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1	Introduction
This document is intended to facilitate the review process of the draft CR 38.211 for NR_SL_enh2-Core.
2	Discussion – first round
Please provide your comments on the latest version of the draft CR on 38.211 available in this folder.
	Company
	Comment

	Samsung
	We wonder the inconsistency between description between the two expressions in NR-U and SL-U. The same expression for i=0 is used for NR-U and SL-U, but no further statement about i=0 is used for NR-U. In this sense, to keep it consistent, we believe no change is needed and the current spec already implies T_ext = 0 for i=0, same as the way in NR-U. If companies have concerns about this expression, we can discuss to draw a conclusion in the next meeting. 

If we adopt the change as proposed, a change to NR-U spec is needed first to keep it consistent. 

-	for a PUSCH transmission using configured grant

	where   is given by Table 5.3.1-2 with the index  given by the procedure in [6, TS 38.214].
-	for PSCCH/PSSCH, PSFCH, and S-SS/PSBCH block transmission

where   and  are given by Table 5.3.1-3 with the index  given by the procedure in [5, TS 38.213] or [6, TS 38.214].
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Table 5.3.1-3: The variables  and  for sidelink cyclic prefix extension 
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	QC
	We thank the editor for adding this CR.

To Samsung, we believe we should provide some clarity of the current situation in spec text for NR-U and SL:

In your comment, the highlighted equation in yellow is for CG-PUSCH, while the highlighted table in yellow is for dynamic grant (so the two highlighted yellow part are not related).

For completeness and for clarification we report below the three part of interest, with three colors.
1) For dynamic grant (green) the equation has min and max that can get zero as result if  and  are not defined (index 0)
2) For CG-PUSCH (yellow), the correct entry of the table (index 6) will bring the result to zero.
3) For SL (blue) we are currently using a formulation similar to CG-PUSCH (green) without providing an entry to cancel out the CPE length to zero (table use the approach of yellow) so we are somehow in between. One option would be modify the Table 5.3.1-3 with the entries  but seems very complicate. We could simply adopt the approach to modify the equation as proposed by the editor to capture the case of zero-length CPE, which is currently not captured in spec but is agreed in RAN1.


	· for dynamically scheduled PUSCH, SRS, and PUCCH transmissions


	where  is given by Table 5.3.1-1 with  for ,  for , and  and  given by the higher-layer parameters cp-ExtensionC2 and cp-ExtensionC3, respectively, and  given by clause 4.3.1. For contention-based random access, or in absence of higher-layer configuration of  and , the value of shall be set to the largest integer fulfilling  for each of the values of . Text is applied to the first UL transmission scheduled by the scheduling DCI.
-	for a PUSCH transmission using configured grant

	where   is given by Table 5.3.1-2 with the index  given by the procedure in [6, TS 38.214].
-	for PSCCH/PSSCH, PSFCH, and S-SS/PSBCH block transmission

	where   and  are given by Table 5.3.1-3 with the index  given by the procedure in [5, TS 38.213] or [6, TS 38.214].

Table 5.3.1-1: The variables  and  for uplink cyclic prefix extension 
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Table 5.3.1-2: The variable  for uplink cyclic prefix extension with configured grants.
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Table 5.3.1-3: The variables  and  for sidelink cyclic prefix extension 
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	Samsung2
	Thanks for the comments, and figuring out the equation to use Table 5.3.1-1. 

However, we don’t agree with the comment that “the equation has min and max that can get zero as result if  and  are not defined (index 0)”. What is in mind for the value of  when index is 0? I our mind it’s 0, then using the current equation  shall give an value of 0 as well. If not, how to understand  when index is 0? 
We are ok with modifying the Table 5.3.1-3 with the entries (although it’s complicated, but it’s consistent with NR-U spec and technically correct), and cannot accept the current CR, since it may cause inconsistency with NR-U spec. 


	Samsung2
	Since the deadline is close, we just provide more comments to make our point clear. We are not ok with current formulation of the change, since we believe the change is not needed – current formulation can give a value of 0 for index 0, same as NR-U; while current change will cause inconsistency between NR-U and SL-U, given essentially they are same.  

If Qualcomm has different understanding of NR-U spec, then we are ok with using the same formulation as NR-U to address Qualcomm’s concern, instead of current formulation in the draft CR. For example, either of the following three options works for us: 

Option 1 (same as NR-U equation for dynamic PUSCH): 

-	for PSCCH/PSSCH, PSFCH, and S-SS/PSBCH block transmission

Option 2 (same as NR-U equation for dynamic PUSCH, but excluding last term in min since it’s not needed): 

-	for PSCCH/PSSCH, PSFCH, and S-SS/PSBCH block transmission


Option 3 (keep the equation, and modify the table same way as configured PUSCH): 

Table 5.3.1-3: The variables  and  for sidelink cyclic prefix extension 
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Editor’s response:
· Length-zero CPE has been agreed in RAN1 and the different views expressed relate to whether additional text is needed in 38.211 to reflect this. For the sidelink channels, i=0 currently results in an undefined value of T_ext and consequently no possibility to indicate T_ext=0 in line with the agreement. Thus, the change in the draft CR (or some other equivalent change) is needed. It is acknowledged that the cyclic extension for configured grants could have been captured in a simpler way, but that is outside the scope of this CR. 

3	Discussion – second round
Please provide your comments on the latest version of the draft CR on 38.211 available in this folder.
	Company
	Comment

	(Samsung, on the e-mail reflector. Statement captured by the editor)
	From: 3gpp_tsg_ran_wg1: tsg ran working group 1 <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG1@LIST.ETSI.ORG> On Behalf Of Hongbo Si
Sent: Friday, December 1, 2023 8:38 AM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG1@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: Re: [Post-115-38.211-NR_SL_enh2-Core]

Dear Stefan, 

We posted our comments to the draft CR for almost 24 hours, and didn’t receive any feedback yet, so it’s better to clarify the situation here by email. 

We have concerns on the draft CR, since we believe it’s not needed at the first stage, and not consistent with NR-U spec even if a change is needed. Considering it’s close to the deadline of email discussion, and very few number of companies are involved in the discussion, we believe it’s more fair to have an official discussion in the next meeting for the TP, if needed ^^. 

Best,
Hongbo



Editor’s response:
· Two companies participated in the discussion and there is no consensus whether a CR is needed or not and, based on the above discussion, no CR will be submitted. As stated by the chairman, let’s continue the discussions at the next RAN1 meeting. 
