide any information, so we do not see big motivation.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	The SidelinkUEInformation message is already present in the processing delay requirement of LTE RRC. What is the big motivation to not align the two specifications and not have it in NR RRC? We fail to understand this.

	Intel
	Yes
	Agree with Ericsson that we do not see a real issue with adding the SidelinkUEInformationNR message in the processing delay requirement.

	Interdigital
	Yes
	We would be fine to align with LTE.

	Apple
	No
	We do not understand why message such as UAI needs to be included in the table in the first space, as the processing requirement for such message is indicated as “NA”. we do not need to add another NA entry in the table,

	CATT
	Yes
	Following LTE is fine for us.

	ZTE
	No
	The definition of processing time definition is not applicable to SUI. Why we have to align with LTE even it is useless? 

	Samsung
	Yes
	We are fine to align with LTE.

	Nokia
	No
	The statement in the CR R2-2009710 that UAI and SUI are similar is incorrect and furthermore the CR is non-essential. We fail to understand why SUI should be added to processing delay table especially if delay value is set to NA. 

	MediaTek
	Slightly yes
	We agree that this CR has no practical effect, but we see some value in clearly indicating that there is no requirement for the UE to meet any delay budget.  And it aligns with how we handle other messages where the definition does not apply (UAI and RRCRelease).

	vivo
	Yes
	Every newly introduced RRC message needs to be updated in the Processing delay requirements Table, even if the RRC processing delay time is N.A. This is in line with LTE 36.331.

	Qualcomm
	No
	We do not see a compelling reason to include this message in the table, in particular as it is marked with delay value NA 

	Huawei
	No
	We are fine not to include the message which does not have valid processing requirement.


Summary Q5:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes
	7

	No
	6


In total, 7 companies support to add the SidelinkUEInformationNR message in the processing delay table. While 6 companies do not see the motivation to add this as the processing requirement for such message is indicated as “N/A”. Considering there is no majority and this correction is quite minor, rapporteur suggests to adopt this change to be aligned with LTE. 
Recommendation 5: RAN2 agrees the change proposed in R2-2009710 to add the SidelinkUEInformationNR message in the processing delay table.
R2-2009826

In R2-2009826, it is proposed in section 5.8.9.4.3, to delete the incorrect text on how to set the value of sl-TDD-Config, i.e., delete ‘representing the same meaning as that is included in’ and ‘none’. And also add corresponding R sl-TDD-Config AN1 specifcation TS 38.213 as reference.

Question 6:
Do companies agree with the changes on sl-TDD-Config as proposed in R2-2009826?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	No
	We prefer the wording suggested by 9715 as replied to Q11.

	Ericsson
	No
	We prefer the wording in R2-2009841

	Intel
	No
	We also prefer the way this is addressed in R2-2009715

	Interdigital
	No
	Prefer wording in 9715.

	Apple
	No
	

	CATT
	No
	

	ZTE
	No
	

	Samsung
	No
	Prefer the wording in 9715

	Nokia
	No
	

	MediaTek
	No
	Prefer wording in R2-2009715

	vivo
	Yes with comments
	For the first change whether to delete ‘representing the same meaning as that is included in’, we are fine to go with R2-2009715 as long as ‘as specified in TS 38.213’ is added. 

But for the second change to delete ‘none’ which is not covered by 9715/9841, we would like to just point out that according to 36.331 and 38.331 for the signaling of SL-MIB, we understand that the value ‘none’ is only used in LTE SL
*********************From TS 36.331********************

MasterInformationBlock-SL-V2X-r14 ::=

SEQUENCE {


sl-Bandwidth-r14




ENUMERATED {












n6, n15, n25, n50, n75, n100},


tdd-ConfigSL-r14




TDD-ConfigSL-r12,


directFrameNumber-r14



BIT STRING (SIZE (10)),


directSubframeNumber-r14


INTEGER (0..9),


inCoverage-r14





BOOLEAN,


reserved-r14





BIT STRING (SIZE (27))

}
TDD-ConfigSL-r12 ::=

SEQUENCE {


subframeAssignmentSL-r12



ENUMERATED {












none, sa0, sa1, sa2, sa3, sa4, sa5, sa6}

}

In NR sidelink SL-TDD-config is a bit string of 12 bits and the value is specified in RAN1 specification when tdd-UL-DL-ConfigurationCommon is not configured, as follows:

*********************From TS 38.213********************

For paired spectrum, or if tdd-UL-DL-ConfigurationCommon and sl-TDD-Configuration-r16 are not provided for a spectrum indicated with only PC5 interface in Table 5.2E.1-1 in [TS 38.101-1], 
-
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 are set to '1';
Therefore delete ‘none’ and add RAN1 reference on how the default value is set is still an essential correction.


	Qualcomm
	No
	We prefer the wording in R2-2009715

	Huawei
	No
	


Summary Q6:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes
	1

	No
	12


In total, 12 companies do not support the changes on sl-TDD-Config as proposed in R2-2009826. While only 1 company supports the changes. It is proposed to follow a majority’s view.
Recommendation 6: RAN2 does not agree with the changes on sl-TDD-Config as proposed in R2-2009826.
In R2-2009826, it is proposed in section 6.3.5, rewording the field descripiton of sl-PriorityThreshold-UL-URLLC by describling the two prioritization cases separately, add corresponding RAN1 reference and delete uncessary limitation on ‘if overlapping in time’

Question 7:
Do companies agree with the changes on sl-PriorityThreshold-UL-URLLC as proposed in R2-2009826?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	See comment
	The change is generally fine, but the deletion of “if they overlap in time” is not fully justified, so it is suggested to keep
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	Ericsson
	See Comment
	We are okay in principle with the change, but we prefer OPPO suggestion.

