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1. Introduction
This is for the discussion of the following:
· [AT117-e][705][V2X/SL] Introduction of NR sidelink enhancement capability (OPPO)


Scope: Capture UE capability related agreements (including this RAN2 meeting) 

Intended outcome:  Endorse 38.331 CR in R2-2203675, 38.306 CR in R2-2203676, and 36.331 CR in R2-2203677. Email approval.

Deadline: 3/3 10:00 UTC 
	Company
	Name
	E-mail

	Ericsson
	Antonino Orsino
	antonino.orsino@ericsson.com

	Xiaomi
	Xing Yang
	Yangxing1@xiaomi.com

	vivo
	Xiao XIAO
	xiao.xiao@vivo.com

	CATT
	ShiJie
	shijie@catt.cn

	Apple
	Zhibin Wu
	Zhibin_wu@apple.com

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Tao Cai
	tao.cai@huawei.com

	Qualcomm
	Qing Li
	qinli@qti.qualcomm.com


2. Discussion
Q1: Please share your additional comment on the running in the following table.

	Company
	Which spec
	Clause
	Comment

	Ericsson
	38.331
	MAC-Parameters
	The new field can be added within the existing MAC-ParametersCommon (that can be extended) without creating additional fields.
Also, if we reuse the existing signalling the new IE UE-NR-Capability-v17xy is not needed.
[Rapp] From running-CR rapp perspective, I feel somewhat wired to put a R17 capability into a R16 IE.
[Rapp] After check with rapp of mega-CR, I am OK to do this change to sync with mega-CR manner.

	Ericsson
	38.331
	SidelinkParameters
	Same comment here. SidelinkParametersNR-r16 and MAC-ParametersSidelink-r16 can both be extended. Why creating additional signalling when the existing one can be reused?
Also, if we reuse the existing signalling the new IE UECapabilityInformationSidelink-IEs-v17xy is not needed.
[Rapp] Some comment as above, can you raise some example on this in legacy spec?
[Rapp] after trying to change based on the comment above, I still fail to find a way so that “UECapabilityInformationSidelink-IEs-v17xy is not needed.” Since in PC5-RRC, we did not have MAC parameter in R16. Proponent can further clarify the intention.
[Ericsson] Thanks to the Rapporteur for considering our comments. We agree that the creation of UECapabilityInformationSidelink-IEs-v17xy is inevitable as there is no MAC parameter from Rel-16.

	Ericsson
	36.331
	
	If we reuse the existing signalling in NR, then the LTE CR is not needed.
Also, our understanding is that the LTE CR is to cover the case of cross-RAT sidelink, but this case was never in the scope of this WI. Therefore, we don’t think this should be under discussion.
[Rapp] I am not 100% sure on this, so asked the WI rapp before starting the CR work, who is positive on this.

I tend to rely on the discussion here to collect the view by others.
[CATT]: According to the the WID (RP-202846), it includes that “The solutions should support the network control of NR sidelink as in Rel-16, i.e., NR Uu controls NR sidelink using Layer 1 and Layer 2 signalling and LTE Uu controls NR sidelink using Layer 2 signalling.”Hence, we think the cross-RAT case should be considered.

	Xiaomi
	36.331
	
	We also feel it may be unnecessary to introduce inter-RAT capability indication for SL DRX in LTE.
[Rapp] see reply in the reflector.

	vivo
	38.331
	MAC-Parameters, 

SidelinkParameters
	Same comments as Ericsson. 

On the other hand, if we follow the fashion in the current CR (i.e. new field version), we may need to consider if we still need to leave any ellipsis in the SidelinkParameters from Rel-17 on. 
[Rapp] see reply to Ericsson above.

	vivo
	36.331
	
	Our preference is not to consider any “cross-RAT” Uu to SL control from this release on; otherwise, there’s going to be the same question appearing in any future releases. 

However, considering the below description in the Rel-17 WID, if RAN2 really concludes to consider not any “cross-RAT” design in Rel-17, we need to have a formal agreement written down, just in case of the doubt that a feature in the WID fails to be completed by the end of this meeting.  

“The solutions should support the network control of NR sidelink as in Rel-16, i.e., NR Uu controls NR sidelink using Layer 1 and Layer 2 signalling and LTE Uu controls NR sidelink using Layer 2 signalling.” 
[Rapp] given the clear text in WID, I am afraid any doubt on the WID scope goes into RP level discussion.

	vivo
	38.306
	drx-ForSidelink
	This should be at the prerequisite that the UE is capable of SL transmission, mode-1. Do we need to write something in the field description to reflect this?
[Rapp] OK, I can do this now to see if any objection by others.

	CATT
	38.306
	
	The position of drx-ForSidelink is not suitable, it should be between the row of drx-Adaptation-r16

and the row of enhancedSkipUplinkTxConfigured-r16.
[Rapp] Done.

