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Agenda item:	6.15.1
Source:	Huawei, HiSilicon
Title:	Summary of 2nd round [AT118-e][706][V2X/SL] RRC corrections (Huawei)
[bookmark: _Hlk506366071]Document for:	Discussion 
1. Introduction
This is the summary of 2nd round of below offline discussion. 
[AT118-e][706][V2X/SL] RRC corrections (Huawei)
      Scope: 1st round: Discuss proposals/corrections (including the need of proposals/corrections) proposed in R2-2204643, R2-2205106, R2-2205317, R2-2205347, R2-2205782, R2-2206136, R2-2206137, R2-2204639, R2-2204640, R2-2205183, R2-2205184, R2-2205316, R2-2205318, R2-2205620, R2-2205642, R2-2205644, R2-2204566, R2-2204567, R2-2204577, R2-2204582, R2-2204641 and R2-2205102. Prepare a merged CR for the agreeable proposals/corrections. Note rapporteur can add additional ones if it has higher priority issue from ASN.1 point of view. => 2nd round: Discuss residual RIL issues, prepare LS (LS as output of 1st round discussion), and endorse draft CR (if there is further agreement and change)
      Intended outcome: 1st round: Discussion summary in R2-2206300 and 38.331 CR in R2-2206301. Email approval. => 2nd round: discussion summary in R2-2206310, 38.331 draft CR in R2-2206311 and LS in R2-2206312. Email approval. 
Deadline: 1st round: 5/16 10:00am UTC => 2nd round: 5/20 10am UTC
The RILs to be discussed in this round is based on the status in Annex (from R2-2206135). Green indicates RILs solved in 1st round or RILs already implemented in RRC CR before 118 meeting (ProAgree, ProReject without further comments). Cyan indicates RILs waiting for results in 1st round RIL discussion or other online discussion. Yellow means RILs will be captured in draft CR R2-2206311 and treated in CR review. The rest RILs will be discussed below. 

Contact list
	[bookmark: _Hlk103023147]Name
	Company
	Email

	Tao Cai
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	tao.cai@huawei.com

	Xing Yang
	Xiaomi
	Yangxing1@xiaomi.com

	Shijie
	CATT
	Shijie@catt.cn

	Xiao XIAO
	vivo
	xiao.xiao@vivo.com

	Min wang
	Ericsson
	Min.w.wang@ericsson.com

	Wei Luo
	ZTE
	luo.wei11@zte.com.cn


2. Discussion
[bookmark: _Hlk103023256][bookmark: _Hlk103719991]2.1 RIL E107
Clause: 6.3.5, IE " SL-ConfigDedicatedNR ". 
Issue description: The field sl-PHY-MAC-RLC-Config-v17xy should be a setupRelease structure, otherwise there is no possibility for the network to release it. Also, once introduce the setupRelease structure for sl-PHY-MAC-RLC-Config-v17xy, then the field sl-DRX-Config does not need it.
Proposed change: 
SL-ConfigDedicatedNR-r16 ::=         SEQUENCE {
    sl-PHY-MAC-RLC-Config-r16            SL-PHY-MAC-RLC-Config-r16                                              OPTIONAL,    -- Need M
    sl-RadioBearerToReleaseList-r16      SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxNrofSLRB-r16)) OF SLRB-Uu-ConfigIndex-r16        OPTIONAL,    -- Need N
    sl-RadioBearerToAddModList-r16       SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxNrofSLRB-r16)) OF SL-RadioBearerConfig-r16       OPTIONAL,    -- Need N
    sl-MeasConfigInfoToReleaseList-r16   SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxNrofSL-Dest-r16)) OF SL-DestinationIndex-r16     OPTIONAL,    -- Need N
    sl-MeasConfigInfoToAddModList-r16    SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxNrofSL-Dest-r16)) OF SL-MeasConfigInfo-r16       OPTIONAL,    -- Need N
    t400-r16                             ENUMERATED {ms100, ms200, ms300, ms400, ms600, ms1000, ms1500, ms2000} OPTIONAL,    -- Need M
    ...,
    [[
    sl-PHY-MAC-RLC-Config-v17xy          SetupRelease {SL-PHY-MAC-RLC-Config-v17xy}                                          OPTIONAL,     -- Need M
    sl-DiscConfig-r17                    SetupRelease { SL-DiscConfig-r17}                                       OPTIONAL,     -- Need M
    sl-RLC-ChannelToReleaseList-r17      SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxSL-LCID-r16)) OF SL-RLC-ChannelID-r17         OPTIONAL,      -- Cond L2U2N
    sl-RLC-ChannelToAddModList-r17       SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxSL-LCID-r16)) OF SL-RLC-ChannelConfig-r17     OPTIONAL      -- Cond L2U2N
    ]]
}

SL-DestinationIndex-r16  ::=             INTEGER (0..maxNrofSL-Dest-1-r16)

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            OPTIONAL,    -- Need N
    sl-RLC-BearerToReleaseList-r16       SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxSL-LCID-r16)) OF SL-RLC-BearerConfigIndex-r16    OPTIONAL,    -- Need N
    sl-RLC-BearerToAddModList-r16        SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxSL-LCID-r16)) OF SL-RLC-BearerConfig-r16         OPTIONAL,    -- Need N
    sl-MaxNumConsecutiveDTX-r16          ENUMERATED {n1, n2, n3, n4, n6, n8, n16, n32}                          OPTIONAL,    -- Need M
    sl-CSI-Acquisition-r16               ENUMERATED {enabled}                                                   OPTIONAL,    -- Need R
    sl-CSI-SchedulingRequestId-r16       SetupRelease {SchedulingRequestId}                                     OPTIONAL,    -- Need M
    sl-SSB-PriorityNR-r16                INTEGER (1..8)                                                         OPTIONAL,    -- Need R
    networkControlledSyncTx-r16          ENUMERATED {on, off}                                                   OPTIONAL     -- Need M
}

SL-PHY-MAC-RLC-Config-v17xy ::=      SEQUENCE {
    sl-DRX-Config-r17                    SetupRelease { SL-DRX-Config-r17 }                                     OPTIONAL,     -- Need M 
    ...
}

Q1: Would your company agree with the proposed change in RIL E107?
	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Further comments

	OPPO
	Disagree with comment
	No strong view, since as long as there is one level of setupRelease (@ parent or child level) for need-M field, it can be release, slightly prefer put it at child level, normally that is more flexible since it can be done per child IE.