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Interdigital
	See comment
	Agree with OPPO.  Also the change from “or” to “and” here seems incorrect and should be left as previously written.

	Apple
	
	Agree with OPPO and Interdigital

	CATT
	See comment
	Agree with OPPO and Interdigital

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	
	Agree with OPPO and Interdigital

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	See comment
	Agree with OPPO and Interdigital

	vivo
	Yes 
	Agree with OPPO and Interdigital

	Qualcomm
	See comment
	Agree with OPPO and Interdigital

	Huawei
	Yes
	


Summary Q7:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes with comments
	13

	No
	0


In total, all 13 companies support to update the field description of sl-PriorityThreshold-UL-URLLC by describing the two prioritization cases separately, add corresponding RAN1 reference. All 13 companies do not support to delete unnecessary limitation on ‘if overlapping in time’. It is proposed to follow a majority’s view.
Recommendation 7: RAN2 agrees the changes proposed in R2-2009826 to update the field description of sl-PriorityThreshold-UL-URLLC by describing the two prioritization cases separately, add corresponding RAN1 reference.

In R2-2009826, it is proposed in section 6.3.5, rewording the field descripiton of sl-PriorityThreshold by describling the two prioritization cases separately, add corresponding RAN1 reference and delete uncessary limitation on ‘if overlapping in time.
Question 8:
Do companies agree with the changes on sl-PriorityThreshold as proposed in R2-2009826?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	See comment
	Similar to reply to Q7, the deletion of “if they overlap in time” is not fully justified, so it is suggested to keep.

[image: image3.png]plinkransimissionof priorityindex0 asspesified in T5-38.713(1 3] lause
Chitransmission carying UCLOf priorty index 0-4-ihey-ovaniapsn e as






	Ericsson
	See comment
	See comment in Q7.

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Interdigital
	See comment
	See comment in Q7.

	Apple
	No
	See Q7 answer

	CATT
	See comment
	See comment in Q7.

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	
	See the comment in Q7

	Nokia
	
	Q7/Q8 should be merged

	MediaTek
	See comment
	See Q7

	vivo
	Yes 
	Same as Q7.

	Qualcomm
	See comment
	See Q7

	Huawei
	Yes
	


Summary Q8:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes with comments
	13

	No
	0


In total, all 13 companies support to update the field description of sl-PriorityThreshold by describing the two prioritization cases separately, add corresponding RAN1 reference. All 13 companies do not support to delete unnecessary limitation on ‘if overlapping in time’. It is proposed to follow a majority’s view.
Recommendation 8: RAN2 agrees the changes proposed in R2-2009826 to update the field description of sl-PriorityThreshold by describing the two prioritization cases separately, add corresponding RAN1 reference.
In R2-2009826, it is proposed in section 9.1.1.4, align the names of unprotected PC5-S message, PC5-S message establishing PC5-S security with CT1 specification TS 24.587.

Question 9:
Do companies agree with the changes on aligning the names of some messages with CT1 spec as proposed in R2-2009826?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Interdigital
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	


Summary Q9:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes 
	13

	No
	0


In total, all 13 companies support to align the names of unprotected PC5-S message, PC5-S message establishing PC5-S security with CT1 specification TS 24.587. It is proposed to follow a majority’s view.
Recommendation 9: RAN2 agrees the changes proposed in R2-2009826 to align the names of unprotected PC5-S message, PC5-S message establishing PC5-S security with CT1 specification TS 24.587.
In R2-2009826, it is proposed in section 9.1.1.4 clarify that protected PC5-S message doesn’t include the DIRECT LINK SECURITY MODE COMPLETE message as defined for SL-SRB2.

Question 10:
Do companies agree with the changes on the clarification on the protected PC5-S message as proposed in R2-2009826?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Interdigital
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	


Summary Q13:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes 
	13

	No
	0


In total, all 13 companies support to clarify that protected PC5-S message doesn’t include the DIRECT LINK SECURITY MODE COMPLETE message as defined for SL-SRB2. It is proposed to follow a majority’s view.
Recommendation 10: RAN2 agrees the changes proposed in R2-2009826 to clarify that protected PC5-S message doesn’t include the DIRECT LINK SECURITY MODE COMPLETE message as defined for SL-SRB2.
R2-2009715

In R2-2009715, it is proposed to clarify that UE sets sl-TDD-Config to the value representing the same meaning as that is included in the corresponding field included in the preconfigured sidelink parameters (i.e. sl-PreconfigGeneral in SL-PreconfigurationNR defined in 9.3) as described in TS 38.213, clause 16.1 [13]. And it is proposed to generate sl-TDD-Config from tdd-UL-DL-ConfigurationCommon as described in TS 38.213.
Question 11:
Do companies agree with the clarification on how to set the value of sl-TDD-Config as proposed in R2-2009715?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Interdigital
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	vivo
	See comment 
	Please check our reply in Question 6. The SL-TDD-config should not be set to ‘none’ but the value as specified in 38.213.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	
	
	


Summary Q11:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes 
	13

	No
	0


In total, all 13 companies support the clarification on how to set the value of sl-TDD-Config as proposed in R2-2009715. It is proposed to follow a majority’s view.
Recommendation 11: RAN2 agrees to the clarification on how to set the value of sl-TDD-Config as proposed in R2-2009715.
R2-2010495

In R2-2010495, it is proposed in caluse 5.2.2.1, clarify that if a UE in RRC_CONNECTED is configured by upper layers to receive or transmit NR/V2X sidelink communication, the UE shall ensure having a valid version of SIB12/13/14.
Question 12:
Do companies agree with the above clarification as proposed in R2-2010495?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	No
	We are not sure why we need to add this UE requirement that, by the way, is NBC. If the UE is in RRC_CONNECTED will most likely operate in mode-1 and thus will get the sidelink configuration in dedicated manner (RRCReconfiguration). There is no point to have the requirements on the UE to have an updated SIB12 when the UE is in CONNECTED.

