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This paper will discuss some left issues on C1-226055. 
Discussion
Based on the A1
A1: CT1 confirms the above understanding. In “V2X service identifier to PC5 RAT(s) and Tx profiles mapping rules” and “ProSe identifiers to NR Tx profile for broadcast and groupcast mapping rules”, CT1 specification includes a value of TX profile (by referring to SL-TxProfile-r17 in clause 9.3 of 3GPP TS 38.331) instead of a list of Tx profiles.
Clearly, C1 spec refers to the single Tx profile value IE, not the list.
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Currently, in 331, the list is defined in pre-configuration, with field description as follows
	sl-TxProfileList
List of one or multiple Tx profiles, which are indicated by upper layer in order of increasing Tx profile pointer identities, indicate the compatibility of supporting SL DRX as specified in TS 38.321 [3].


While ‘upper layer’ (C1 spec), does NOT refer to this list IE, what C1 spec does is: the C1 spec would provide a profile value, in the form of the IE ‘SL-TxProfile-r17’ as specified in 331 (again, a single value instead of a list).
In fact, the C1 spec status is: C1 spec provides the list in the shape of, 
	service-1
	profile-1

	service-2
	profile-2

	service-3
	profile-3


Where for profile-1/2/3, C1 spec defined the field with length already, i.e., ‘Broadcast and groupcast mode NR-PC5 Tx profile’. 
The only place where R2 spec is used, is when the profile field is provided to the UE, the coding is based on the IE defined in 331, i.e., ‘The broadcast and groupcast mode NR-PC5 Tx profile field is coded as SL-TxProfile-r17 in clause 9.3 of 3GPP TS 38.331 [12].’
<Start of TS 24.588>
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Figure 5.3.1.12: V2X service identifier to PC5 RAT(s) and Tx profiles mapping rules
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Figure 5.3.1.13: V2X service identifier to PC5 RAT(s) and Tx profiles mapping rule
Table 5.3.1.13: V2X service identifier to PC5 RAT(s) and Tx profiles mapping rule
	[…]

	

	[bookmark: MCCQCTEMPBM_00000121]

	Broadcast and groupcast mode NR-PC5 Tx profile field:

	The broadcast and groupcast mode NR-PC5 Tx profile field indicates NR Tx profile corresponding to the NR-PC5 for broadcast mode V2X communication over PC5 and groupcast mode V2X communication over PC5.
The broadcast and groupcast mode NR-PC5 Tx profile field is coded as SL-TxProfile-r17 in clause 9.3 of 3GPP TS 38.331 [12].

	[bookmark: MCCQCTEMPBM_00000122]

	If the length of V2X service identifier to PC5 RAT(s) and Tx profiles mapping rule contents field indicates a length bigger than indicated in figure 5.3.1.13, receiving entity shall ignore any superfluous octets located at the end of the V2X service identifier to PC5 RAT(s) and Tx profiles mapping rule contents.

	[bookmark: MCCQCTEMPBM_00000123]



<End of TS 24.588>
Even if there is some ambiguity before sending the LS to C1, it should be clarified after seeing the C1 reply.
On the other hand, there seems still some view in R2 that this ‘sl-TxProfileList’ can be used.
So as the first step, R2 needs to understand whether this ‘sl-TxProfileList’ is still useful 
· If it is, the proponent needs to clarify how the UE and network make use of it. And this way it is used should be compatible with C1 spec status as clarified in LS C1-226055.
· Or if it is not used, it should be dummified.  

During 120, there was some discussion on this issue:
R2-2211215	Discussion on left issues on Tx Profile	OPPO	discussion	Rel-17	NR_SL_enh-Core
Proposal 1	Dummify ‘sl-TxProfileList’.
=> Noted. 