	Xiaomi
	Agree
	

	CATT
	Disagree with comment
	Agree with OPPO. sl-PHY-MAC-RLC-Config-v17xy can align with sl-PHY-MAC-RLC-Config-r16.

	ZTE
	Disagree 
	[bookmark: _Hlk103854525]Till now, only sl-DRX-Config-r17 needs to be set as setupRelease. Considering that SL-PHY-MAC-RLC-Config-v17xy may be extended in the future release, it is hard to say all the added contents in the future shall be set as setupRelease. This change makes the SL-PHY-MAC-RLC-Config-v17xy not flexible. We think keeping the original way is better.

	vivo
	Disagree
	If we put the setupRelease structure for the field sl-PHY-MAC-RLC-Config-v17xy instead of sl-DRX-Config-r16. There is no way for the network to release only the SL DRX configuration but setup other configuration for future extension, and vice versa.

	Samsung
	Disagree 
	Agree with OPPO

	Apple
	No
	Same view as OPPO


[Summary] There are majority view among participating companies to keep SetupRelease for the child field and maintain flexibility for parent field which Rapporteur agrees as valid argument. 
[Proposal 1] RIL E107 is rejected.
[bookmark: _Hlk103720003]2.2 RIL V401
[Rapporteur list V401 here instead of colour code it as yellow, is to check companies' view, on whether we need to add those detailed conditions as in 5.8.3.2, 5.8.3.3 in 5.8.3.1 which is a "general" description clause]
Clause: 5.8.3.1
Issue description: TX UE only reports DRX assistance information in mode-1.
Proposed change: 
Can be changed to ‘is reporting the sidelink DRX assistance information received from the associated peer UE for NR sidelink unicast communication, when the UE is a TX UE and is configured with sl-ScheduledConfig.’. ‘performing resource allocation mode-1’ is more stage-2 style and can be modified as well.

Q2: Would your company agree with the proposed change in RIL V401?
	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Further comments

	OPPO
	Intention agreeable
	TX-UE is not a defined term in 331, since we agreed “[Proposal 6] Add transmission/reception after "NR sidelink communication" instead of changing to "NR sidelink transmission/reception".” We can rely on the procedural text to diff between Tx and Rx UE.
So suggested rewording
‘is reporting the sidelink DRX assistance information received from the associated peer UE for NR sidelink unicast communication, when the UE is a TX UE and is configured with sl-ScheduledConfig.’.

	Xiaomi
	Agree with comments
	We think ‘configured with sl-ScheduledConfig’ can implicitly indicate UE is TX UE. Therefore, ‘is a TX UE and’ can be removed.

	CATT
	Agree with comments
	Agree the change proposed by OPPO.

	ZTE
	Agree with comments
	Agree the wording provided by OPPO.

	vivo
	Agree
	OK with OPPO’s wording suggestion.

	Samsung
	Agree with comment
	Agree with the change proposed by OPPO.

	Apple
	Agree
	


[Summary] All participating companies agree with the intention and can accept wording suggested by OPPO: "is reporting the sidelink DRX assistance information received from the associated peer UE for NR sidelink unicast communication, when the UE is a TX UE and is configured with sl-ScheduledConfig.". 
[Proposal 2] RIL V401 is agreed with following change: for TX UE reporting assistance information to its gNB, add condition "when the UE is configured with sl-ScheduledConfig ". 
2.3 RIL Z676
Clause: 6.2.2, IE "SidelinkUEInformationNR"
Issue description: This IE SL-TxResourceReqList-v1700 only carries SL DRX configuration, and content is totally different with SL-TxResourceReq-r16, it may bring confusion if using the same name.
Proposed change: 
Change the name of ‘sl-TxResourceReqList-v1700’ to ‘sl-TxDRX-ReportList-v1700’, that is: 
sl-TxDRX-ReportList-v1700    SL-TxDRX-ReportList-v1700   OPTIONAL,

Q3: Would your company agree with the proposed change in RIL Z676?
	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Further comments

	OPPO
	Disagree
	The intention of RRC CR rapp is to use NCE v1700 to extend the r16 list, so cannot rename it. Otherwise, we lose the coupling between the two, especially in terms of L2 ID association.

	Xiaomi
	Agree
	Note this IE SL-TxResourceReqList-v1700 is newly introduced in R17 to carry SL DRX configuration. If coupling between the two lists are needed, the coupling can be specified in field description. Note in future, more lists may be introduced, which is not related with tx resource requrest. We don’t think it’s forward compatible to reuse the same name for all the potential list in future.

	CATT
	Disagree
	

	ZTE
	Agree
	We are open for this change. We just want to make it clear. Even if using a different name, we can also use the same entry for the L2 ID association, it is a common way to explain the L2 ID entry issue in the related IE field description.

	vivo
	Disagree
	It should be the non-critical extension on top of the field sl-TxResourceReqList-r16.