	Intel
	Yes with comment
	As mentioned above, we should first confirm the understanding that a UE in RRC_CONNECTED can operate in mode 2 as well as mode 1; then we think this change is justified.

	Interdigital
	No
	Agree with Ericsson – the UE can get its V2X configuration via dedicated signalling.

	Apple
	Yes
	RX pools are not provided in dedicated signaling. SIB12 is needed for RRC_CONNECTED UE

	CATT
	No
	Agree with Ericsson

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	No
	Agree with Ericsson

	Nokia
	No
	As specified (in the frozen and declared to be completed RRC specification) only the UE in RRC_IDLE and RRC_INACTIVE shall ensure having a valid version of SIB12. The change in R2-2010495 for UE in RRC_CONNECTED is introducing a NBC change and needs to be rejected.

	MediaTek
	Yes
	Agree with Apple that this seems necessary.  If the UE is in RRC_CONNECTED and the Rx pool in SIB12 changes, the UE needs the updated pool.
We don’t see why Ericsson and Nokia describe this change as NBC.  UEs not implementing the change will not have their functionality impaired by the change.

	vivo
	No
	For the comments from Apple and MediaTek, our understanding is that the TX and RX pools for mode-2 in CONNECTED should also come from the dedicated signalling which is included in the following IE:

SL-PHY-MAC-RLC-Config-r16::=         SEQUENCE {

    sl-ScheduledConfig-r16               SetupRelease { SL-ScheduledConfig-r16 }                                OPTIONAL,    -- Need M

    sl-UE-SelectedConfig-r16             SetupRelease { SL-UE-SelectedConfig-r16 }                              OPTIONAL,    -- Need M

    sl-FreqInfoToReleaseList-r16         SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxNrofFreqSL-r16)) OF SL-Freq-Id-r16               OPTIONAL,    -- Need N

    sl-FreqInfoToAddModList-r16          SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxNrofFreqSL-r16)) OF SL-FreqConfig-r16   

	Qualcomm
	No 
	Agree with Ericsson

	Huawei
	Yes
	It is a valid scenario that the UE is in RRC_CONNECTED state but follow the configuration provided in SIB12.


Summary Q12:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes 
	6

	No
	7


In total, 6 companies support to clarify that if a UE in RRC_CONNECTED is configured by upper layers to receive or transmit NR/V2X sidelink communication, the UE shall ensure having a valid version of SIB12/13/14. While 7 companies think the clarification is not needed. Rapporteur think even for UEs in RRC_CONNECTED, it is still valid to follow the configuration provided in SIB12. In addition, this is not a NBC change as comment by one company, for UEs not implementing the change will not have their functionality impaired by the change. Considering there is no consensus on this issue and no serious problem is foreseen, rapporteur propose to not adopt this change. 
Recommendation 12: RAN2 does not agree the changes on a valid version of SIB12/13/14 for UE in RRC_CONNECTED as proposed in R2-2010495.
In R2-2010495, it is proposed that Sidelink DRB should also be released when the corresponding PC5-RRC connection is released due to sidelink reset configuration.

Question 13:
Do companies agree that Sidelink DRB should also be released when the corresponding PC5-RRC connection is released due to sidelink reset configuration as proposed in R2-2010495?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes with comment
	RLF and sidelink reset are two different procedure and thus it will be more clear to separate them or simply add this two cases in the existing list of condition for performing DRB release.

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Interdigital
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	No
	The change in  Q17 for the same issue may be clearer.

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	See comment
	The principle is right, but we prefer the bulleted version from R2-2009714 (Q17).

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	


Summary Q13:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes 
	12

	No
	1


In total, 12 companies support to release the Sidelink DRB when the corresponding PC5-RRC connection is released due to sidelink reset configuration. While 1 company shares the same intention but prefer the correction as proposed in R2-2009714. It is proposed to follow a majority’s view.
Recommendation 13: RAN2 agrees the changes proposed in R2-2010495 to release the Sidelink DRB when the corresponding PC5-RRC connection is released due to sidelink reset configuration.
In R2-2010495, it is proposed to delete the sentence “The size of the included segment in this container should be less than the maximum size of a NR SI, i.e. 2976 bits when SIB12 is broadcast.” in the field description of segmentContainer. This is because SIB12 contains three fields, the 6-bits segmentNumber, the 1-bit segmentType, and the segmentContainer. In addition, in actual implementation, an additional segment needs to be reserved to indicate the size of segmentContainer. Therefore, the size of segmentContainer should be the maximum size of SIB12 minus the sizes of segmentNumber and segmentType and then minus the reserved segment size. As the reserved segment size is up to UE implementation and is hard to describe in the field description, so it is proposed to leave to UE to determine the size based on the note in clause 5.2.1 with all the above mentioned segments into account.
Question 14:
Do companies agree to delete the above sentence as proposed in R2-2010495?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	No
	The 2976 bits is the limitation to send the SIBs over the broadcast channel. We think that this is still valid also for the segment case and there is no case on when the segment can exceed such limitation. According to this, it is indeed good if this aspect is clarified.

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Interdigital
	See comment
	Prefer to clarify the size limitation includes the size of the other fields (rather than just to remove it altogether).

	Apple
	
	Agree with IDT that prefer to add some clarification

	CATT
	See comment
	Prefer to change to “The size of the included segment in this container should be small enough that the resulting encoded RRC message PDU is less than or equal to the maximum size of a NR SI, i.e. 2976 bits when SIB12 is broadcast.”

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	See comment
	We prefer to keep this with some clarification

	Nokia
	No
	As explained by Ericsson the size of an individual SIB12 segment can NOT exceed the maximum size of a NR SIB of 2976bits – so we fail to understand the removal of this field description.