	Ericsson
	38.331/38.306
	drx-ForSidelink-r17 and drx-OnSidelink-r17
	On the Uu signalling two different capabilities are defined but looks like these capabilities are redundant. In our understanding, the new capability in MAC-ParametersSidelinkCommon it enough for the network to understand that the UE support SL-DRX and the relative mechanisms (on Uu) that come with it.
In there a case on why a UE that support SL DRX for UC, BC, and GC does not support mechanism related to it over Uu?
[Rapp] please note that this is to implement the agreement we got already (and further please note that the delivery over PC5-RRC is a delta part between the two bits)
Recommendation 2.3.4-2 [15/16]: For Uu-DRX for SL operation, define it as conditionally mandatory per-UE capability, with capability bits in Uu-RRC, with neither FR1-FR2 nor FDD-TDD differentiation.

Recommendation 2.3.4-1a/b/c: For SL-DRX over PC5 interface, define a single capability bit covering all cast types [14/16] and both Tx and Rx sides [16/16].

	Apple
	38.331/38.306
	drx-ForSidelink-r17 and drx-OnSidelink-r17
	The names used for those two capabilities are quite confusing and similar. We suggest:

drx-forSidelink (enhancedUuDRXforSidelink

drx-onSidleink (sidelinkDRX

[Rapp] I adopt the first change by assuming it is the main source of confusion.

	Apple
	38.306
	drx-ForSidelink-r17 and drx-OnSidelink-r17
	We are not sure about the sentence “Support of this feature is mandatory if UE supports Rel-17 NR sidelink”.

Do we have an agreement that SL-DRX is mandatory feature for Rel-17 Sidelink UEs?
[Rapp] Yes we do

Recommendation 2.3.4-2 [15/16]: For Uu-DRX for SL operation, define it as conditionally mandatory per-UE capability, with capability bits in Uu-RRC, with neither FR1-FR2 nor FDD-TDD differentiation.

Can a Rel-17 V2X UE not supporting Sidleink but only supporting partial sensing?
[Rapp] not get your point yet:

I do not think there is a case “a Rel-17 V2X UE not supporting Sidleink”..

The intention of “Support of this feature is mandatory if UE supports Rel-17 NR sidelink” was to say this feature is mandatory to support for R17 V2X UE.

While the next sentence “This field is only applicable if the UE supports sl-TransmissionMode1-r16.” By comment from vivo above. Now triggered by the comment here, I realize that there are some collision in-between: i.e., mandatory for R17 V2X UE vs. conditionally only if R16 mode-1 is supported, so I revise the condition to 
Support of this feature is mandatory if UE supports Rel-17 NR sidelink and if the UE supports sl-TransmissionMode1-r16.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	36.331
	
	We want to check companies’ view on the impact of SL DRX on LTE Uu DRX, supposing cross-RAT case is to be supported. For example, do we need/how to configure the sidelink specific RTT timer/Retransmission timer in LTE Uu? 
[Rapp] Logically, this is in the scope of RRC running-CR, so I rely on Tao to decide on it ^^, yet my personal understanding is that we do not need to do something specific, thanks to the container based solution we adopted since R16 as follows, i.e., in 36.331

sl-ConfigDedicatedForNR

Container for providing the dedicated configurations for NR sidelink communication, the octet string contains the NR RRCReconfiguration message as specified in TS 38.331 [82]. In this version of the specification, the NR RRC message only includes fields related to NR sidelink communication, i.e. sl-ConfigDedicatedNR, measConfig and/or otherConfig. If the UE is configured by the current Pcell with sl-ScheduledConfig set to setup (i.e., NR sidelink communication mode 1), the network only includes sl-PrioritizationThres and sl-ConfiguredGrantConfig that only includes the configurations of configured sidelink grant Type 1 in the field sl-ScheduledConfig.

	Qualcomm
	36.331
	
	It seems more needs to be discussed for cross-RAT Uu/SL DRX. 
For cross-RAT Uu/SL DRX, will the eNB have the same behaviours as the gNB for SL DRX configuration: 1) the gNB decides SL DRX per Tx UE’s inputs including Rx UE’s preferred SL DRX configurations for unicast and 2) gNB also indicates SL DRX configurations based on QoS for broadcast/groupcast?
If the cross-RAT Uu/SL DRX is not supported, an eNB can be treated the same way as a gNB not supporting SL DRX.


3. Conclusion
4. Reference

[1] R2-2202204
Introduction of sidelink DRX capability
OPPO
CR
Rel-17
38.331
16.7.0
2877
-
B
NR_SL_enh-Core
Late

[2] R2-2202205
Introduction of sidelink DRX capability
OPPO
CR
Rel-17
38.306
16.7.0
0674
-
B
NR_SL_enh-Core
Late

[3] R2-2202391
Introduction of sidelink DRX capability
OPPO
CR
Rel-17
36.331
16.7.0
4758
-
B
NR_SL_enh-Core
Late

