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Introduction
RAN1 received a late LS from RAN2 in [1] related to the number of retransmissions in Mode-1 (Q1) and the minimum time gap in Mode-2 (Q2).
We don’t have further concerns with respect to Q1, while for Q2 we present discussion points arguing that it is important to revise MAC specification and align it with RAN1#100-e agreement.
Discussion on Q2
The following is asked by RAN2:
	Besides, in the current MAC specification TS 38.321, it is captured for mode 2 that
	[bookmark: _Toc46490379][bookmark: _Toc52752074][bookmark: _Toc52796536][bookmark: _Toc60791815]5.22.1.2 TX resource (re-)selection check
[…]
1>	if retransmission of a MAC PDU on the selected sidelink grant has been dropped by either sidelink congestion control as specified in clause 8.1.6 of TS 38.214 or de-prioritization as specified in clause 16.2.4 of TS 38.213 [6], clause 5.4.2.2 of TS 36.321 [22] and clause 5.4.2.2:
2>	remove the resource(s) from the selected sidelink grant associated to the Sidelink process, if the resource(s) of the selected sidelink grant is indicated for re-evaluation or pre-emption by the physical layer;
2>	randomly select the time and frequency resource from the resources indicated by the physical layer as specified in clause 8.1.4 of TS 38.214 [7] for either the removed resource or the dropped resource, according to the amount of selected frequency resources, the selected number of HARQ retransmissions and the remaining PDB of either SL data available in the logical channel(s) by ensuring the minimum time gap between any two selected resources of the selected sidelink grant in case that PSFCH is configured for this pool of resources, and that a resource can be indicated by the time resource assignment of a SCI for a retransmission according to clause 8.3.1.1 of TS 38.212 [9];



i.e., the minimum time gap between any two selected resources of the selected sidelink grant is ensured as long as PSFCH is configured for the pool when the UE performs resource (re-)selection. The current text is specified considering that when the UE performs resource (re-)selection, it may not be able to predict the necessity of HARQ feedback until later when the MAC PDU is generated (as captured in TS 38.321 section 5.22.1.4.1.2). In other words, if the UE performing resource (re-)selection decides that there is no need for HARQ feedback and thus no need to secure minimum gap, but later when generating MAC PDU realizes that HARQ feedback is actually needed for the MAC PDU, it may not be possible to perform transmissions on that (re-)selected resource due to not satisfying the minimum time gap.
RAN2 understands that it is not aligned with RAN1 agreement made in RAN1 #100-e meeting and thus discussed the issue in RAN2#113, but with no consensus to change MAC specification to align with RAN1 agreement.
RAN1 #100e Agreements:
· In Step 2, a UE ensures a minimum time gap Z = a + b between any two selected resources of a TB where a HARQ feedback for the first of these resources is expected 
· ‘a’ is a time gap between the end of the last symbol of the PSSCH transmission of the first resource and the start of the first symbol of the corresponding PSFCH reception determined by resource pool configuration and higher layer parameters of MinTimeGapPSFCH and periodPSFCHresource 
· ‘b’ is a time required for PSFCH reception and processing plus sidelink retransmission preparation including multiplexing of necessary physical channels and any TX-RX/RX-TX switching time and is determined by UE implementation
Q2: RAN2 respectfully requests RAN1 to provide feedback in case of any concern on the MAC specification above.



As RAN2 admits, the implementation does not follow the RAN1 agreement, which says that the minimum gap should be ensured only for the resources for which the feedback is expected. The agreement was made having in mind the typical scenario when the same resource pool is used for all types of traffic, with and without feedback. If the minimum gap is inserted for the blind retransmission case, it severely reduces the number resources that can be transmitted and/or the number of resources to choose from.
In the same time, in our understanding it is not a typical case that a UE does not know whether the feedback is required or not required when the resource selection is performed.
· For the case of aperiodic reservation, the selection trigger is synchronous with the MAC PDU creation, and therefore the feedback enabled/disabled attribute is known during the selection, and no mismatch is expected.
· For the case of periodic reservation, it is regularly assumed that all PDUs/TBs transmitted in periodic manner have same QoS attributes, including feedback enabling, otherwise the whole procedure of periodic reservation is invalid.
Even if the rare event of mismatched feedback enabling attribute and resource selection minimum time gap condition happens, the resource re-selection can be triggered as in other cases of the mismatch of the selected resource and the expected attributes. Alternatively, a UE may not consider the HARQ RTT minimum time gap between resources if it is aware that the MAC PDU to be transmitted on the resources is on the logical channel with disabled HARQ feedback, otherwise a UE ensures the HARQ RTT minimum time gap.

Observation
· The issue of mismatch between the assumption on the minimum time gap at the moment of resource selection and the moment of MAC PDU creation is expected to be a rare event, which in the same time can be handled by the existing mechanism of reselection as in other cases of MAC PDU and resource mismatch

We strongly believe the MAC specification needs to be corrected due to the arguments above, thus propose the following:

Proposal
· For the reply to Q2 of RAN2 LS received in R1-2104559, take into account the following
· RAN1 has concerns on the implementation of RAN1#100-e agreement in MAC specification
· RAN1 requests RAN2 to change MAC specification by aligning with the original intention of RAN1#100-e agreement

Conclusions
This contribution discussed aspects which need to be taken into account in replying to RAN2 LS R1-2104559. The following proposal is made:
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