	MediaTek
	See comment
	We prefer the clarification as suggested by CATT.  It matches the wording that was used for the ULDedicatedMessageSegment message.

	vivo
	
	Agree with IDT we also prefer to add some clarification instead of removing the sentence.

	Qualcomm
	No
	No strong view, but we do not see this as a necessary change

	Huawei
	Yes
	A clear size limitation for the segment may be helpful, but it is not forward compatible. We don't think it is an efficient way to update the size limitation for the segment every time new fields is introduced. Considering the total size limitation for SIB is provided in TS 38.331 and the existing fields in SIB12 are clearly defined, there is no dimness for network implementation.

Similarly, we can find that there is no separate size limitation for warningMessageSegment in SIB7.


Summary Q14:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes 
	4

	No
	9


In total, 9 companies do not support to directly remove this sentence but some clarification is needed. While 4 companies support to delete this sentence directly. Since all companies agree that the current field description on the size of segmentContainer is not clear enough and a majority supports to further clarify in the field description instead of directly deleting the sentence. Rapporteur suggests we follow the majority’s view. 
Recommendation 14: RAN2 agrees to clarify the size of the included segment in the segmentContainer instead of deleting the sentence “The size of the included segment in this container should be less than the maximum size of a NR SI, i.e. 2976 bits when SIB12 is broadcast”. 
In R2-2010495, it is proposed to remove the description that sl-N1PUCCH-AN included in the SL-ConfiguredGrantConfig is used to indicate the PUCCH HARQ resource for sidelink configured grant type 2

Question 15:
Do companies agree to remove the description that sl-N1PUCCH-AN is used for configured grant type 2 as proposed in R2-2010495?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Interdigital
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	


Summary Q15:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes 
	13

	No
	0


In total, all 13 companies support to remove the description that sl-N1PUCCH-AN is used for configured grant type 2. It is proposed to follow a majority’s view.
Recommendation 15: RAN2 agrees the changes proposed in R2-2000495 to remove the description that sl-N1PUCCH-AN is used for configured grant type 2.
R2-2009405

In R2-2009405, it is proposed to revise the replacing handling to updating handling i.e., update the entry according to the value received for this sl-DestinationIndex from the stored NR sidelink measurement configuration information, if the sl-DestinationIndex included in the received sl-MeasConfigInfoToAddModList is part of the current stored NR sidelink measurement configuration.

Question 16:
Do companies agree to revise the replacing handling to updating handling as proposed in R2-2010495?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	See comment
	Intention agreeable, while we suggest to use “reconfigure” instead of “update” to align with the wording used for Uu interface



	Ericsson
	See comment
	We believe this CR is purely editorial and does not bring any additional benefits to the original text. However, if companies what to pursue this, we echo OPPO suggestion to reuse the Uu terminology.

	Intel
	Yes
	Ok with OPPO’s suggestion

	Interdigital
	Yes
	Also ok with the wording suggested by OPPO.

	Apple
	Yes
	Agree with OPPO

	CATT
	Yes
	Prefer OPPO’s suggestion

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes with comment
	Prefer OPPO’s suggestion

	Nokia
	No
	The Tdoc ID in the question is incorrect. The CR R2-2009405 is totally non-essential and for Tdoc count-only. 

	MediaTek
	Yes with comment
	We don’t think this CR is entirely editorial; the current text does say “replace the entry with the value received”, and if the received sl-MeasConfig omits the sl-QuantityConfig (the only Need M field), this seems to mean that the UE should drop the existing quantity configuration, which isn’t right.
We prefer OPPO’s suggested wording.

	vivo
	Yes
	Agree with OPPO to align with Uu procedure.

	Qualcomm
	See comment
	Agree with Ericsson

	Huawei
	Yes
	OK with OPPO’s suggestion.


Summary Q16:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes 
	10

	No
	3


In total, 10 companies support the intention and consider this correction is not entirely editorial and agree to update the replacing handing to reconfigure handing, as in Uu. While 3 companies think the correction is purely editorial and does not bring any additional benefits. It is proposed to follow a majority’s view. 

Something more to clarify: the reason why we propose this change, though small, separately is that the current wording comes from a change agreed during the ASN.1 review in previous RAN2 meeting, and the original wording before this change was just using "update" as now proposed; in such a circumstance, while Rapporteur finds the wording misleading indeed after careful checking, we are also not sure whether it is decent to change it back, as such "change forward and back" (if not decided prudent) may make companies in V2X room look like having made a decision in haste. Hence, this change is not as simple as an edits, and we highlight it via a separate Tdoc, wishing a discussion on it to get majority's views. Perhaps now, companies interested in this story can know the true reason why this change is worth a separate doc : )
Recommendation 16: RAN2 agree to revise the replacing handling to reconfiguring handling.
R2-2009714

In R2-2009714, it is proposed to clarify that the sidelink DRB release is also done when the sl-ResetConfig flag is included in the RRCReconfigurationSidelink and move the part related to the RLF in a separate bullet and linked the related clause where the sidelink DRB release is invoked. 
Question 17:
Do companies agree to the above changes on sidelink DRB release as proposed in R2-2009714?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	See comment
	Intention agreeable, yet we suggest to combine the two into a same bullet, since essentially they are for the same case, i.e., the release is triggered due to AS-layer configuration PC5-RRC signalling
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	Ericsson
	Yes
	See comment on Q13

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Interdigital
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	In the first bullet, “RRCReconfigurationSidelink” should be italic.

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	


Summary Q17:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes 
	13

	No
	0


In total, all 13 companies support to clarify to release the sidelink DRB when the sl-ResetConfig flag is included in the RRCReconfigurationSidelink and move the part related to the RLF in a separate bullet. It is proposed to follow a majority’s view.

