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1. [bookmark: OLE_LINK13][bookmark: OLE_LINK14]Introduction
This document records the following offline discussion:
[AT122][501][V2X/SL] V2X corrections (Vivo)
	Scope: Discuss R2-2304829, R2-2304850, R2-2304851, R2-2304852, and R2-2304853 (including the need of correction). Prepare agreeable CRs (if needed).  
	Intended outcome: Discussion summary in R2-2306701 and 38.331 CRs in R2-2306702/R2-2306703



2. Discussion
2.1	On R2-2304829
Note that regarding R2-2304829 this offline only focuses on whether there is problem for the future extensibility of the legacy field sl-FreqInfoList-r16 in Rel-16/17 Specs, but does not discuss how the carrier configuration design in Rel-18 for SL CA.
First, companies’ views are checked on whether problem for the future extensibility of sl-FreqInfoList-r16 can be confirmed. The existing signalling for sl-FreqInfoList-r16, along with the field description, is cited as follows. NOTE that this field is in SIB12 (not applicable to dedicated signalling). 
	SL-ConfigCommonNR-r16 ::=        SEQUENCE {
    sl-FreqInfoList-r16                  SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxNrofFreqSL-r16)) OF SL-FreqConfigCommon-r16      OPTIONAL,    -- Need R
    sl-UE-SelectedConfig-r16             SL-UE-SelectedConfig-r16                                               OPTIONAL,    -- Need R
    sl-NR-AnchorCarrierFreqList-r16      SL-NR-AnchorCarrierFreqList-r16                                        OPTIONAL,    -- Need R
    sl-EUTRA-AnchorCarrierFreqList-r16   SL-EUTRA-AnchorCarrierFreqList-r16                                     OPTIONAL,    -- Need R
    sl-RadioBearerConfigList-r16         SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxNrofSLRB-r16)) OF SL-RadioBearerConfig-r16       OPTIONAL,    -- Need R
    sl-RLC-BearerConfigList-r16          SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxSL-LCID-r16)) OF SL-RLC-BearerConfig-r16         OPTIONAL,    -- Need R
    sl-MeasConfigCommon-r16              SL-MeasConfigCommon-r16                                                OPTIONAL,    -- Need R
    sl-CSI-Acquisition-r16               ENUMERATED {enabled}                                                   OPTIONAL,    -- Need R
    sl-OffsetDFN-r16                     INTEGER (1..1000)                                                      OPTIONAL,    -- Need R
    t400-r16                             ENUMERATED {ms100, ms200, ms300, ms400, ms600, ms1000, ms1500, ms2000} OPTIONAL,    -- Need R
    sl-MaxNumConsecutiveDTX-r16          ENUMERATED {n1, n2, n3, n4, n6, n8, n16, n32}                          OPTIONAL,    -- Need R
    sl-SSB-PriorityNR-r16                INTEGER (1..8)                                                         OPTIONAL     -- Need R
}

	sl-FreqInfoList
This field indicates the NR sidelink communication/discovery configuration on some carrier frequency (ies). In this release, only one entry can be configured in the list.



In R2-2304829, the problem is identified via the following observation: 
Observation 2: Based on current Spec, the future extensibility of sl-FreqInfoList-r16 to include more than one SL carriers by a later-release gNB fails to be achieved, with the following reasons:
· Rel-16/17 UE behaviour on which SL carrier to select is unspecified, when more than one entries are included in this field, so a Rel-16/17 UE cannot decide which carrier to use for subsequent SL TX/RX. 
· This situation cannot be addressed by UE implementation, since UE implementation will result in Rel-16/17 UEs highly likely to select different SL carriers, leading to inter-operability issue among them.  

Question 1-1: Do companies agree that a Rel-16/17 UE using SIB12 will fail to perform NR SL communication with each other, if it is served by a later-release gNB (From Rel-18 on) via SIB12 that includes more than one SL carriers in the existing field sl-FreqInfoList-r16?
· Yes. If selected, companies are welcome to provide justifications on the problem.
· No. If selected, please provide convincing evidence on how/why multiple SL carriers can be included w/o impacting Rel-16/17 UEs. 
	Companies’ inputs to Question 1-1

	Company
	Y/N
	Comments

	vivo
	Yes
	The consequence of a later-release gNB (from Rel-18 on) including more than one entries in sl-FreqInfoList-r16 directly are listed as follows:
· Rel-16/17 UE behaviour on which SL carrier to select is unspecified, when more than one entries are included in this field, so a Rel-16/17 UE cannot decide which carrier to use for subsequent SL TX/RX. 
· This situation cannot be addressed by UE implementation, since UE implementation will result in Rel-16/17 UEs highly likely to select different SL carriers, leading to inter-operability issue among them.  
So, the future extensibility of this field cannot be realized as planned. 