[Vivo]: NR TX profile is directly given by upper layer. However, the list of TX profiles still can provide allowed TX profiles which can be used in AS point of view. Without dummying it, we can just revise the field description (although no strong view). Ok to follow majority companies’ views. [CATT]: Agree with the proposal. [Ericsson]: Agree with Vivo. [Huawei]: CT1 indicated there is no problem they observed. We prefer modifying the field description. Detailed wording can be discussed offline. [OPPO]: Vivo’s suggestion is something new to R17 (i.e. to use TX profiles in AS layer). [ZTE]: No need of change at all (including the field description). Nothing is really broken.  [Intel]: Agree with the proposal. [Apple]: Prefer fixing it w/o dummying file. Note even after we make dummy for it, it is still in preconfiguration IE. [Ericsson, Nokia]: Prefer not making it dummy. [OPPO]: Want to have last chance in email discussion. [Ericsson]: Not prefer having email discussion in the new phase (f2f meeting). We may just note it.
Reading the comment, we observe that several views below.
Table 1 Discussion on Tx profile list at R2#120
	Index
	View
	Spec Impact, if the corresponding view is valid

	1
	TX profile list in R2 spec can be used as it is, i.e., to indicate the per-service-ID Tx profile
	Since it is aligned with the field description, no R2 spec change is needed, but it is not unclear that how the R2 defined TX profile list co-works with C1 defined TX profile list.

	2
	Although the TX profile list in R2 spec is not to be used for per-service-ID Tx profile indication, it can be used to indicate the ‘allowed TX profiles’
	Since it is not aligned with the field description, at least the field description should be changed

	3
	R2 defined Tx profile list is not useful given C1 defined Tx profile list.
	Dummify R2 defined Tx profile list

	4
	Solve this issue without dummifying the field, without further mentioning whether the R2 defined Tx profile list should be used or not, and if yes, how
	In [AT120][504], two options are provided

Option 1: " List of one or multiple Tx profiles, which are indicated by upper layer in order of increasing Tx profile pointer identities, indicateon the compatibility of supporting SL DRX as specified in TS 38.321 [3]."
Option 2: " List of one or multiple Tx profiles, which are indicated by upper layer in order of increasing Tx profile pointer identities, indicateindicating the compatibility of supporting SL DRX as specified in TS 38.321 [3]."


So to reach an acceptable WF:
1/ Firstly, at least view-1 has to be clarified, i.e., R2 is suggested to confirm, intentionally, whether the current Tx profile list should be used to indicate the per-service-ID Tx profile indication. We believe it is technically incorrect. 
[bookmark: _Toc127259245]R2 confirms that the Tx profile(s) in RRC pre-configuration only conveys thevalue of Tx profile codes (i.e. SL-DRX compatible or SL-DRX incompatible), and is independent of any service-to-TxProfile mapping provisioned to the UE by upper layers. 
2/ Secondly, the view is split between keeping the field and dummifying the field. 
· On the one hand, logically, it depends on whether the field is useful in another way (view-2) or not (view-3). We do not see the reason of view-2, since obviously, view-2 is against the current field description. Besides, the companies holding view-4 should clarify the usage of Tx profile list behind. 
	sl-TxProfileList
List of one or multiple Tx profiles, which are indicated by upper layer in order of increasing Tx profile pointer identities, indicate the compatibility of supporting SL DRX as specified in TS 38.321 [3].


· On the other hand, anyway, there is some objection on dummifying the field, regardless of what the reason is.
To move forward, we wonder if we can find a compromise way-out, with the field kept (regardless of what the reason is), yet clarifying the UE behavior on per-service-ID Tx profile. 
[bookmark: _Toc127259246]R2 discuss not dummifying the ‘sl-TxProfileList’ but updating the field description to ‘List of one or multiple Tx profiles, indicating the compatibility of supporting SL DRX as specified in TS 38.321 [3]. It is up to the UE implementation whether/how to apply this field.’.  
Conclusion
We have the following proposals:
Proposal 1	R2 confirms that the Tx profile(s) in RRC pre-configuration only conveys thevalue of Tx profile codes (i.e. SL-DRX compatible or SL-DRX incompatible), and is independent of any service-to-TxProfile mapping provisioned to the UE by upper layers.
Proposal 2	R2 discuss not dummifying the ‘sl-TxProfileList’ but updating the field description to ‘List of one or multiple Tx profiles, indicating the compatibility of supporting SL DRX as specified in TS 38.321 [3]. It is up to the UE implementation whether/how to apply this field.’.
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