Recommendation 17: RAN2 agrees the changes proposed in R2-2009714 to release the sidelink DRB when the sl-ResetConfig flag is included in the RRCReconfigurationSidelink and move the part related to the RLF in a separate bullet.
R2-2009778

In R2-2009778, it is proposed to clarify that UE includes the sl-UE-AssistanceInformationNR under a condition that the UE is configured to provide configured grant assistance information for NR sidelink communication, and the procedure was triggered to provide configured grant assistance information for NR sidelink communication
Question 18:
Do companies agree to the above clarification as proposed in R2-2009778?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	No
	Our concern is if the condition is added, when the network receives a UAI without CG assistance info, it cannot judge whether it is because all the traffics are stopped so CG are not needed, but it is just because this UAI is not initiated by CG assistance information.

	Ericsson
	No
	The changes propose basically says what is already stated in the current text.

	Intel
	No
	As Ericsson mentioned, even without the proposed change, the UE behaviour is clear and the change is not critical

	Interdigital
	No
	The UE should always include any CG assistance information it may have if configured to do so when sending the UAI.

	Apple
	No
	

	CATT
	No
	Agree with Ericsson and Intel.

	ZTE
	No
	Based on the Note, it is clear enough about  when and how to trigger configured grant assistance information.

	Samsung
	No
	Agree with Ericsson

	Nokia
	No
	

	MediaTek
	No
	

	vivo
	No
	

	Qualcomm
	No
	

	Huawei
	No
	


Summary Q18:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes 
	0

	No
	13


In total, all 10 companies do not support the clarification as proposed in R2-2009778 and think the UE behavior is clear and the change is not critical. It is proposed to follow a majority’s view.

Recommendation 18: RAN2 does not agree to the clarification as proposed in R2-2009778.
R2-2009703
In R2-2009703, it is proposed to clarify in the normative text that the DRB release/addidition/modification may be different in case the procedure was triggered by the reception of a RRCReconfigurationSidelink or if this was triggered by the configuration received within the sl-ConfigDedicatedNR, SIB12, SidelinkPreconfigNR or indicated by upper layers. 

Question 19:
Do companies agree to the above clarification as proposed in R2-2009703?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	See comment
	Although we are fine with moving the text out of the bracket, we observe the term is somehow adjusted during the moving, i.e., now it is described as 
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To us it is not very accurate to say after, and we prefer the original text of due to, so “triggered due to” would be a clearer wording, if RAN2 finally decide to move it out.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	We are fine with OPPO suggestion

	Intel
	See comment
	We are not sure if this change is needed since there is no real change in UE behaviour either way. That said, we are fine if the majority wants to support it

	Interdigital
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	It is not very necessary, but the change makes spec clearer.

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	No
	It’s non-essential with re-arranging the same text around. The actual information is already there.

	MediaTek
	Slightly no
	We don’t see the need for this CR, but if companies find it clearer we can accept having it.

	vivo
	Yes
	It is acceptable to use.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	We agree with the comments that the change seems unnecessary, but are fine to go with the majority view

	Huawei
	No
	We don’t see any essential issue.


Summary Q19:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes 
	8

	Neutral 
	3

	No
	2


In total, 8 companies support to have the clarification as proposed in R2-2009703 to make the spec clearer while 2 companies think the changes are not necessary and 3 companies don’t see strong motivation to change but are fine to follow the majority. It is proposed to follow a majority’s view.

Recommendation 19: RAN2 agrees the changes proposed in R2-2009703 to clarify on the normative text related to the DRB release/addition/modification.
R2-2009712

In R2-2009712, it is proposed to clarify that when T400 expires, the UE should perform the sidelink UE information for NR sidelink communication procedure, as specified in clause 5.8.3.3.
Question 20:
Do companies agree to the above clarification as proposed in R2-2009712?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	See comment
	We cannot go for the change in 9712 directly:

By chanding to 5.8.3.3 from 5.8.9.1.8, we lose the two steps as follows, i.e.,

1>
stop timer T400, if running;

1>
continue using the configuration used prior to corresponding RRCReconfigurationSidelink message;

Although no need to stop T400, but the configuration fallback is needed, some rewording is needed to include the configuration fallback.

	Ericsson
	Yes with comment
	We see OPPO concern about the missing procedure. Probably one option would be to introduce the missing action in the sidelink ue information procedure just for the case of the T400 RLF handling.

	Intel
	Yes
	We are fine with the intention of the change.

	Interdigital
	Yes with comments
	Agree with the intention.  No strong preference on how to address the issue from OPPO, but would prefer a separate procedure or have the configuration fallback in the table itself, to avoid having T400 RLF behaviour in the Sidelink UE information procedure. 

	Apple
	Yes
	Agree with the intention. But changes need to be improved to address OPPO’s concern

	CATT
	Yes with comments
	Agree with Interdigital.

	ZTE
	No
	Agree with OPPO

	Samsung
	No
	T400 is used in any RRC state including OOC. So the procedure to transmit SUI is not always available.

	Nokia
	No
	While the issue addressed in R2-2009712 is valid - however, CR is not correct. Section 5.8.9.3 in 38.331 defines UE action when Timer 400 expires. This section should be referred to.

	MediaTek
	No
	Agree with Nokia.  The right entry for the expiry column of this table would be “Perform the sidelink radio link failure related actions as specified in section 5.8.9.3”.

	vivo
	No
	Agree with OPPO that if we changed then how to address the fallback case, i.e., using the configuration used prior to corresponding RRCReconfigurationSidelink message.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	Agree with the intention of the CR, and with the comments that the CR wording should be updated to address the concern noted by OPPO. 

	Huawei
	No
	We are fine with Nokia’s suggestion.


