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1	Introduction
In this contribution, we present our views on the RILs marked as ToDo for SL evolution. 
2	Discussion
2.1	X006
	[RIL]: X006 [Delegate]: Xiaomi (Li Zhao) [WI]: SL [Class]: 1 [Status]: ToDo [TDoc]: None [Proposed Conclusion]: 
[Description]: based on R2 agreement, the case mentioned in this bullet only applies to RRC idle/inactive, for RRC connected, there should be no mixed tx profiles within the same RB since tx profile to qos flow mapping is reported to gNB via SUI. 
If at least one QoS flow having Tx profile with value set to backwards compatible is mapped to the radio bearer, legacy carrier is used for transmission for this radio bearer, for RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE/OOC case. 
[Proposed Change]: change at least one to all associated.
[Comments]: CR-Editor (Qianxi): but the current spec seems safer? Or from another pers, if we remove the *at least*, it seems impose an implicit restriction to network, which however does not exist in the spec yet



In RRC_CONNECTED, the gNB receives TX profile information of each QoS flow via SUI. One expectation is that the gNB configures the SL RB in a way that all the QoS flows belonging to the same SL RB have the same TX profile, i.e., either backwardsCompatible or not, in RRC_CONNECTED. However, given the limitation of number of SL RBs, it may not be possible for the gNB to always guarantee that all the QoS flows in one SL RB have the same TX profile. In this case, if the UE decides to use PDCP duplication, it should be possible to use PDCP duplication by having the legacy carrier as one carrier. Thus, we suggest keeping the current text as it is.
Proposal 1: RAN2 to not agree on the proposed change in X006.
2.2	H622
	[RIL]: H622 [Delegate]: Huawei (CaiTao) [WI]: SL  [Class]: 1 [Status]: ToDo [TDoc]: R2-24xxxxx [Proposed Conclusion]: v015
[Description]: Do we need additional condition for this legacy handling? Otherwise, seems R18 SL CA capable UE will also do this?
Another thing is about the inter-operation between this and new added handling. When all the carriers fail, should the UE do this or the new one? Related to comments on 5.8.9.3.
[Proposed Change]: Exclude the legacy procedure when CA is supported, which use SL carrier failure report.
[Comments]: CR-Editor (Qianxi): Considering DTX-based RLF detection is not the only trigger of RLF (T400, failure message, IP-check-failure etc.), it seems not preferred to fully rely on DTX-based per-carrier RLF. Furthermore, as above, there is cases (e.g., ProSe traffic) for which CA is not applicable, so seems it is not preferred to fully rely on the DTX-based per-carrier RLF.



In SL CA, the carrier failure and the sidelink RLF are intentionally distinguished since failure of some carrier doesn’t need to initiate sidelink RLF as the UE still has working carriers. However, when all the carriers are experiencing failure, it should be reported for proper reconfiguration as in the legacy. Thus, we suggest keeping the current text as it is.
Proposal 2: RAN2 to not agree on the proposed change in H622.
2.3	H623
	[RIL]: H623 [Delegate]: Huawei (CaiTao) [WI]: SL  [Class]: 1 [Status]: ToDo [TDoc]: R2-24xxxxx [Proposed Conclusion]: v015
[Description]: Should consider RLC AM failure when PDCP duplication is configured.
[Proposed Change]:Add RLC AM failure for triggering carrier failure.
[Comments]: CR-Editor (Qianxi): some left issues to solve if we go with this direction: 1) how to split the ProSe-case out of the procedual text, 2) whether the RLC-AM failure has to be excluded from the trigger of per-link RLF report (now included in 5.8.9.3), 3) whether to reflect the RLC-AM failure using the per-carrier RLF or adding another field in particuplar for this.



RLC AM failure seems to refer to the case where the number of RLC retransmission reaches to its maximum value. In our understanding, carrier failure is caused by e.g., decoding error, decoding of incorrect resources, while the continuous RLC retransmission error would be caused by L2 protocol error, which is more like L2 configuration error. Thus, continuous RLC retransmission error does not necessarily mean that the carrier is in a problematic situation, and it cannot be recovered by e.g., releasing the problematic carrier or something. Thus, we don’t see a good reasoning behind to consider continuous RLC retransmission error for initiating carrier failure at the cost of several issues that need to be resolved as CR editor commented. 
Proposal 3: RAN2 to not agree on the proposed change in H623. 

2.4	H624
	[RIL]: H624[Delegate]: Huawei (CaiTao) [WI]: SL  [Class]: 1 [Status]: ToDo [TDoc]: R2-24xxxxx [Proposed Conclusion]: v014
[Description]: For this, we need to distinguish whether the SL CA is configured or not. And maybe we also need to distinguish whether or not all SL carriers fail when multiple carriers are configured.
Not sure whether it is also needed for the RLC maximum number of retransmission case. E.g., for the UE configured with carrier-to-LCH restriction.
[Proposed Change]: Need to consider how to work with SL CA similar to the comment above.
[Comments]: CR-Editor (Qianxi): In MAC, the two (link-failure and carrier-failure) have been differentiated, so the intention was to use different types of indication from MAC to trigger different behavior at RRC (link-failure for RLF, carrier-failure for SUI report)
4>	indicate HARQ-based Sidelink carrier failure to RRC. 
[...]
4>	indicate HARQ-based Sidelink RLF detection to RRC.



