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[bookmark: _Ref129681832]This document summarizes the discussions on the 38.212 draft CR on NR_SL_enh2-Core, and aims to stabilize the 38.212 draft CR. 
[Post-114bis-38.212-NR_SL_enh2-Core] Email discussion and endorsement on updated Rel-18 draft CRs by Oct 20 – Editors
· Editors to provide draft CRs by Oct 18 followed by review and endorsement by Oct 20
First round discussions    
[bookmark: OLE_LINK5][bookmark: OLE_LINK27][bookmark: OLE_LINK19]This section summarize the first round email discussions on draft CR v00. Companies are encouraged to provide the first round views by 10/19 (Thursday), 11:00am UTC, then we can update the draft CR accordingly for the next step discussions.  
	Company
	View

	OPPO
	Thanks to the editor’s great effort in preparing the draft CR.
Comment 1 (SCI format 2-A):
According to the agreement (Table X) in RAN1#114bis, COT-SI field are provided when the 1 reserved bit (COT sharing flag field) is set to ‘1’. Therefore, we think the sentence below should be modified as followed to reflect this agreement. Otherwise, it may imply that COT-SI fields are always present with unknown values.
If the 'COT sharing flag field in SCI format 1-A is present and set to 1, all the remaining fields are present and set as follows:

[Chengyan]: Technically you are right.  However, there should be no misunderstanding that these fields will be present even the condition “if…” is not satisfied, thus to keep the spec concise, I would prefer not to make the change. By the way, “all the remaining fields are set as follows” has already been used in many places in 38212 since Rel-15. 

Comment 2 (SCI format 2-A):
For the CAPC field, we suggest to modify it as followed for clearer and more accurate description.
CAPC – 2 bits. Value '00' corresponds to CAPC () value '1' as defined in Table 4.5-1 of [14, TS 37.213], value '01' corresponds to CAPC () value '2', and so on.
[Chengyan]: Thanks. It will be reflected in next update v2 as below. I think it is sufficient to use CAPC in 38.212, since CAPC and p is the same thing, and p is not used in 38.212. 
-	CAPC – 2 bits. Values '00', '01', '10' and '11' correspond to CAPC values '1', '2', '3' and '4' as defined in Table 4.5-1 of [14, TS 37.213], respectively.
Comment 3 (editorial):
In SCI format 2-A, we think it should be:
If the COT sharing flag field in SCI format 1-A is present and set to '1', all the remaining fields are set as follows:
Basically, the yellow highlighted part should be removed and ' ' should be added to the value (not the field name), according to other parts of 38.212.
[Chengyan]: Thanks. Updated in v2. 

Comment 4 (editorial):
In my understanding, Table 8.4.1.1-1 is to be used for both “Cast type indicator” field and “COT sharing cast type” field. As such, we believe the title for the table and the 1st column should be as followed, respectively.
“Table 8.4.1.1-1: Cast type indicator and COT sharing cast type”
“Value of Cast type indicator and COT sharing cast type”
Following the same logic, the description for the COT sharing additional ID field is suggested as:
COT sharing additional ID – 24 bits. The 16 LSBs provide layer 1 destination ID and the 8 MSBs provide layer 1 source ID, as defined in [6, TS 38.214]. The 8 MSBs are reserved when the COT sharing cast type field is set to '00' and '01'.
[Chengyan]: Thanks. But I think some of the changes here are not necessary, e.g. changing “or” to “and”, and actually the original text is more accurate. For example, the two bits of the COT sharing cast type field can only be either 00 or 01, not both. 

Comment 5 (editorial):
To align with the drafting style used in other parts of TS 28.212, we suggest to modify the following as:
Remaining COT duration –  bits, where  as defined in Table 4.2-1 of [4, TS 38.211].
[Chengyan]: I think the current text is exactly the same as other places in 212, e.g. SCI format 2-C. 

Comment 6 (editorial):
Following the above drafting style, we also suggest the following modification.
[Chengyan]: Ok. 

Table 8.3.1.1-1: 2nd-stage SCI formats
	Value of 2nd-stage SCI format field
	2nd-stage SCI format

	00
	SCI format 2-A

	01
	SCI format 2-B; or
 reserved if higher layer parameter transmissionStructureForPSCCHandPSSCH in SL-BWP-Config is configured

	10
	SCI format 2-C; or
 reserved if higher layer parameter transmissionStructureForPSCCHandPSSCH in SL-BWP-Config is configured and the COT sharing flag field is set to '1'

	11
	SCI format 2-D; or
 reserved if higher layer parameter transmissionStructureForPSCCHandPSSCH in SL-BWP-Config is configured




	Xiaomi
	Comment #1 in clause 8.4.1.1
In the table 8.4.1.1-1, the code point 11 is reserved if higher layer parameter transmissionStructureForPSCCHandPSSCH in SL-BWP-Config is configured, that means the NACK-only HARQ feedback is not supported in SL-U, however, there is no such agreement. Therefore, we suggest to make an agreement whether the NACK-only HARQ feedback is supported or not in SL-U firstly, and then capture the agreement to the spec.  
[Chengyan]: RAN1 discussed such issue in August meeting online. It is common understanding that NACK-only HARQ feedback is not supported in SL-U. R18 SL RAN1 is completed.