Summary Q20:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes 
	7

	No
	6


In total, 6 companies support to clarify that when T400 expires, the UE should perform the sidelink UE information for NR sidelink communication procedure but some rewording is needed to include the configuration fallback. 6 companies do not support to have the changes. As both the proponents and objectors do have some reasons and this change seems to be functional, rapporteur proposes to postpone this change to next meeting and invite individual CR on this issue with the consideration of the configuration fallback.

Recommendation 20: RAN2 agrees to postpone R2-2009712 to next meeting to further consider the configuration fallback.
R2-2008878

In R2-2008878, it is proposed to remove the “else” branch for sl-AssistanceConfigNR in clause 5.3.5.9.

Question 21:
Do companies agree to remove the “else” branch for sl-AssistanceConfigNR as proposed in R2-2008878?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Yes
	We assume the missing tick are anyway to be corrected in the final CR
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	Ericsson
	No
	We think that current text is not wrong, and we prefer to keep it as it is clearer.

	Intel
	Yes
	Same comment as OPPO

	Interdigital
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	We shouldn’t have a nonsensical branch in the code; it causes confusion in implementation.

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	


Summary Q21:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes 
	12

	No
	1


In total, 9 companies support to remove the “else” branch for sl-AssistanceConfigNR in clause 5.3.5.9 while 1 company thinks the change is not necessary. It is proposed to follow a majority’s view.

Recommendation 21: RAN2 agrees the changes proposed in R2-2008878 to remove the “else” branch for sl-AssistanceConfigNR in clause 5.3.5.9.
R2-2009718

In R2-2009718, it is proposed that in section 5.8.9.1.3, delete the parts where the UE is instructed to set the content of the RRCReconfigurationFailureSidelink and RRCReconfigurationCompleteSidelink messages.

Question 22:
Do companies agree to delete the parts where the UE is instructed to set the content of the RRCReconfigurationFailureSidelink and RRCReconfigurationCompleteSidelink messages as proposed in R2-2009718?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Interdigital
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	No
	This change is not very necessary

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	No
	No need of the CR. There is at least "rrc-TransactionIdentifier-r16" field to set the content of the message.

	MediaTek
	No
	Agree with Nokia; there is something for the UE to do here (admittedly not much).

	vivo
	No
	Agree with Nokia.

	Qualcomm
	No
	Agree with Nokia

	Huawei
	No
	Agree with Nokia.


Summary Q22:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes 
	7

	No
	6


In total, 7 companies support to delete the parts where the UE is instructed to set the content of the RRCReconfigurationFailureSidelink and RRCReconfigurationCompleteSidelink messages while 6 company do not think the changes are necessary. Rapporteur suggests to not adopt this change as the proponents did not give out strong motivation/reason for changes and they did not clarify if without this change, any significant bad impact on the functionality is foreseen but companies do not agree with this change do have some valuable reasons, i.e., at least the rrc-TransactionIdentifier, OCTET STING, etc. should be set, and strictly speaking they should all belong to the content of this message. Rapporteur propose to not agree with this change. 
Recommendation 22: RAN2 does not agree the changes proposed in R2-2009718 to delete the parts where the UE is instructed to set the content of the RRCReconfigurationFailureSidelink and RRCReconfigurationCompleteSidelink messages.
Miscellaneous corrections on TS 36.331

R2-2009702

In R2-2009702, it is proposed to clarify that the SidelinkUEInformationNR and ULInformationTranferIRAT message cannot be sent unprotected without security activation in Annex A.6.

Question 23:
Do companies agree to the clarification on ULInformationTranferIRAT message in Annex A.6 as proposed in R2-2009702?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	No
	As replied to Q4, we do not understand why we need to change it now, instead of following the legacy spec.

	Ericsson
	Yes 
	The way how the ULInformationTransferIRAT message is protected should be aligned to those ones of the same “category” e.g., ULInformationTransfer, ULInformationTransferMRDC, DLInformationTransfer

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Interdigital
	Yes
	To align with legacy specs, this should always be security protected (e.g. for UEAssistanceInformation)

	Apple
	NO
	Agree with OPPO

	CATT
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	No
	We do not understand the necessity of the correction. Furthermore in the CR Ericsson did the change for ULinformationTransferIRAT message only, but not for SidelinkUEinformation message.

	MediaTek
	No
	Agree with OPPO.  Where does the requirement for this restriction come from?

If we do take the CR, the interoperability analysis seems wrong: A network that implements the CR may refuse to process an unprotected message from a UE that does not implement the CR.

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	No
	Agree with OPPO

	Huawei
	No
	See the answer to Q4.


Summary Q23:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes 
	7

	No
	6


In total, 7 companies support to clarify that ULInformationTransferIRAT can never be sent unprotected. While 6 companies do not support to change. Since companies cannot reach consensus on this issue and the change is not simple editorial but has some impact on functionality, rapporteur propose to postpone this CR to next meeting.
Recommendation 23: Postpone R2-2009702 to next meeting.
R2-2010300

In R2-2010300, it is proposed to delete the sentence “The size of the included segment in this container should be less than maximum size of a LTE SI i.e. 2216 bits” in the field description of segmentContainer. This is because the SIB28 contains three mandatory fields, segmentNumber, segmentType, segmentContainer, and some optional fields. In addition, in actual implementation, an additional segment needs to be reserved to indicate the size of segmentContainer. Therefore, the size of segmentContainer should be the maximum size of LTE SI (i.e. 2216 bits) minus the total size of all the other fields, which may be hard to describe in the spec especially for the implementation segment. So it is proposed to leave to UE to determine the size based on the note in clause 5.2.1 with all the above mentioned segments into account.
Question 24:
Do companies agree to delete the above sentence as proposed in R2-2010300?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	No
	Same comment as Q14

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Interdigital
	See comments
	Same comment as Q14.

	Apple
	
	Same comment as Q14.

	CATT
	See comments
	Same comment as Q14.