	Samsung
	Ok with majority view
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Disagree
	As OPPO and vivo commented, this v1700 list is used for extension of r16 list. We don't see high risk of confusion. 


[Summary] Among 7 companies, 4 companies disagree, 2 agree and one can follow majority view (which makes disagree to 5). Rapporteur thinks the risk of confusion by the same list name is not critically high and prefer no change. 
[Proposal 3] RIL Z676 is rejected. 
2.4 RIL E096
Clause: 5.3.5.8.2
Issue description: The RX UE has the possibility to reject the DRX configuration received from a gNB but applying the rest of the configurations received in the RRCReconfiguration message normally. This is not in line with what is written in the current clause and some clarification is needed.
Proposed change: 

Q4: Would your company agree with the issue described in RIL E096? If agree, please propose changes if possible. 
	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Further comments

	OPPO
	Disagree
	Not clear what the proposed change of this? Anyway, our understanding is the following agreement we reached last week is sufficient to close the FFS point.
Which SL RRC message is used to reject SL DRX configuration (assuming all other configurations in RRC reconfiguration sidelink (e.g. SL radio bearer configurations, etc.) are ok)? 
· RRC reconfiguration complete sidelink (e.g. in R2-2204578) 
· Option 1: W/ partial scuess/failure (only SL DRX configuration fails and others are configured)
· RRC reconfiguration failure sidelink (e.g. in R2-2204954) 
· Option 2: W/ partial success/failure
· Option 3: W/o partial success/failure

[…]

· Option 1 with an indication


	Xiaomi
	Disagree
	We understand this issue has been discussed during online meeting. TX UE would report to gNB if the SL DRX is reject by RX UE.

	CATT
	Disagree
	Agree with OPPO. 

	ZTE
	Disagree
	It is not aligned with the latest agreement that SL RRC reconfiguration complete message is used to carry DRX reject indication.

	vivo
	
	The proposed change according to RIL E096 is not clear.

	Samsung
	Disagree
	Agree with OPPO

	Apple
	
	The issue has already been resolved in 118 meeting.


[Summary] All participating companies disagree. The common understanding is that, based on the online agreement, TX UE would report to gNB if the SL DRX is reject by RX UE. There is no further issue in this regard. 
[Proposal 4] RIL E096 is rejected.
2.5 RIL O098
Clause: 6.3.5, IE SL-ConfigDedicatedNR
Issue description: since the configuration of SL-DRX-Config is limited to mode-1, good to have a condition here (sl-DRX-Config-r17).
Proposed change: add a condition here to clarify the SL DRX configuration is limited to the case of mode-1.

Q5: Would your company agree with the proposed change in RIL O098?
	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Further comments

	OPPO
	Agree
	We are open to the method, yet just would like to have a place in spec to reflect DRX configuration is limited to mode-1, e.g., use condition or use field description, either is fine. 

	Xiaomi
	Disagree
	It’s already clear from precedural text as follwing in yellow that only UE in mode 1 would forward the SL DRX.
1>	set the sl-DRX-ConfigUC-PC5 as follows:
2>	If the frequency used for NR sidelink communication is included in sl-FreqInfoToAddModList in sl-ConfigDedicatedNR within RRCReconfiguration message or included in sl-ConfigCommonNR within SIB12:
3>	if UE is in RRC_CONNECTED and if sl-ScheduledConfig is included in sl-ConfigDedicatedNR within RRCReconfiguration:
4>	set the sl-DRX-ConfigUC-PC5 according to stored NR sidelink DRX configuration information for this destination.



	CATT
	Agree
	Prefer to add it in the field description. E.g.:
sl-DRX-Config
This field indicates the sidelink DRX configuration(s) for unicast, groupcast and/or broadcast communication, when the UE is configured with sl-ScheduledConfig, as specified in TS 38.321 [3].

	ZTE
	Disagree
	Share the same view with Xiaomi.

	vivo
	Agree
	Better to make it clear in the filed condition.

	Samsung
	Disagree
	Agree with Xiaomi

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Disagree
	Can add field description if needed.

	Apple
	Agree
	Better to make it clear in the filed condition.


[Summary] Among 7 8 companies, 4 disagree, 3 4 agree and can accept clarifying in the field description. Rapporteur agrees with Xiaomi that it is quite clear in the related procedural texts and the risk of ambiguity is rather low. Rapporteur proposes to reject O098 now and if companies think it as necessary, further clarification can be added in the field description. 
[Proposal 5] RIL O098 is rejected. 
2.6 RIL N035
Clause: 6.3.5, IE SL-InterUE-CoordinationConfig
Issue description: It should be NEED R, otherwise cannot be "disabled", for sl-IUC-Scheme2-r17
Proposed change: "Need M" instead of "Need R"

Q6: Would your company agree with the proposed change in RIL N035?
	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Further comments

	OPPO
	Intention agreeable
	Valid point, either need-R or setuprelease at parent/child IE can solve this.

	Xiaomi
	Agree
	

	CATT
	Intention agreeable
	Prefer to use setuprelease at child IE(sl-InterUE-CoordinationScheme1-r17 and sl-InterUE-CoordinationScheme2-r17).

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	vivo
	Intention agreeable
	Agree with CATT.

