3GPP TSG RAN WG1 #100bis


                                   




       











        R1-200xxxx
e-Meeting, April 20th – 30th, 2020
Agenda Item:
7.2.11.4
Source:
Moderator (AT&T)
Title:
Summary of Email Approval [100b-e-NR-UEFeatures-V2X-02]
Document for:
Discussion/Decision
1 Introduction

This document presents the summary of email approval [100b-e-NR-UEFeatures-V2X-02] during RAN1 #100bis-e. According to the Chairman’s Notes:
	[100b-e-NR-UEFeatures-V2X-02] Email discussion/approval of proposal 2 in R1-2001867 by 4/24 – Ralf (ATT)


The following was discussed and agreed during RAN1 #100bis-e within the scope of [100b-e-NR-UEFeatures-V2X-02] “Email discussion/approval of proposal 2 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-02]
The following is the proposal in [1] for approval in this email discussion:
FL Proposal 2 (features reported to the network)

· High priority:

· The following features are reported to the network

· [15-6]

· 15-14

· 15-18

· 15-19

· [15-23]

Companies are asked to provide their views and comments in the following table:
	Company
	Comments/Questions/Suggestions

	LGE
	It is unclear if 15-23 needs to be reported to the network; agree with the others. But it’s okay to agree FL proposal 2 if it is the majority view.

	Ericsson
	In addition 15.1a(merged with 15.1) and 15.3a(merged with 15.3) should also be reported to the network. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	For 15-6, 15-14, 15-18, we agree they should be reported. See below for 15-19 and 15-23, i.e. known but by being a component of a reported FG.

· [15-6] in-device coexistence: Already agreed to be reported to the network as support or not:

RAN1#98bis email [98b-NR-18] Agreements:

· UE reports its capability to the network of whether it supports short-term time scale TDM solutions.

· Resource allocation related information is not reported to other RAT.

· 15-14 sidelink CSI report: we think it should be a basic FG.
· 15-18 rank 2 transmission and 15-19 rank 2 reception: UE’s rank-2 transmission/reception capability will impact the mode 1 scheduling behavior, and they need to be known to the network. 

· 15-18 as an optional FG with signaling.

· 15-19 a mandatory feature, e.g. component of 15-1 & 15-1a.
· [15-23] RSRP report: we believe it should be mandatory for NR SL. FG 15-23 can be a component of FG 15-2, 15-3 and 15-3a. In this sense, 15-23 does not need to defined separately and would not be reported separately from its containing FGs.


…

3 Conclusions

…
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