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Can follow majority
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	NEC
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes w. comment
	With Rel 18 SL CA, UEs are indicated with carriers/frequencies from the service layer, therefore UEs may select the joint set of this frequency list and the frequencies from the service layer. Solution of backward compatibility may address this issue.

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	



Yes: 12 (including yes w. comment)
No: 0
Others: 1 (Can follow majority)

Rapp’s summary
It is clear that companies confirmed that due to the problem included in the legacy sl-FreqInfoList-r16 cannot include more than one entries by a later-release gNB (from R18 on), as this will cause problems for the NR SL communication of Rel-16/17 UEs. 

Question 1-2: If “Yes” is selected in Question 1, do companies agree that the legacy field sl-FreqInfoList-r16 is NOT future proof (i.e. not able for a later-release gNB to include more than on entries), even if it is specified as a “List”?
· Yes.
· No. If selected, please justify how it the field is still future proof.  
	Companies’ inputs to Question 1-2

	Company
	Y/N
	Comments

	vivo
	Yes
	Due to the reasons shown in Q1-1.

	OPPO
	Yes
	Agree that “not able for a later-release gNB to include more than on entries” using the same IE

	Ericsson
	yes
	

	Nokia
	No strong view
	As in Q1-1

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	It is not future proof. 

	Intel
	Yes
	

	NEC
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	



Yes: 12 (including yes w. comment)
No: 0
Others: 1 (No strong view)

Rapp’s summary
Due to the problem identified from Q1-1, companies confirmed also that the legacy field sl-FreqInfoList-r16 is not future proof, i.e. the later-release gNB (from Rel-18 on) cannot include more than one entries directly in sl-FreqInfoList-r16, even if it is a “List”.  

Then we discuss whether/how to cope with the problem on the failure of future extensibility of sl-FreqInfoList-r16, if companies confirm the problem exists according to Question 1-1/1-2. 

Question 1-3: If “Yes” is selected in Question 1-2, do companies agree to change Rel-16/17 RRC Specs to enable the future extensibility of sl-FreqInfoList-r16?
· Yes. 
· No. 
	Companies’ inputs to Question 1-3

	Company
	Y/N
	Comments

	vivo
	Comment
	We prefer not changing R16/17 Specs, considering that NBC change seems inevitable if we make a change at this late stage. But we’re fine to follow the majority’s view. 

	OPPO
	No
	No need to change legacy spec.

	Ericsson
	No
	This will lead to NBC issue. 

	Nokia
	No
	Concerned about NBC issues

	CATT
	No
	Late stage and NBC issue is the key blocking point

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Comments
	Assuming the possible changes to be done are on the field description not on ASN.1 code, whether they are functional NBC change or not will depend on how R16 implementation is done with the UE. Even there is only one frequency in the frequency list in Rel-16, if the implementation of the UE is to use the first frequency of the list, the proposed changes on the FD would not be functional NBC. If this can be confirmed by UE vendors, we can change the FD as no IOT issues; otherwise we understand not to do a functional NBC change. 

	Intel
	No
	Agree with other companies on the NBC issue

	NEC	
	Comment
	Agree with Huawei.

	Lenovo
	No
	Agree with other companies on the NBC issue

	ZTE
	No
	Prefer not to change legacy behaviour.

	Qualcomm
	No
	It works for Rel 16/17 and don’t agree with the reason to change Rel 16/17 for Rel 18. We may update this in Rel 18.

	Xiaomi
	No
	Agree with Qualcomm. No issue for R16/17, so no need to change the legacy specification. 

	Apple
	No
	We think it is NW responsibility to only configure a single frequency for R16/R17 SL UE(s). For R18 gNB, it needs to introduce some new IEs for R18 UE 



Yes: 0 (including yes w. comment)
No: 10
Others: 3 (can follow majority: 1; can make a change only if no Rel-16/17 implementation is ensured: 2)

Rapp’s summary
To be summarized together with Question 1-4/1-5.  

Question 1-4: If “Yes” is selected in Question 1-3, what solution should be adopted?
· Solution 1: Change the field description of sl-FreqInfoList-r16, adding “The UE uses only SL carrier frequency indicated by the first entry in sl-FreqInfoList-r16”. (NOTE this would be a functional NBC change)
· Others. Please specify the solution. 
	Companies’ inputs to Question 1-4

	Company
	Solution selection
	Comments

	vivo
	1
	This seems to be the simplest way, if RAN2 really concludes to make a change. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	1
	As commented in 1-3, UE vendors can check the actual implementation of the UE regarding using the frequency list, if the change won’t be a functional NBC change. 

	NEC
	1
	It would be the simplest way.