	Samsung
	Agree
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree
	change to Need R

	Apple
	Yes
	Support to change this to “Need R”


[Summary] All participating companies agree with the intention. On implementation of change, it is understood that slightly more companies prefer "change to Need R". 
[Proposal 6] RIL N035 is agreed, change "Need M" to "Need R". 
2.7 RIL B203
Clause: 6.3.5, IE SL-DRX-Config-GC-BC, sl-DRX-GC-BC-MappedQoS-FlowList-r17
Issue description: In GC BC case, the SL-DRX-Config-GC-BC-r17 needs to be a single list of maxSL-GC-BC-DRX-QoS configuration. Each member of this list must not again have another list of SL-QoS-Profile. In other words, gNB will broadcast only as many DRX configurations as there are SL QOS profiles (assuming some max number for future purpose). For each SL QOS profile, there will be just one unique DRX configuration, otherwise a Tx and Rx UE will be using different DRX configuration and cannot therefore communicate.
Proposed change: Remove the list and make sl-DRX-GC-BC-MappedQoS-FlowList-r17 directly of type SL-QoS-Profile-r16 i.e., without using a list. A change TP TDoc to affect this will be submitted.

Q7: Would your company agree with the proposed change in RIL B203?
	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Further comments

	OPPO
	Disagree
	Why not allow many-to-one mapping from QoS to DRX configuration? Otherwise, it seems too restrictive and please note that this is legacy way when we configure SLRB parameters.

	Xiaomi
	Disagree
	It’s possible multiple QoS infos are mapped to the same DRX configuration.

	CATT
	Disagree
	Agree with OPPO. It is unnecessary to restrict the DRX configuration for GC/BC only using for a QOS profile.

	ZTE
	Disagree
	It is certainly possible that more than one SL-QoS-Profile may be mapped to the same SL DRX configuration.

	vivo
	Disagree
	

	Samsung
	Disagree
	

	Apple
	No
	


[Summary] All participating companies disagree, as it should be allowed, as in legacy spec, to map multiple QoS profiles to one single SL DRX configuration. 
[Proposal 7] RIL B203 is rejected. 
2.8 RIL O029
[In case any RIL is missing or is with wrong colour code and needs to be discussed in this 2nd round, please list it here:] 
Clause: 5.8.3.1
Issue description: the bracket is due to R2 has not made agreement on whether additional information is needed. So suggest to remove this whole sentence to avoid misunderstanding (we can always add it back if later R2 agree on something).
Proposed change: Remove the whole sentence.

Qx: Would your company agree with the proposed change in RIL O029?
	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Further comments

	OPPO
	Agree
	We have not seen clear reason to keep a bracket here after ASN1 frozen.

	Xiaomi
	Comments
	Additionally, now the whole sentence seems to say nothing as following,

-	is reporting, for NR sidelink groupcast or broadcast communication
Maybe we can remove the whole sentence?

	CATT
	Agree
	

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	vivo
	Agree
	

	Samsung
	Agree
	

	Apple
	Yes
	


[Summary] All participating companies agree with O029 and that the whole "empty" sentence should be removed. Rapporteur thinks this sentence is intermediate implementation result and place holder for describing TX UE reporting DRX On/Off indication to gNB. Nevertheless, this sentence can be removed now. Reporting DRX On/Off indication implementation can be reviewed in post meeting discussion. 
[Proposal 8] RIL O029 is agreed and to remove the current "empty" sentence. 
2.X RILxxx
[In case any RIL is missing or is with wrong colour code and needs to be discussed in this 2nd round, please list it here:] 
Clause: 
Issue description:
Proposed change: 

Qx: Would your company agree with the proposed change in RIL xxx?
	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Further comments

	
	
	


3. Further discussion on P2a, P4a, P4b
3.1 On P2a from 1st round: 
[Proposal 2a] RX UE includes destination in reporting to its gNB.
[bookmark: _Hlk103761773]This proposal can be further discussed with RILs:  H663, Z679, X204
Q3.1.1 Would your company support RX UE includes destination in reporting to its gNB, for received SL DRX from UC?
	[bookmark: _Hlk103761399]Company
	Yes/Not
	Further comments

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	According to current agreements, the SL DRX for UC’s two directions are determined as following,
1.	UE A sends SL DRX configuration X to UE B and UE B reports the SL DRX configuration X to gNB, where UE A acts as TX UE and UE B acts as RX UE.
2.	UE B’s gNB sends SL DRX configuration Y to UE B and UE B forwards SL DRX configuration Y to UE A, where UE B acts as TX UE and UE A acts as RX UE.

SL DRX configuration X and Y should be coordinated, since they applies on the same UC’s two directions. 
UE B shall report UE A’s destination associated with SL DRX configuration X is to assist UE B’s gNB to determine  SL DRX configuration Y.

	OPPO
	No
	Firstly, different from GC/BC that use peer UE ID to calculate offset value, UC does not make use of peer UE ID to calculate DRX setting.
For the reasoning by Xiaomi, we do not see how to delay the DRX configuration of one-UE till the DRX of another-UE is received. i.e., the gNB configuration for UE-A and UE-B can be independent and can be done simultaneously, as since R16 for normal SLRB configuration.
[Xiaomi] It’s not intended to delay the SL DRX. It can be used in intial configuration or reconfiguration. Similar as the assistance information, we don’t assume TX side has to wait for assistance information to determine SL DRX configuraiton.

So it is quite misleading to say: According to current agreements, the SL DRX for UC’s two directions are determined as following..
[OPPO] we update our view: e.g., for a UE-A with source L2 ID ID-A, for UC-based reception, it need to report its source L2 ID ID-A to network for UC-based DCR case, which relies on default-DRX, and thus relies on the source L2 ID ID-A for offset calculation. NOTE that this is different from what Xiaomi asked for, of which the proposal is to report the peer UE ID, i.e., L2 ID of peer UE, not the source L2 ID of reporting UE itself. And since not all UC Rx is for DCR Rx, the reporting of source ID should be optional, not mandatory for each UC-based Rx reporting entry. Due to the similar reason, not all UC-based Rx reporting is for established UC link, it can be UC-based DCR, so the reporting of sl-DRX-ConfigFromTx-r17 should be optional field as well.

