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1. Overall Description:
According to TS 38.213, For for one of the options used to determine the non-preferredconflict resource in IUC Scheme 2, there is a “delta RSRP threshold” parameter which is supposed needed to be (pre-)configured by RRC layer. However, this parameter was not included in the original RRC parameter list from RAN1, thereby missing in current TS 38.331. 
RAN2 has agreed to add “deltaRSRP-Threshold” parameter “ in the RRC specification to ensure IUC Scheme 2 can be correctly implemented in Rel-17.
Also, RAN2 assumes the same value range as normal sidelink RSRP threshold, i.e., (0..66) used for another IUC parameter sl-ThresholdRSRP-Condition1-B-1-r17, may be used for this new parameter, . but RAN2 would like to ask RAN1 to check whether this is appropriate or not.  	Comment by Apple - Zhibin Wu: First, 0 and 66 correspond to +/- infinity in current RSRP range, those may not all be used in delta case. Also, the result of a delta RSRP comparison could be in “dB”  unit, not dBm. So, it is necessary to remind RAN1 to check this.	Comment by OPPO (Qianxi): We are not so sure about whether we need to hint any assumption of the value range: in case we anyway need to wait for ASN.1 implementation, what is the diff compared to R2 just waiting for R1 reply / updated rrc list? Seems anyway the RSRP value range has some drawbacks as pointed out by Apple above?	Comment by Apple - Zhibin Wu: we are also fine if companies want to remove the assumption part and just directly ask R1 for value range and corresponding field descriptions. Let us see more company views on this.	Comment by 赵毅男(Zhao YiNan): There are some papers in RAN1 with consideration on the value range of this parameter, thus, we are also fine to remove the assumption part.	Comment by Nokia (Jakob): We would also prefer to remove the assumption part, as this would imply we have a WA which is “difficult” to be changed.
As to reply to Apples concerns, there is also the technical issue with how well this parameter fits with the actual usage. We see that the IUC indicates a probability for collision, and in theory, each RSRP threshold should be per-MCS, as it may be some MCS’ are more robust to interference than others
	Comment by Huawei, HiSilicon: We are open to follow RAN1 value. For this LS though, the purpose is asking for confirmation of RAN1 on RAN2 assumption. If RAN1 thinks our assumption is not appropriate they will for sure give appropriate value range.  
we can add "RAN1 can feedback value range if deemed as appropriate" or some wording similiar. 
2. Actions:
To RAN1: 	RAN2 respec tfully requests RAN1 to provide confirmation of the above RAN2 agreement and assumption about on the value range for this new parameter, or feedback if any concern.	Comment by Nokia (Jakob): Given the discussion on the assumptions, We propose to simply state;
“RAN2 respectively asks RAN1 to provide guidance on the implementation of the deltaRSRP-Threshold parameter”

3. Dates of Next TSG-RAN WG2 Meetings:
TSG RAN WG2 Meeting #119bis	October 10 – October 19 2022	E-meeting
TSG RAN WG2 Meeting #120	November 14 – November 18 2022	Europe (TBD)

