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[bookmark: _Ref124589705][bookmark: _Ref129681862]Introduction
[bookmark: _Ref129681832]This document summarizes the discussions on the 38.212 draft CR on NR sidelink, and aims to stabilize the 38.212 draft CR. 
 [Post-113-38.212-NR_SL_enh2-Core] Email discussion on Rel-18 draft CRs by June 9 – Editors
First round discussions    
[bookmark: OLE_LINK19][bookmark: OLE_LINK27][bookmark: OLE_LINK5]This section summarize the first round email discussions on draft CR v0. Companies are encouraged to provide the first round views by 06/07 (Wednesday), 6:00am UTC, then we can update the draft CR accordingly for the next step discussions.  
	Company
	View

	Sharp
	· Comment#1, on clause 8.3.1.1:
Regarding “the value of X is determined by ” in the draft CR, it does not actually tell what the exact value of X is. We propose to remove “determined by”. 
Same comment to other values of X and Y.
[Chengyan]:
It looks to me that there is no issue to use “determined by” here, it means the value of X is determined according to the formula, then for sure the value of X is exactly what the outcome of the formula is. By the way, we used “determined by” in other fields in the existing spec also. 
· Comment#2, on clause 8.3.1.1:
Regarding “where  is the number of sub-channels for each RB set.”, we propose to change “for” to “in”.
As a similar example for comparison in legacy spec, there is a sentence in clause 8.4.1.3 of TS 38.212, as follows,
“ is the number of subchannels in a resource pool”.
[Chengyan]: It looks to me that there is no difference to use “in” or “for” here, but what used in the agreement is “for”, and I heard that there was some discussion in RAN1#113 meeting regarding whether to use “in” or “for”, and in the end “for” is what taken in the agreement. Therefore, I would prefer to keep it as it is for now. 
· Comment#3, on clause 8.3.1.1:
Regarding the 2nd Editor’s note (i.e. on the text “transmissionStructureForPSCCHandPSSCH in SL-BWP-Config” in the draft CR), we think the Editor’s note should be slightly updated to also cover the immediately following text “is not configured” / “is configured”. In other words, further update may be necessary such that the number of bits is dependent on presence and/or value of the parameter, which is unclear from the latest agreements yet.
Otherwise it may seem like only the parameter name is something that may be further updated.
[Chengyan]: Fine for me to do as what you suggested above. 

	
	· Comment#4, on clause 8.3.1.1:
There is a typo in the following formula where  should be replaced by  .

-	the value of Y is determined by when the value of the higher layer parameter sl-MaxNumPerReserve is configured to 2, or determined by  when the value of the higher layer parameter sl-MaxNumPerReserve is configured to 3, where  is the number of sub-channels for each RB set.
[Chengyan]: Good eyes. Will update in the next version. 

	vivo
	It seems too early to update the 212 spec in this way. Although the current working assumption is to include the fields in the 1st stage SCI, we have not yet discussed whether they should be included in the SCI 1-A or in a new SCI 1-X (e.g., for unlicensed band only, so that no impact to the legacy SCI 1-A), nor agreed that a new RRC parameter should be introduced for configuring these two fields (only).We prefer to specify these two fields later, together with others.
[Chengyan]: In my understanding, there is no need to introduce a new SCI format, if the reason is just that the new things introduced here are only for unlicensed. For example, for Uu interface, we keep the same DCI format for licensed and unlicensed also. Unless significant issues identified, I would prefer to keep the same principle as Uu interface. From 38.212 spec written perspective, we would introduce new formats only if really necessary. 
Depending on whether/what more details will be further agreed, we can further check whether it is necessary to introduce a new SCI format. At least based on the current agreements, I don’t see the need. Let me add an editor’s note for now to keep it open.  
Editor’s note: Further update can be done (e.g. whether to introduce new SCI format) depending on whether/what more details will be agreed in the coming RAN1 meeting.

	OPPO
	Comment 1: New SCI-1 format or reuse existing SCI format 1-A in SL-U
· SCI-1 and SCI-2 formats for SL-U currently RAN1 has not made a decision, besides FRIV formulations for indicating the sub-channel and the RB set are agreed. But it is still unclear whether the existing SCI format 1-A should be reused or a new SCI-1 format should be introduced for SL-U. It is also dependent on whether COT-SI is carried in SCI-1 or SCI-2.
· We understand the spec editor would like to start capturing the details of FRIV formulations from the PHY structure agenda. But we suggest the editor add an editor’s note on whether a new SCI format(s) or the existing format(s) can be reused is still subject to RAN1 discussion outcome.
[Chengyan]: Please see my reply to vivo above.

	Qualcomm
	Comment 1: Same as Oppo. We still need to decide if new SCI 1 format is needed. Hence, at least we need to note there.

[Chengyan]: Please see my reply to vivo above.

	Xiaomi
	 We support the revision modified by sharp, and to solve the comment from the OPPO and Qual, we agree to add the note. 
[Chengyan]: Please see my reply to Sharp and vivo above.

	
	


Second round discussions    
Please find the updated draft CR v1 based on inputs from the first round. Companies are encouraged to provide the second round views ASAP if any, the latest by 06/09 (Thursday), 2:00am UTC.  
	Company
	View

	Editor
	No comments received in the second round. 

	
	

	
	



[bookmark: OLE_LINK12]Conclusion     
Draft CR R1-2306323 is endorsed in principle. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]