	ZTE
	Not
	According to previous discussion, the RX UE reporting SL DRX is used to help gNB to make Uu DRX be aligned with SL DRX, we do not see the necessity for the gNB to know which destination id is associated for each SL DRX.

	Samsung
	No
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	when we propose destination L2 ID in H663, the intention is for GC/BC Rx UE reporting to its gNB. We are not sure further UE ID needs to be reported. 

	Apple
	Can follow majority view
	Only GC/BC cases are necessary. For UC, we do not see a strong justification and can go with majority view


[Summary] Compared with first round discussion, there is not supporter except the proponent company. Related RILs companies (ZTE, Huawei) are fine not to add further UE ID. It is proposed not to support P2a from first round. 
Based on this P9 and endorsed CR in R2-2206301, Rapporteur understand H663, Z679 and X204 are regarded as solved/rejected.
[Proposal 9] Not to support that RX UE includes destination in reporting to its gNB, for received SL DRX from UC. 
Q3.1.2 If RAN2 agree to support RX UE includes destination in reporting to its gNB, for received SL DRX from UC, which option would your company support?
[bookmark: _Hlk103761475]Option 1: Destination index, please provide comments on ASN.1 implementation if any. 
Option 2: Destination identity, please provide comments on ASN.1 implementation if any.
	Company
	Option
	Further comments

	Xiaomi
	Option 1
	It’s more efficient to refer to the destination in sl-TxResourceReqList-r16.

	OPPO
	
	we do not think it is needed as replied to Q3.1.1.
in case finally R2 conclude it is needed, we do not see how to implement via option-1, since sl-TxResourceReqList-r16 is for the UE reporting as a Tx-UE, while what we are discussing here is for UE reporting as a Rx-UE, then how to ensure the peer UE ID (if need to be reported), is within sl-TxResourceReqList-r16? So can only select option-2 if reporting is needed.
[Xiaomi] Answer OPPO’s question of RX UE. The received SL DRX is only applicable to UC. For UC, UE has to perform both transmission and reception, at least for sidelink RRC reconfiguration/complete/failure message. Therefore, UE has to indicate the destination of peer UE in sl-TxResourceReqList-r16, since either side. So, there would be no such case that UE only receive without transmission for UC.


[Summary] Based on P9, no proposal is raised for this question. 

[bookmark: _Hlk103765550]Q3.1.3 Do you have further comments regarding closure of RILs H663, Z679, X204?  (this question is best effort for RIL management, comments are appreciated). 
	Company
	RIL
	Further comments

	
	
	



3.2 On P4a, P4b from 1st round: 
[bookmark: _Hlk103762146][Proposal 4a] RAN2 to confirm and revise field description of sl-AllowedResourceSelectionConfig accordingly: when sl-AllowedResourceSelectionConfig is absent in sl-TxPoolSelectedNormal or sl-TxPoolSelectedNormalPS, only full sensing is allowed in the corresponding resource pool. Discuss whether to ask RAN1 via LS. 
[bookmark: _Hlk103763121][Proposal 4b] RAN2 to confirm that UE first selects a resource pool, then selects RA scheme configured for the selected resource pool. Further revise NOTE 3 as: 
[bookmark: _Hlk103763269]NOTE 3: It is up to UE implementation to determine, in accordance with TS 38.321[3], which resource pool to use if multiple resource pools are configured, and which resource allocation scheme is finally used in the AS based on UE capability (for a UE in RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE) and the allowed resource schemes sl-allowedResourceSelectionConfig in the selected resource pool.
These proposals can be further discussed with RILs:  E101, V350, V351, O050
[bookmark: _Hlk103762441]Q3.2.1 Would your company agree that sl-AllowedResourceSelectionConfig is optional, what only absence of sl-AllowedResourceSelectionConfig needs to be further discussed (i.e., if present, UE follows sl-AllowedResourceSelectionConfig and related procedures)?
	Company
	Yes/Not
	Further comments

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	
	We agree it can be optional, not sure what the question would like to ask by “what only absence of sl-AllowedResourceSelectionConfig needs to be further discussed”

	vivo
	
	We think it would be better to decide this issue together with the default RA scheme discussion in the later Questions 3.2.2. 

	Ericsson
	comments
	Agree with vivo. 

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Comments
	Agree with Vivo


 [Summary] It will be handled with Q3.2.2. 
[bookmark: _Hlk103762269]Q3.2.2 Would your company support the understanding that, when sl-AllowedResourceSelectionConfig is absent in sl-TxPoolSelectedNormal or sl-TxPoolSelectedNormalPS, only full sensing is allowed in the corresponding resource pool?
	Company
	Yes/Not
	Further comments

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	This is the default behavior.

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	vivo
	No with comment
	Every Rel-16 UE supporting NR SL must support full sensing — This is the so called “legacy/default” behavior in R16. However, the problem here is that RAN1 already had an agreement that “Rel-16 basic FGs are not basic FGs for UE supporting Rel-17 SL FGs”, and this makes the full sensing no more a mandatory UE feature that has to be equipped by every Rel-17 UE. 
So, if we determined full sensing as the default RA scheme, it would mean that for a pool that is configured w/o this field sl-AllowedResourceSelectionConfig included, any Rel-17 UE incapable of full sensing is not allowed to use this pool at all. We’re not sure whether this is acceptable from a performance point of view, and whether this aligns with RAN1’s original intention of making this field optional. LS is RAN1 is then suggested, as RAN1 could further evaluate this issue in conjunction with their decision on L1 capabilities. 