	
	
	

	
	
	



Solution 1: 3
Others: 0

Rapp’s summary
To be summarized together with Question 1-3/1-5

Question 1-5: If “No” is selected in Question 1-3, do companies agree to make a conclusion that “sl-FreqInfoList-r16 cannot be directly used to include more than one entries by a later-release gNB in SIB12” and record it in the meeting minutes (to avoid mis-use of it in future releases)?
· Yes.
· No. 
	Companies’ inputs to Question 1-5

	Company
	Y/N
	Comments

	vivo
	Yes
	This could be a helpful guidance for future release design. 

	OPPO
	
	We can directly discuss the solution in the scope of R18 SL CA. 

	Ericsson
	Yes
	For SL CA, we need to introduce a separate R18 field to contain the carriers. So, R18 UE needs to monitor/use both R16 list and R18 field.

	Nokia
	Yes
	Agree with Ericsson

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	NEC
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	
	Share the view with OPPO. This is R16 email discussion. We only need to confirm no spec change for R16/17. For detailed solution, it should be discussed in R18 session.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	Share Ericsson’s view.

	Xiaomi
	See comments 
	Share the same view as OPPO. 

	Apple
	
	Discuss this in SL EVO



Yes: 9
Comments: 4 (do nothing, leaving any conclusion to R18 SL evolution)

Rapp’s summary
From Question 1-3, it is discovered that a clear majority of companies are worried about the NBC issue, if we change the sl-FreqInfoList-r16 at this late stage (even with only FD update). Therefore, it is proposed that no change will be made to Rel-16/17 Specs. Regarding whether to write something in the meeting minutes as a guideline to Rel-18 SL evaluation WI, a majority of companies think this is helpful. So, this is also proposed. 

Proposal 1-1: RAN2 will make no change to the Rel-16/17 RRC Specs on sl-FreqInfoList-r16.
Proposal 1-2: Capture the below agreement in the meeting minutes:
·  sl-FreqInfoList-r16 in SIB12 cannot be directly used to include more than one entries by a later-release gNB (from Rel-18 on).


[bookmark: _Hlk135842251]2.2	On R2-2304850/4851/4852/4853
In R2-2304850, it is pointed out that in current TS 38.331 [1], for SL RSRP measurement configuration and unicast SL DRX configuration, gNB can provide such dedicated configuration associated with a destination index to TX UE, whereas the destination index is used to indicate the unicast connection based on the destination ID list reported in SidelinkUEInformation message. with related procedure as follows:
	[bookmark: _Toc60776799][bookmark: _Toc131064449]5.3.5.14	Sidelink dedicated configuration
…
1>	if sl-MeasConfigInfoToReleaseList is included in sl-ConfigDedicatedNR within RRCReconfiguration:
2>	for each SL-DestinationIndex included in the received sl-MeasConfigInfoToReleaseList that is part of the current UE configuration:
3>	remove the entry with the matching SL-DestinationIndex from the stored NR sidelink measurement configuration information;
1>	if sl-MeasConfigInfoToAddModList is included in sl-ConfigDedicatedNR within RRCReconfiguration:
2>	for each sl-DestinationIndex included in the received sl-MeasConfigInfoToAddModList that is part of the current stored NR sidelink measurement configuration:
3>	reconfigure the entry according to the value received for this sl-DestinationIndex from the stored NR sidelink measurement configuration information;
2>	for each sl-DestinationIndex included in the received sl-MeasConfigInfoToAddModList that is not part of the current stored NR sidelink measurement configuration:
3>	add a new entry for this sl-DestinationIndex to the stored NR sidelink measurement configuration.
1>	if sl-DRX-ConfigUC-ToReleaseList is included in sl-ConfigDedicatedNR within RRCReconfiguration:
2>	for each SL-DestinationIndex included in the received sl-DRX-ConfigUC-ToReleaseList that is part of the current UE configuration:
3>	remove the entry with the matching SL-DestinationIndex from the stored NR sidelink DRX configuration information;
1>	if sl-DRX-ConfigUC-ToAddModList is included in sl-ConfigDedicatedNR within RRCReconfiguration:
2>	for each sl-DestinationIndex included in the received sl-DRX-ConfigUC-ToAddModList that is part of the current stored NR sidelink DRX configuration:
3>	reconfigure the entry according to the value received for this sl-DestinationIndex from the stored NR sidelink DRX configuration information;
2>	for each sl-DestinationIndex included in the received sl-DRX-ConfigUC-ToAddModList that is not part of the current stored NR sidelink DRX configuration:
3>	add a new entry for this sl-DestinationIndex to the stored NR sidelink DRX configuration.
…


However, a problem is identified in R2-2304850 that using SL destination Index in such cases would lead to ambiguity, and may lead related SL configuration (i.e. SL dedicated SL RSRP measurement configuration and unicast SL DRX configuration), thus proposing related changes in R2-2304851/4852/4853. So, confirmation on the existence of the problem is needed at the first place

Question 2-1: Do companies agree that using SL Destination Index in the dedicated SL RSRP configuration and in unicast SL DRX configuration to index each entry will lead to configuration failure upon SL destination update in SUI?
· Yes. Please provide justification on the problem (if any)
· No. Please clarify how the existing procedure works (if needed)
	Companies’ inputs to Question 2-1

	Company
	Y/N
	Comments

	vivo
	Yes, with comment
	Strictly speaking, it seems based on the DST index can work, if UE always perform delta configuration according to the new DST index, on top of old DST index, upon SUI update. However, if RRC Rapp sees a potential ambiguity, we are fine to change DST index to DST ID. But if change is made, we further wonder whether an additional UE capability is needed. 
In general, we are fine to follow the majority’s view. 

