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1 Introduction

This document presents the summary of email approval [100b-e-NR-UEFeatures-V2X-01] during RAN1 #100bis-e. According to the Chairman’s Notes:
	[100b-e-NR-UEFeatures-V2X-01] Email discussion/approval of proposal conclusion in R1-2001867(It is RAN1’s understanding that LTE SL capability can be acquired by UE-EUTRA-Capability specified in TS 36.331)  by 4/22 – Ralf (ATT)


The following was discussed and agreed during RAN1 #100bis-e within the scope of [100b-e-NR-UEFeatures-V2X-01] “Email discussion/approval of proposal conclusion in R1-2001867” [1].
The following will be removed from the final document, however, in the meantime, please take note of this guidance of the RAN1 MCC technical officer:
	W.r.t the naming convention, the following suggestion […] may be helpful to keep the previous company’s name (only the most recent one) in the filename, so that we can easily tell which previous version this is based on, and may solve the issue when there are crossing emails.
e.g. something like the following:

5_Incoming_Liaison_Statements/Summary-1_v1-LG

5_Incoming_Liaison_Statements/Summary-1_v2-LG-CATT

5_Incoming_Liaison_Statements/Summary-1_v2-LG-vivo

5_Incoming_Liaison_Statements/Summary-1_v3-CATT-HWHiSi


2 Summary of Email Approval [100b-e-NR-UEFeatures-V2X-01]
The following is the proposal in [1] for approval in this email discussion:
FL Proposed conclusion (high priority)
· It is RAN1’s understanding that LTE SL capability can be acquired by UE-EUTRA-Capability specified in TS 36.331

Companies are asked to provide their views and comments in the following tables.
Can we agree the proposed conclusion?
	Company
	Comments/Questions/Suggestions

	
	


If the proposed conclusion is agreed, is an LS to RAN2 necessary? 
	Company
	Comments/Questions/Suggestions

	
	


In [1], Qualcomm mentions the context of this proposal is not clear.  In their understanding, inter-RAT capability exchange as described in RRC procedure assumes Uu connectivity. They wonder if the assumption is that a Uu link already exists and the UE reported its LTE SL capability there? Or otherwise, would this mandate a Uu link for the UE to report its LTE SL capability? They are not ok with mandating Uu connectivity for SL communication for capability exchange in scenarios that do not already require it (e.g. ok for Mode 1, but not for Mode 2 operation and out of coverage cases) as this conflicts with a very important commercial deployment mode (out of coverage UEs and UEs operating in dedicated ITS band).

Please address Qualcomm’s comment:
	Company
	Comments/Questions/Suggestions

	
	


…

3 Conclusions

…
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