	Ericsson
	No
	Agree with vivo. As vivo said, RAN2 need to discuss whether other default RA scheme is needed for R17 UE. Otherwise, misaligned with design purpose of power saving feature.

	ZTE
	Yes 
	 If the new added sl-AllowedResourceSelectionConfig IE in R17 is absent , it is reasonable to adopt the legacy strategy of full sensing.  
As vivo said, since Rel-16 basic FGs are not basic FGs for UE supporting Rel-17 SL FGs, therefore, then for a pool that is configured w/o this field sl-AllowedResourceSelectionConfig included, any Rel-17 UE incapable of full sensing is not allowed to use this pool at all. 
We don’t think this is a big issue, since if we has specified this behaviour, whether forbidding the Rel-17 UE incapable of full sensing to use the resource depends on the set of sl-AllowedResourceSelectionConfig, it is totally up to NW implementation.
[vivo] But we face the same/similar situation, if we choose other RA schemes as the default RA scheme, right? What we’d like to emphasize is that the argument of following the so called “legacy behavior” (i.e. full sensing) does not hold anymore, as from a Rel-17 UE perspective, there’s no legacy behavior due to the (L1) capability issue. Thus,  we need to find argument/rationale from other dimensions — And this is what RAN1 is expertise, not RAN2, as they developed the whole PSRA mechanism in this release.  

	Samsung
	No
	Agree with Vivo

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	We have checked with our RAN1 colleagues. Though there is no explicit "loud" discussion, the understanding in RAN1 for this default behavior, not for all SL basic FG, is full sensing. It is rare that a Rel-17 UE cannot support full sensing as Rel-16 UE. 

	Apple
	No
	Same view as Vivo


[Summary] Among 7 8 participaing companies, 4 companies support full sensing as default behaviour once sl-AllowedResourceSelectionConfig is absent, and 3 4 companies do not support. There is no majority to solve this issue, it is then propose to ask RAN1 with (the combined) LS. 
[Proposal 10] Ask RAN1 in LS:  "When sl-AllowedResourceSelectionConfig is absent in the configuration of sl-TxPoolSelectedNormal or sl-TxPoolSelectedNormalPS, what is the intended default UE behaviour (e.g. full sensing, partial sensing, or random resource selection) in the corresponding resource pool?"

Q3.2.3a If RAN2 support the understanding that, when sl-AllowedResourceSelectionConfig is absent in sl-TxPoolSelectedNormal or sl-TxPoolSelectedNormalPS, only full sensing is allowed in the corresponding resource pool, do you support to send LS to RAN1 asking their concern if any?
	Company
	Yes/Not
	Further comments

	Xiaomi
	No
	

	OPPO
	No
	Yet can follow majority view

	vivo
	Yes
	This question is duplicated with later Q3.2.4 which has more value. 

	Ericsson
	Yes or No
	We think RAN1 may be requested to study if other default RA scheme should be allowed.

	ZTE
	No
	Considering the left time is limited,  there is no need to ask RAN1 for it.


[Summary] The condition is not met for not sending LS to RAN1. 

Q3.2.3b If RAN2 support the understanding that, when sl-AllowedResourceSelectionConfig is absent in sl-TxPoolSelectedNormal or sl-TxPoolSelectedNormalPS, only full sensing is allowed in the corresponding resource pool, do you support that ONLY change needed is to update field description of sl-AllowedResourceSelectionConfig?
	Company
	Yes/Not
	Further comments

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	vivo
	
	Yes, only if RAN2 anyway wants to make a decision within RAN2.

	Ericsson
	No
	We think RAN1 may be requested to study if other default RA scheme should be allowed.

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	Apple
	
	I think we cannot reach the same understanding that only full-sensing is allowed because R17 UE may not be able to do full sensing.


[bookmark: _Hlk103868712][Summary] 5/6 majority of participating companies support to ONLY change sl-AllowedResourceSelectionConfig field description if RAN2 support, based on RAN2 understanding that, when sl-AllowedResourceSelectionConfig is absent in sl-TxPoolSelectedNormal or sl-TxPoolSelectedNormalPS, only full sensing is allowed in the corresponding resource pool. However, the condition is not met for only FD revision. 

Q3.2.4 If RAN2 cannot agree on the default behaviour when sl-AllowedResourceSelectionConfig is absent in sl-TxPoolSelectedNormal or sl-TxPoolSelectedNormalPS, only full sensing is allowed in the corresponding resource pool, which option below would you support?
Option 1: assume the default behaviour is random selection, send LS to RAN1 to confirm.
Option 2: assume the default behaviour is PBPS/CPS, send LS to RAN1 to confirm.
Option 3: send LS to RAN1 to ask, without any RAN2 assumption. 
Option 4: others, please elaborate.
	Company
	Option
	Further comments

	Xiaomi
	Option 3
	

	OPPO
	3
	

	vivo
	3
	

	Ericsson
	3
	

	ZTE
	3
	

	Samsung
	Option 3
	

	Apple
	3
	


[Summary] All participating companies support to send LS to ask RAN1 if RAN2 cannot agree on full sensing as the default behaviour when sl-AllowedResourceSelectionConfig is absent. 