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	See comment
	Same comment as Q14

	Nokia
	No
	

	MediaTek
	See comment
	Same comment as Q14

	vivo
	
	Same comment as Q14.

	Qualcomm
	
	Same comment as Q14

	Huawei
	Yes
	Same comment as Q14


Summary Q24:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes 
	4

	No
	9


In total, 9 companies do not support to directly remove this sentence but some clarification is needed. While 4 companies support to delete this sentence directly. Since all companies agree that the current field description on the size of segmentContainer is not clear enough and a majority supports to further clarify in the field description instead of directly deleting the sentence. Rapporteur suggests we follow the majority’s view. 

Recommendation 24: RAN2 agrees to clarify the size of the included segment in the segmentContainer instead of deleting the sentence “The size of the included segment in this container should be less than maximum size of a LTE SI i.e. 2216 bits”. 
R2-2010235

In R2-2010235, it is proposed to add a Note to describe how UE obtains V2X sidelink communication cross RAT configuration in section 5.3.1.1, 5.5.3.1 and 5.10.1.
Question 25:
Do companies agree to add a Note to describe how UE obtains V2X sidelink communication cross RAT configuration as proposed in R2-2010235?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	No
	We already have this note in the spec and there are no benefits to repeat it again and again in multiple section. We think this change is not need and it brings a lot of unnecessary text overhead in the LTE RRC. 

	Intel
	Yes
	It seems the notes are to imitate NR spec notes and we see no harm in including them.

	Interdigital
	No
	Such note should be in the NR specification and not in the LTE specification, as it deals with Cross Rat configuration provided by NR.

	Apple
	Yes
	

	CATT
	No
	Agree with Interdigital.

	ZTE
	Yes
	NR can provide V2X sidelink communication configuration via SIB13,SIB14, and RRCReconfiguration. The actions upon reception of the cross RAT configuration include:

1. RRC Reconfiguration

2. CBR measurement 

3. V2X Sidelink synchronisation information transmission

4. V2X Sidelink synchronisation reference

5. V2X Sidelink communication monitoring

6. V2X Sidelink communication transmission

However, the description of how UE obtains V2X sidelink communication cross RAT configuration only appears in clause 5.10.12 and 5.10.13, which is only related to bullet 5 and 6. And corresponding description about bullet 1,2,3,4 are missed.

We suggest to add the description of how UE obtains NR sidelink communication cross RAT configuration in clause 5.3.1.1 for RRC reconfiguration, in clause 5.5.3.1 for CBR measurement and only one NOTE in clause 5.10.1 for V2X related operation. Meanwhile, delete the note in clause  5.10.12 and 5.10.13 since it is covered by the note in clause  5.10.1.


	Samsung
	No
	Agree with Ericsson

	Nokia
	No
	Non-essential CR for TDoc count (moving around a Note from one place to another in 36.331)

	MediaTek
	See comment
	We don’t have a really strong view on this, but we see some value in consistency across different sections: If a section depends on e.g. LTE SIB21, it seems good to clarify that in the cross-RAT case those requirements apply to NR SIB13 instead.  In our understanding this is why we have the note in the places where it does appear, and with this in mind, we don’t quite understand Interdigital’s comment.  It is the LTE spec whose requirements need to be read differently when controlled by NR, so it makes sense to have the notes in the LTE spec, otherwise someone trying to implement the LTE spec has no guidance to tell them that sometimes “SIB21” means “NR SIB13”

	vivo
	Yes
	No strong view on this but according to ZTE’s comment this is acceptable to us.

	Qualcomm
	See comment
	No strong view, but tend to view this as not a necessary change

	Huawei
	Yes
	We are fine to the alignment between LTE spec and NR spec.


Summary Q25:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes 
	7

	Neutral 
	1

	No
	5


In total, 7 companies support to add a Note to describe how UE obtains V2X sidelink communication cross RAT configuration in section 5.3.1.1, 5.5.3.1 and 5.10.1. 1 company is quite neutral and 5 companies do not agree to have this note in LTE spec and think such note should be in the NR specification, as it deals with Cross Rat configuration provided by NR. It is proposed to follow a majority’s view.
Recommendation 25: RAN2 agrees to add a Note to describe how UE obtains V2X sidelink communication cross RAT configuration in section 5.3.1.1, 5.5.3.1 and 5.10.1.
In R2-2010235, it is proposed to delete a Note to describe how UE obtains V2X sidelink communication cross RAT configuration in section 5.10.12 and 5.10.13.1.
Question 26:
Do companies agree to delete the Note to describe how UE obtains V2X sidelink communication cross RAT configuration as proposed in R2-2010235?

· Yes.

· No (Please clarify why the proposed changes are not acceptable).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	No
	We already have this note in the spec and there are no benefits to repeat it again and again in multiple section. We think this change is not need and it brings a lot of unnecessary text overhead in the LTE RRC. 

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Interdigital
	Yes
	They can be deleted, and leave all notes on cross RAT configuration to be in the NR spec, as commented in Q25.

	Apple
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	Same comment as Q25

	Samsung
	No
	Agree with Ericsson

	Nokia
	No
	

	MediaTek
	Depends on resolution of Q25
	If we take the previous change and add the note in section 5.10.1, it makes sense to delete the notes in these sections as being covered by the new instance.  If we don’t take the previous change, the existing notes should be kept.

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	


Summary Q26:

	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes 
	9

	It depends
	1

	No
	3


In total, 9 companies support to delete the Note to describe how UE obtains V2X sidelink communication cross RAT configuration in section 5.10.12 and 5.10.13.1. 1 company thinks it depends on the outcome of Q25 while 3 companies think this change is not needed. It is proposed to follow a majority’s view.
Recommendation 26: RAN2 agrees to delete the Note to describe how UE obtains V2X sidelink communication cross RAT configuration in section 5.10.12 and 5.10.13.1.
Conclusion

Recommendation 1: RAN2 does not agree the changes proposed in R2-2009664 to remove the need codes for optional fields in RRCReconfigurationSidelink and UECapabilityEnquirySidelink messages. No change on the current specification is needed. 

