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1. [bookmark: _Ref73829754]Introduction
[bookmark: Proposal_Pattern_Length]This is the report of following at meeting offline discussion:
[AT121][411][POS] SLPP specification (Intel)
	Scope: Collect offline comments on the SLPP specification practices.
	Intended outcome: Report to CB session
	Deadline: Wednesday 2023-03-01 1900 EET
 
	Contact Information
Respondents to the email discussion are kindly asked to fill in the following table. 
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	Contact: Name (E-mail)

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	




Discussion
As discussed in R2-2300409:
	From procedure perspective, SL-PP is same as LPP protocol, which is different from RRC specification. Therefore the structure of LPP (TS37.355) can be reused as the baseline, e.g. section 4 Functionality of Protocol, section 5 LPP Procedures, and section 6 Information Element Abstract Syntax Definition. Further discussion is needed on what changes should be based on progress on Sidelink positioning. 
Proposal 2: Regarding the structure, e.g. general part, procedure part of SL-PP, Information Element Abstract Syntax Definition, LPP (TS 37.355) can be used as baseline for further discussion. 



Rapporteur would like to check companies’ view .
Question 1:  Do companies agree the proposal 2 in R2-2300409, i.e. 
Regarding the structure, e.g. general part, procedure part of SLPP, Information Element Abstract Syntax Definition, LPP (TS 37.355) can be used as baseline for further discussion. 
	Company
	Yes/No 
	Remark

	
	
	

	
	
	



Regarding ASN.1 structure, R2-2300409 discussed:
	For ASN.1 itself, LPP used LTE RRC ASN.1 principle, e.g. Need code, naming convention, extension. 
	The ASN.1 in this clause uses the same format and coding conventions as described in Annex A of TS 36.331 [12].



However, there are some differences between LTE RRC and LPP:
· Difference 1: constraint is defined within the IE instead of common section in RRC (RRC multiplicity and type constraint values);
From readability perspective, it is easy to check if we put all constraint in the same place; 
· Difference 2: Fields in the field descriptions is sorted based on presence order instead of alphabet order;
No big difference between RRC approach and LPP approach. Alphabet order is slightly better from readability perspective. 
· Difference 3: Regarding extension, only “Ellipsis” and “spare” (only message level) are used instead of “nonCriticalExtension” ;
“nonCriticalExtension” in message level can group the IEs introduced in a new release together with less overhead, especially for size critical message, e.g. system information, initial setup, etc. But “nonCriticalExtension”  can only be used at the end of the message.  We do not see the reason why LPP should abandon it. 
· Difference 4: setup/release, addition/modification are not used in LPP; However we may consider this in SL-PP since it is related to how to handle the SL-PRS resources.

Observation 1: RRC approach on  common session for constrains, Fields in the field description are sorted based on alphabet order and  “nonCriticalExtension” at message level is better. FFS on whether setup release structure should be introduced in SL-PP.
In Rel-15, follow enhancements are introduced in NR RRC compared with LTE RRC:
· Difference 1: Define ASN.1 elements for UE capabilities in a dedicated section (i.e. “UE capability information elements”) separate from “Other Information elements” - section.
· 
· Difference 2: Need code
Need codes defined for NR RRC should be clearer and unambiguous. (More discussion needed on when modules are used)

3	The use of need codes should be clarified to ensure consistent usage, in particular
a)	Need codes should reflect the action performed upon receiving a message with the field absent (rather than the action when the field is not configured)
b)	Need codes should distinguish one-shot and regular configuration parameters e.g. by introducing an additional need code.
Finally new Need codes were introduced in NR RRC as
	Need S
	Specified
Used for (configuration) fields, whose field description or procedure specifies the UE behavior performed upon receiving a message with the field absent (and not if field description or procedure specifies the UE behavior when field is not configured).

	Need M
	Maintain
Used for (configuration) fields that are stored by the UE i.e. not one-shot. Upon receiving a message with the field absent, the UE maintains the current value.

	Need N
	No action (one-shot configuration that is not maintained)
Used for (configuration) fields that are not stored and whose presence causes a one-time action by the UE. Upon receiving message with the field absent, the UE takes no action.

	Need R
	Release
Used for (configuration) fields that are stored by the UE i.e. not one-shot. Upon receiving a message with the field absent, the UE releases the current value.



It would be good to make specification clear, therefore from editor perspective, SL-PP can follow NR RRC on these two new things.
· Difference 3: SetupRelease type is introduced. FFS on whether SL-PP needs setup/release compared with LPP.
	[bookmark: _Toc20425919][bookmark: _Toc29321315][bookmark: _Toc36757041][bookmark: _Toc36836582][bookmark: _Toc36843559][bookmark: _Toc37067848]–	SetupRelease
SetupRelease allows the ElementTypeParam to be used as the referenced data type for the setup and release entries. See A.3.8 for guidelines.
-- ASN1START
-- TAG-SETUPRELEASE-START
SetupRelease { ElementTypeParam } ::= CHOICE {
release         NULL,
    setup           ElementTypeParam
}
-- TAG-SETUPRELEASE-STOP-- ASN1STOP



Observation 2: NR RRC approach on Need code, Define ASN.1 elements for UE capabilities in a dedicated section (i.e. “UE capability information elements”) is better.
Proposal 3: Regarding the ASN.1 part of SL-PP, follow NR RRC approach, e.g. 
· Need code
· Define ASN.1 elements for UE capabilities in a dedicated section (i.e. “UE capability information elements”)
· Common session for constrains
· “nonCriticalExtension” at message level 
· Fields in the field description are sorted based on alphabet order  
· FFS on whether setup release structure should be introduced in SL-PP





Rapporteur would like to check companies’ view .
Question 2:  Do companies agree the proposal 3 in R2-2300409, i.e. 
Regarding the ASN.1 part of SLPP, follow NR RRC approach, e.g. 
· Need code
· Define ASN.1 elements for UE capabilities in a dedicated section (i.e. “UE capability information elements”)
· Common session for constrains
· “nonCriticalExtension” at message level 
· Fields in the field description are sorted based on alphabet order  
· FFS on whether setup release structure should be introduced in SLPP

	Company
	Yes/No 
	Remark

	
	
	

	
	
	



1. Summary
Based on the input from companies, we have the following proposals:

1. [bookmark: _Ref434066290]Reference
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