Q3.2.5 Regarding the “modelling”/ whether or not UE first selects a resource pool, then selects RA scheme configured for the selected resource pool, would your company support to confirm that UE first selects a resource pool, then selects RA scheme configured for the selected resource pool?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Further comments

	Xiaomi
	No
	We think it’s up to UE implementation

	OPPO
	No
	We do not see the necessity to dig into this since anyway it is up to UE implementation.

	vivo
	Yes with comments
	We don’t want to revert the previous agreement based on the UE implementation. But the problem is that if we don’t have a clear understanding, there is ambiguity to practical implementation:
- on the one hand, RRC needs the selected RA scheme to determine pools configured to the MAC (i.e. exceptional v.s. normal), as the condition to use exceptional pools depends on whether UE selects sensing based operations or not (if RIL V351 is agreed);
- on the other hand, MAC needs the pools configured by the RRC to derive the final selected RA scheme. 
So, as above, with both pool selection and RA selection being performed by the MAC, there seems to be a “chicken and egg” issue (i.e. the cyan and yellow parts), and the extra problem is how to find a way-out to jump out of the loop. 
We are not sure whether such cross-layer interaction can be completely left to UE implementation, as anyway there is the specified UE behavior in 5.8.8 that it is the RRC that configures the lower layers the pools and allowed RA schemes to use, not the other way around. Or, one may think it is RRC that first “pre-selects” a RA scheme, just used for condition check for the exceptional pool usage, and the MAC still performs both pool selection and RA selection to determine the final pools/RA scheme to use, after receiving the pools/allowed RA schemes configured by the RRC. 
We can follow the majority’s view, if majority really wants to leave this modeling issue completely to UE implementation, but still want to get a clear common understanding clarification what a feasible/correct modeling should be (maybe captured as informative texts or even in chair’s notes), in order to avoid possible ambiguity led to the practical implementation. 

	Ericsson
	Yes
	This is a fundamental issue needs to be addressed, according to previous RAN2 agreement. 

	ZTE
	No
	We think it’s up to UE implementation

	Samsung
	See comment
	Pool selection is done in MAC, so RRC needs to configure all pools in both sl-TxPoolSelectedNormal and sl-TXPoolSelectedNormalPS to MAC. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	It is up to UE implementation to decide on the order of selection.

	Apple
	Yes
	


[Summary]Among 7 8 companies, 4 support view that it is up to UE implementation to decide on the order of selection of resource pool and the selection of RA scheme, one company indicates RRC needs to configure all pools hence need to configure all pools in both sl-TxPoolSelectedNormal and sl-TXPoolSelectedNormalPS to MAC, meaning not to specify the order of selection in RRC; Rapporteur understand "No" side is 5 and clear majority (over 2/3). 2 3 companies support to confirm that UE first selects a resource pool, then selects RA scheme configured for the selected resource pool meanwhile vivo indicates can follow majority follow the majority’s view (if majority really wants to leave this modelling issue completely to UE implementation) and propose to work on informative texts or even in chair’s notes. 
Rapporteurs think we can confirm, from RRC perspective, the order of selection is not specified/fixed and can further discussion on this issue in future meetings.  
[Proposal 11] Not to specify in RRC on the UE order of selection, e.g. that UE first selects a resource pool, then selects RA scheme configured for the selected resource pool.
Q3.2.6 If RAN2 agree to confirm that UE first selects a resource pool, then selects RA scheme configured for the selected resource pool, would you support to further revise NOTE3 as below? 
NOTE 3: It is up to UE implementation to determine, in accordance with TS 38.321[3], which resource pool to use if multiple resource pools are configured, and which resource allocation scheme is finally used in the AS based on UE capability (for a UE in RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE) and the allowed resource schemes sl-allowedResourceSelectionConfig in the selected resource pool.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Further comments

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	We don’t think the NOTE is tied to the previous question. The NOTE doesn’t mean UE first do resource pool selection.

	OPPO
	Yes
	While we are open to rewording of the NOTE, we do not think there is a need to take too much time on the UE internal modeling issue.

	vivo
	
	No strong view. To us, the clarification on the right modeling is with top priority. 

	Ericsson
	Yes or No
	As xiaomi said, this note can not address how to model the procedure.

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	


[bookmark: _Hlk103763515][Summary] With regards to proposal 11, no proposal is raised for this question. 
Q3.2.7 If RAN2 agree to confirm that UE first selects a resource pool, then selects RA scheme configured for the selected resource pool, what places other than NOTE3 and procedure texts in Annex A of R2-2206100 need to be updated?
	Company
	Clause
	Further comments

	OPPO
	No
	As replied above.

	vivo
	
	Same comments as to earlier question. 

	Ericsson
	
	No point to discuss the CR before RAN2 concludes the above issue on modelling.
Don’t agree with TP in Annex A of R2-2206100, which doesn’t show a good baseline.

	Apple
	
	We are fine to let companies to further check the modeling first and the CR can be discussed based on the modeling conclusions


[Summary] With regards to proposal 11, no proposal is raised for this question.
Q3.2.8 Regarding procedure texts in Annex A of R2-2206100, if RAN2 agree to confirm that UE first selects a resource pool, then selects RA scheme configured for the selected resource pool, what revision is needed for procedure text in clause 5.8.8 to solve the related RILs? Please provide TP (list your TP in Annex B, Annex C, Annex D.... if possible to help discussion.)
	Company
	Annex in this document
	Further comments

	OPPO
	No
	As replied above

	Ericsson
	
	No point to discuss the CR before RAN2 concludes the above issue on modelling.
Don’t agree with TP in Annex A of R2-2206100, which doesn’t show a good baseline.


[Summary] With regards to proposal 11, no proposal is raised for this question.
Q3.2.9 Regarding procedure texts in Annex A of R2-2206100, if RAN2 cannot confirm that UE first selects a resource pool, then selects RA scheme configured for the selected resource pool, i.e. RRC spec is agnostic on the order of selection, what revision is needed for procedure text in clause 5.8.8 to solve the related RILs? Please provide TP (list your TP in Annex B, Annex C, Annex D.... if possible to help discussion.)
	Company
	Annex in this document
	Further comments

	OPPO
	No
	As replied above.