	OPPO
	Not sure
	We thought intentionally, the original spec try to do the same thing as the CR intends to implement? i.e., to index based on the real ID instead of the relative index. 

	Ericsson
	No
	In our view, the (existing) destination index is already working. The UE and the gNB can maintain the correct mapping between destination indices and destinations due to removal/addition of certain destination in the list.

	Nokia
	No
	We have the same understanding as OPPO and Ericsson

	CATT
	Not sure
	We think the current spec can work and the issue raised is rare case

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes with comments
	The issue is whether or not gNB is ensured that the UE will update the index after it updates Destination list and reports to gNB. It is assumed a sensible UE implementation would do this and gNB would expect UE implementation to update. However in the current procedure texts, configuration by the gNB is anchored with the index and the UE hasn't received an updated index field.  gNB can expect the UE not to update the mapping between Destination and the index if the UE implementation strictly follows RRC rules, in which case gNB should use the old index. If gNB expects the UE would anyway update the index after updating the Destination list, gNB should use the current index. The uncertainty is on the alignment of gNB and the UE regarding updating the index. 

	Intel
	
	Based on the above comments by Huawei, a sensible UE implementation would address this issue…

	NEC		
	No strong view
	Can follow majority view.

	Lenovo
	Not sure
	We think by UE implementation can avoid this issue, e.g. by maintaining correct mapping between the destination id and relative index

	ZTE
	No
	We think original text is fine. UE knows the association between destination ID and index. No issue is foreseen.

	Qualcomm
	No
	Mapping can be maintained and thus no issue on this.

	Xiaomi
	No
	We also share companies’ views UE can handle the mapping.

	Apple
	No
	the change seems not changing the meaning of current text. The index and ID is a one-to-one mapping, so it is always understood in UE that the operation of destination index is equivalent to a SL destination



Yes: 2
No: 6
Not Sure: 3
Follow majority: 1
Others: 1

Rapp’s summary
It is seen that a slight majority argued there is no problem at all to use SL DST index in the related dedicated SL configuration, whereas there are another 3 companies that are not sure about the issue itself. Considering that there is no real clear majority’s view and it is still unclear to some companies on the issue itself, Rapporteur proposes to not rush and postpone this issue to the next meeting. 

Proposal 2-1: Postpone the issue identified in R2-2304850 on the usage of SL DST index, along with the CRs in R2-2304851/4852/4853

Question 2-2: If “Yes” is selected in Question 2-1, do companies agree with the changes proposed in CRs R2-2304851 and R2-2304852?
	Companies’ inputs to Question 2-2

	Company
	Yes, agreed w/o revision
	Yes, agreed with revision
	No
	Please provide comments, if revision is needed

	vivo
	Yes
	
	
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes with comments
	
	
	We would propose, if companies are not sure about the issue and the needed changes, one NOTE can be introduced to align the gNB and the UE understanding regarding updating the Destination indeices, e.g., "NOTE: It is up to the UE implementation how to update the destination index for the stored SL configuration after the UE updates the destination list and reports to the gNB. "

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	



Rapp’s summary
Due to Proposal 2-1, no proposal is given towards this question. 

Question 2-3: If “Yes” is selected in Question 2-1, do companies agree with the changes proposed in CR R2-2304853?
	Companies’ inputs to Question 2-3

	Company
	Yes, agreed w/o revision
	Yes, agreed with revision
	No
	Please provide comments, if revision is needed

	vivo
	Yes
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	



[bookmark: _GoBack]Rapp’s summary
Due to Proposal 2-1, no proposal is given towards this question. 

3. Conclusion
Proposals from this offline discussion are listed as follows
Proposal 1-1: RAN2 will make no change to the Rel-16/17 RRC Specs on sl-FreqInfoList-r16. 
Proposal 1-2: Capture the below agreement in the meeting minutes:
·  sl-FreqInfoList-r16 in SIB12 cannot be directly used to include more than one entries by a later-release gNB (from Rel-18 on).
Proposal 2-1: Postpone the issue identified in R2-2304850 on the usage of SL DST index, along with the CRs in R2-2304851/4852/4853
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