Recommendation 2: RAN2 agrees that any Need code specified for optional fields in IE SL-PreconfigurationNR does not apply. No change on the current specification is needed.

Recommendation 3: RAN2 agrees to add the field descriptions for the SL-related parameters as proposed in R2-2009706.
Recommendation 4: Postpone R2-2009709 to next meeting.
Recommendation 5: RAN2 agrees the change proposed in R2-2009710 to add the SidelinkUEInformationNR message in the processing delay table.
Recommendation 6: RAN2 does not agree with the changes on sl-TDD-Config as proposed in R2-2009826.
Recommendation 7: RAN2 agrees the changes proposed in R2-2009826 to update the field description of sl-PriorityThreshold-UL-URLLC by describing the two prioritization cases separately, add corresponding RAN1 reference.

Recommendation 8: RAN2 agrees the changes proposed in R2-2009826 to update the field description of sl-PriorityThreshold by describing the two prioritization cases separately, add corresponding RAN1 reference.
Recommendation 9: RAN2 agrees the changes proposed in R2-2009826 to align the names of unprotected PC5-S message, PC5-S message establishing PC5-S security with CT1 specification TS 24.587.
Recommendation 10: RAN2 agrees the changes proposed in R2-2009826 to clarify that protected PC5-S message doesn’t include the DIRECT LINK SECURITY MODE COMPLETE message as defined for SL-SRB2.
Recommendation 11: RAN2 agrees to the clarification on how to set the value of sl-TDD-Config as proposed in R2-2009715.
Recommendation 12: RAN2 does not agree the changes on a valid version of SIB12/13/14 for UE in RRC_CONNECTED as proposed in R2-2010495.
Recommendation 13: RAN2 agrees the changes proposed in R2-2010495 to release the Sidelink DRB when the corresponding PC5-RRC connection is released due to sidelink reset configuration.
Recommendation 14: RAN2 agrees to clarify the size of the included segment in the segmentContainer instead of deleting the sentence “The size of the included segment in this container should be less than the maximum size of a NR SI, i.e. 2976 bits when SIB12 is broadcast”. 
Recommendation 15: RAN2 agrees the changes proposed in R2-2000495 to remove the description that sl-N1PUCCH-AN is used for configured grant type 2.
Recommendation 16: RAN2 agrees to revise the replacing handling to reconfiguring handling.
Recommendation 17: RAN2 agrees the changes proposed in R2-2009714 to release the sidelink DRB when the sl-ResetConfig flag is included in the RRCReconfigurationSidelink and move the part related to the RLF in a separate bullet.
Recommendation 18: RAN2 does not agree to the clarification as proposed in R2-2009778.
Recommendation 19: RAN2 agrees the changes proposed in R2-2009703 to clarify on the normative text related to the DRB release/addition/modification.
Recommendation 20: RAN2 agrees to postpone R2-2009712 to next meeting to further consider the configuration fallback.
Recommendation 21: RAN2 agrees the changes proposed in R2-2008878 to remove the “else” branch for sl-AssistanceConfigNR in clause 5.3.5.9.
Recommendation 22: RAN2 does not agree the changes proposed in R2-2009718 to delete the parts where the UE is instructed to set the content of the RRCReconfigurationFailureSidelink and RRCReconfigurationCompleteSidelink messages.
Recommendation 23: Postpone R2-2009702 to next meeting.
Recommendation 24: RAN2 agrees to clarify the size of the included segment in the segmentContainer instead of deleting the sentence “The size of the included segment in this container should be less than maximum size of a LTE SI i.e. 2216 bits”. 
Recommendation 25: RAN2 agrees to add a Note to describe how UE obtains V2X sidelink communication cross RAT configuration in section 5.3.1.1, 5.5.3.1 and 5.10.1.
Recommendation 26: RAN2 agrees to delete the Note to describe how UE obtains V2X sidelink communication cross RAT configuration in section 5.10.12 and 5.10.13.1.
Reference

[1] R2-2009664 Corrections to NR V2X and Sidelink, Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
[2] R2-2009706 Missing sidelink-related field descriptions, Ericsson

[3] R2-2009709 Adding protection information for sidelink messages, Ericsson

[4] R2-2009710 Missing SidelinkUEInformation in processing delay requirements, Ericsson

[5] R2-2009826 Miscellaneous corrections to 38.331 on SL operation, vivo

[6] R2-2009715 Correction to transmission of MasterInformationBlockSidelink, Ericsson

[7] R2-2010495 Miscellaneous corrections on TS 38.331, Huawei, HiSilicon

[8] R2-2009405 Clarification on the SL measurement configuration update, Huawei, HiSilicon

[9] R2-2009714 Correction on conditions for sidelink DRB release, Ericsson

[10] R2-2009778 Correction to UEAssistanceInformation for sidelink communication, Google Inc.

[11] R2-2009703 Correction on operations of sidelink DRB release, addition, and modification, Ericsson

[12] R2-2009712 Corrections to sidelink radio link failure, Ericsson

[13] R2-2008878 Clarification on the description of sl-AssistanceConfigNR, CATT

[14] R2-2009718 Correction to the setting of empty SL RRC messages, Ericsson

[15] R2-2009702 Correction on protection information for sidelink messages, Ericsson

[16] R2-2020300 Miscellaneous corrections on TS 36.331, Huawei, HiSilicon

[17] R2-2010235 Corrections on 36.331 CR for LTE V2X cross RAT configuration, ZTE Corporation, Sanechips