Q3.2.10 Do you have further comments regarding closure of RILs E101, V350, V351, O050?  (this question is best effort for RIL management, comments are appreciated).
	Company
	RIL
	Further comments

	
	
	


[Summary] As there is no easy way forward except waiting for RAN1 reply, from the perspective of revision for this version of RRC spec, Rapporteur thinks RILs E101, V350, V351, O050 can be regarded as solved/rejected, the possible issues with the related procedural texts can be studied in the maintenance phase. 
4. Conclusion
[Proposal 1] RIL E107 is rejected.
[Proposal 2] RIL V401 is agreed with following change: for TX UE reporting assistance information to its gNB, add condition "when the UE is configured with sl-ScheduledConfig ".
[Proposal 3] RIL Z676 is rejected. 
[Proposal 4] RIL E096 is rejected.
[Proposal 5] RIL O098 is rejected. 
[Proposal 6] RIL N035 is agreed, change "Need M" to "Need R". 
[Proposal 7] RIL B203 is rejected. 
[Proposal 8] RIL O029 is agreed and to remove the current "empty" sentence. 
[Proposal 9] Not to support that RX UE includes destination in reporting to its gNB, for received SL DRX from UC. 
[bookmark: _GoBack][(revised) P10]:  Ask RAN1 in LS:  "When sl-AllowedResourceSelectionConfig is absent in the configuration of sl-TxPoolSelectedNormal within sl-BWP-PoolConfig-r16 or sl-TxPoolSelectedNormal within sl-BWP-PoolConfigPS-r17, RAN2 understands the default UE behavior is full sensing in the corresponding resource pool. RAN2 respectfully ask RAN1 to confirm and feedback if any concern.” [Proposal 11] Not to specify in RRC on the UE order of selection, e.g. that UE first selects a resource pool, then selects RA scheme configured for the selected resource pool.
5. Reference
1) R2-2206135, Summary of pre-discussion on RIL issues, Huawei, HiSilicon
2) R2-2206100, Summary of [AT118-e][706][V2XSL] RRC corrections (Huawei)
[bookmark: _Hlk103085692]Annex A
1. Priority list of RIL issues
It is recommended that RIL issues that are considered as class 2 or are related to ASN.1 implementation to be treat with higher priority.   There is one Rapporteur resolution contribution that covers multiple issues (A904, A905, O066, O067 O027, O028, O030, O031, V352, E047, O096, O097, X205). 
[bookmark: _Hlk102469205]R2-2206138	Rapporteur resolution for various RILs	Huawei, HiSilicon
1.1 On the UE reporting with SUI messages
[bookmark: _Hlk103761159]RILs: Q906, X202, H663, Z679, Z677, Z680, X204, B200
Related contributions: 
R2-2206137	[H663] [Z679] [X202] Discussion on implementation of RX UE reporting information related to SL DRX	Huawei, HiSilicon
R2-2205317	[X202][H663] Discussion on how RX UE to report accepted SL DRX and interested QoS	Xiaomi
R2-2205347	Correction on [Z677,Z680]	ZTE Corporation, Sanechips
R2-2205620	[B200][B201][B202][B203]Some correction for SL DRX Configuration	Lenovo	
2.2 On HARQ RTT timers for SL DRX configuration
RILs: E047, O096, O097, X205, O069 [RILs to be discussed online first]
Related contributions: 
R2-2204642	Correction on [O069, O096, O097]	 OPPO
R2-2205185	Correction on RIL issue E047	Ericsson
2.3 On the power saving resource pool configurations, procedures
RILs: A904, A905, O066, O067, E101, E046, V350, V351, O050
Related contributions: 
R2-2205644	[A904][A905][V380] Discussion on RRC configuration for power-saving resource pools	Apple
R2-2204565	[V380] Discussion on the applicability of power-saving resource allocation to NR SL discovery 	vivo
R2-2204567	[V350] Corrections on NR SL communication transmission procedures in mode-2 normal pools	vivo
R2-2204566	[V351] On corrections to NR SL communication procedure using exceptional pool	vivo
R2-2204641	Correction on [O066, O067]	OPPO
R2-2205782	[E101] Correction on resource pool handling	Ericsson	
R2-2205184	Correction on RIL issue E046	Ericsson

2.4 CBR configuration related
RILs: O092, V352
Related contributions: 
R2-2204577	[O092] Correction on default CBR configuration	OPPO	
R2-2204582	[O092] Discussion on default CBR measurement value	OPPO	

2.5 On IUC related configuration parameters
RILs: A914, A918, A919. 
Related contributions: 
R2-2205642	[A914][A918][A919] Discussion on corrections of IUC Scheme 1 configurations in RRC	Apple
2.6 SL DRX gNB capability related procedural texts
RILs: H656, H657, O043, O044, B202
2.7 RILs to be discussed after higher priority issues solved 
E124, E107, X210, O074, O031, O033, O034, O035, O036, O037, O038, O039, O040, O041, H655, O045, O046, H658, I026, V401, Z676, E096, O027, O028, O029, O030, H654, A902, V402, V403, H660, Z684, V404, O098, N035, O099, M117, H673, Z682, X209, B201, B203. 

2.8 RILs considered closed if no further concerns raised 
I015, O064, O073, H671, V407, V408, v409, E042, H659, O053, H661, H666, H665, V405, H667, H668, Z683, N036, N037, H669, H670, A915, H672, H674, V400, Q905, Q904, Z681, O001, O051.  