Table 8.4.1.1-1: Cast type indicator or COT sharing cast type
	Value of Cast type indicator or COT sharing cast type
	Cast type

	00
	Broadcast

	01
	Groupcast 
when HARQ-ACK information includes ACK or NACK

	10
	Unicast

	11
	Groupcast
when HARQ-ACK information includes only NACK; or
reserved, if higher layer parameter transmissionStructureForPSCCHandPSSCH in SL-BWP-Config is configured




	OPPO1
	1. The field of “COT sharing flag” filed should be put before “Conflict information receiver flag”, as according to Rel-17 conclusion, the latter uses the LSB of reserved bits.

Working Assumption
For Scheme 2, (pre)configuration is supported to enable or disable that 1 LSB of reserved bits of a SCI format 1-A is used to indicate of whether UE scheduling a conflict TB can be UE-B or not.
· FFS: UE-A's behavior for the case when at least one of UEs scheduling conflicting TBs is not capable of receiving the conflict indication
[Chengyan]: Good point. Will reflect in the next update. 



Second round discussions    
Please find the updated draft CR v2 based on inputs from the first round. Companies are encouraged to provide the second round views ASAP, the latest by 10/20 (Friday), 6:00am UTC.  
	Company
	View

	OPPO2
	Regarding editor’s response “However, there should be no misunderstanding that these fields will be present even the condition “if…” is not satisfied, thus to keep the spec concise, I would prefer not to make the change”, we have a concern that the yellow highlighted part is not aligned with the agreement’s intention.
That is, 
· the existing/legacy format 2-A without the COT-SI fields should be transmitted when the 1 reserved bit (COT sharing flag) is set to ‘0’.
· format 2-A with COT-SI fields should be transmitted when the 1 reserved bit (COT sharing flag) is set to ‘1’.
The technical reason we’ve discussed for this and reached the agreement in the last week was that the total number of bits for COT-SI is 35. The existing/legacy format 2-A is also 35 bits. If a COT initiating UE does not intend to share its COT to other UEs, the existing / legacy format 2-A with just 35 bits is transmitted. When the initiating UE intends to share its COT, then the COT-SI fields are transmitted in format 2-A (total of 70 bits – double the size). Hence, we introduce / use 1 reserve bit for this purpose. Otherwise, if COT-SI fields are always present even the condition “if…” is not satisfied, then we wouldn’t need to use the 1 reserve bit to indicate whether a COT is shared or not by the initiator UE. We could just set the remaining COT duration to 0 (i.e., meaning no COT sharing). In the end, we choose to use 1 reserve bit in SCI-1 to minimize the payload in SCI format 2-A when COT-SI is not transmitted (i.e., dynamic payload size for format 2-A).
Another technical reason is that, if SL is not operating in a shared spectrum (i.e., the COT sharing flag is not present), there is no need to transmit the COT-SI fields. 
Based on the above technical discussion background, therefore, we proposed in the last round: “If the COT sharing flag field in SCI format 1-A is present and set to '1', all the remaining fields are present and set as follows”. We are also OK if the editor has another way or wording to achieve the same intention. 

[Chengyan]: I think there is misunderstanding on my interpretation above. 
1. The part highlight in yellow by you above is not what I want to say,  my point is the whole sentence, i.e. “there should be no misunderstanding that these fields will be present even the condition “if…” is not satisfied”, which means the following:
a) When the condition “if…” is not satisfied, these fields will not be present
b) When the condition “if…” is satisfied, then these fields are present and set to accordingly 
c) The current draft CR won’t result in any misunderstanding on the above two points
If only this particular place, I am fine to update it as what you suggested for sure, but actually there are quite many other places in 38.212 using similar sentence, if we update here we would need to update all those places also. Since all those places exist since Rel-15, and so far there is no any misunderstanding identified, thus I think the sentence would work here also. 
Hopefully all the above clarifies my thinking. 

[OPPO3] In this case, we are fine with the current version, since the same description is used in SCI format 2-C and everyone has the same understanding as clarified by the editor.
[Chengyan]: Thank you very much for your understanding! 

	QC
	We thank the editor for the updated version.

On OPPO2 comment, we also believe that it should be clarified that the COT-SI fields are not present if the COT sharing flag is set to zero. We are fine with OPPO’s proposed wording.
[Chengyan]: Please check my replied to OPPO above. 

	
	

	
	



Conclusion 
Draft CR v2 was endorsed in R1-2310745. 