Upon indication from sidelink RLF from MAC, i.e., maximum number of consecutive HARQ DTX for a specific destination has reached, the UE shall release DRB/SRB, PC5 Relay RLC channels, etc, which seems not necessary for the sidelink carrier failure because the carrier failure can be simply resolved by releasing the problematic carrier while continuing the data transmission. Given that this is already specified in S5.8.3.3, we don’t see a need for any additional change.  
Proposal 4: RAN2 to not agree on the proposed change in H624. 

2.5	H643
	[RIL]: H643 [Delegate]: Huawei (CaiTao) [WI]: SL [Class]: 1 [Status]: ToDo [TDoc]:  [Proposed Conclusion]: v024
[Description]: Currently, the allowed carriers for the RLC bearer when PDCP duplication is used is specified in clause 5.8.9.1a.6. However, SL CA can be applied when PDCP duplication is not used, thus the allowed carriers for the legacy RLC bearer when PDCP duplicatio is not used should be added.
[Proposed Change]: add “
2> if the UE is in RRC_CONNECTED:
3> indicate the allowed carriers for the RLC bearer of the DRB, as indicated in sl-AllowedCarriers, to lower layer;
2> else:
3>  indicate the allowed carriers for the RLC bearer of the DRB, decided by UE implementation, to lower layer, where the carrier indicated in sl-FreqInfoList is used for the RLC bearer if the SL-TxProfile of at least one associated QoS flow for the sl-ServedRadioBearer indicates backwardsCompatible.”.  
[Comments]: CR-Editor (Qianxi): Currently, the allowed carriers for LCH is only configured for RRC_CONNECTED UE in case the duplication is configured, but has not been applied to the case w/o PDCP duplication, so R2 discussion is needed firstly on whether to apply this to PDCP duplication..



For non-sidelink, allowedServingCells is not applied to logical channels within the same MAC entity when CA duplication is deactivated as specified in TS 38.321 S5.4.3.1.2, meaning that all the carriers can be used for transmission of data from a logical channel if the CA duplication is deactivated. The reason is to boost the benefit of having multiple carriers while duplication is not used and have the benefit of duplication by not multiplexing the same data into the same TB. 
However, for SL-CA, the situation may be a bit different because of the QoS flows which requires backward compatibility, i.e., which should be transmitted at least on the legacy carrier. Therefore, we see a point to make this clear in H643, and suggest to discuss the procedural text.
Proposal 5: RAN2 to agree on the intention of H643 and discuss the detailed procedural text. 

2.6	H645
	[RIL]: H645 [Delegate]: Huawei (CaiTao) [WI]: SL [Class]: 1 [Status]: ToDo [TDoc]: R2-24xxxxx [Proposed Conclusion]: v024
[Description]: For SLRB configuration via SIB or preconfiguration. The NW does not know the carrier of each QoS flow associated with the SLRB. Thus, it may happen that the carrier subset of all QoS flows associated with SLRB is one carrier. Which means the PDCP duplication can not be used in such case.
Therefore, if PDCP duplication is configured in such case (i.e. two RLC bearer configurations are associated with one PDCP configuration), the UE shall ignore the PDCP duplicaiton configuration, and apply legacy RLC bearer configuration to establish RLC bearer.

[Proposed Change]: add corresponding description.  
[Comments]: CR-Editor (Qianxi): R2 discussion is needed since this is against R2 conclusion below.
7.	For STCH, if TX profile indicates backwards-incompatible, for RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE/OOC case, the Tx UE uses duplication based on SIB/Preconfiguration (e.g. if PDCP duplication is configured for the SLRB)



In our view, it is a valid issue and we agree with the intention. When RAN2 discuss the condition to activate PDCP duplication for STCH, it has not considered how the carrier mapping impact the PDCP duplication. Thus, we suggest discussing how to resolve the identified problem.
Proposal 6: RAN2 to agree on the intention of H645 and discuss how to resolve this issue. 

3	Conclusion
In this contribution, we provided our view on some of the RILs, and proposed:
Proposal 1: RAN2 to not agree on the proposed change in X006. 
Proposal 2: RAN2 to not agree on the proposed change in H622. 
Proposal 3: RAN2 to not agree on the proposed change in H623. 
Proposal 4: RAN2 to not agree on the proposed change in H624. 
Proposal 5: RAN2 to agree on the intention of H643 and discuss the detailed procedural text. 
Proposal 6: RAN2 to agree on the intention of H645 and discuss how to resolve this issue. 
