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Introduction
[bookmark: _GoBack]An LS on inter-UE coordination mechanism was sent to RAN1 from RAN2 in R1-2203042(R2-2203695)[1], according to the following agreement on the priority of IUC related MAC CEs in RAN2 #117-e meeting, the priority value of IUC MAC CE and IUC request MAC CE are fixed as ‘1’, (pre-)configuration on the priority value of these MAC CEs is not needed. 
Agreement on IUC:
[bookmark: _Hlk97216441]5: The priority order of a MAC CE for UE-B’s explicit request is between SL CSI reporting MAC CE and SL DRX command MAC CE (when priority of IUC REQ MAC CE is fixed as “1”).
6: The priority order of a IUC Information MAC CE is between SL CSI reporting MAC CE and SL DRX command MAC CE (when priority of IUC Information MAC CE is fixed as “1”).
7: Send LS to RAN1 to inform RAN2 understanding on the priority of IUC INFO/IUC REQ MAC CE and RAN2 preference to fix the priority of IUC INFO/IUC REQ MAC CE as “1”.
There is question raised by RAN2 for clarification to priority values of IUC information and IUC request, and the question is shown as below:
 
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2][bookmark: _Hlk97716534][bookmark: OLE_LINK3][bookmark: OLE_LINK5][bookmark: OLE_LINK10][bookmark: OLE_LINK9]Q1: Whether the priority value indicated by higher layer parameters priorityScheme1CoordInfoExplicit, priorityScheme1Request, and priorityScheme1CoordInfoCondition refers to the priority value of the MAC CE itself which affects its priority order used for LCP and multiplexing, or refers to the priority value which is used for sensing and/or candidate resource (re-)selection?
In the former case (which is RAN2 assumption), RAN2 would like to ask RAN1 to remove these RRC parameters, or in the latter case, RAN2 would like to ask RAN1 to update the field description of these parameters if needed. 


And the requested action for RAN1 is given below.
ACTION: RAN2 respectfully asks RAN1 to take the above RAN2 agreements into account and provide feedback on Q1 above.
This contribution shares our views and suggestions on the reply LS.
Discussions

At RAN1#107b-e meeting, the following agreements were achieved[2].
	Agreement
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by an explicit request in Scheme 1, the priority value of the inter-UE coordination information is (pre)configured priority value if it is provided by (pre)configuration. Otherwise, the priority value is the same as indicated by UE-B’s explicit request.
· For the case when inter-UE coordination information is transmitted together with other data, the priority value of the multiplexed sidelink transmission is determined by the smallest priority value between the inter-UE coordination information and data
Agreement
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by an explicit request in Scheme 1, the priority value of explicit request is (pre)configured priority value if it is provided by (pre)configuration. Otherwise, the priority value is the same as that of a TB to be transmitted by UE-B.
· For the case when the explicit request is transmitted together with other data, the priority value of the multiplexed sidelink transmission is determined by the smallest priority value between the explicit request and data
Agreement
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception in Scheme 1, the priority value of the inter-UE coordination information is (pre)configured priority value if it is provided by (pre)configuration. 
· FFS: Otherwise, the priority value is determined by UE-A’s implementation.
· For the case when inter-UE coordination information is transmitted together with other data, the priority value of the multiplexed sidelink transmission is determined by the smallest priority value between the inter-UE coordination information and data



According to RAN1’s agreements, the following can be observed:

a) According to RAN1’s agreements, the priority value of IUC information/request is not a fixed value which doesn’t align with RAN2’ s preference.
b) RRC parameters priorityScheme1CoordInfoExplicit, priorityScheme1Request, and priorityScheme1CoordInfoCondition are used to (pre)configure the priority value of the IUC related MAC CEs.
And during RAN1 107b-e meeting, another agreement was achieved as below, and RAN1 does not pursue specific enhancement of Rel-17 resource (re)selection (including sensing) for the transmission of inter-UE coordination information and its request.
	Agreement
· For sidelink transmission carrying inter-UE coordination information in Scheme 1, 
· UE-A performs its resource (re)selection according to the same procedure in TS 38.214 Section 8.1.4 to transmit the inter-UE coordination information to UE-B.
· For sidelink transmission carrying request in Scheme 1, 
· UE-B performs its resource (re)selection according to the same procedure in TS 38.214 Section 8.1.4 to transmit the request for the inter-UE coordination information to UE-A if UE-B performs sensing/resource exclusion. Otherwise, at least UE-B can perform random selection
· Note: RAN1 does not pursue specific enhancement of Rel-17 resource (re)selection for the transmission of inter-UE coordination information and its request.


[bookmark: _Toc95245108][bookmark: _Toc95760838]For the transmission of IUC information and request, specific enhancement of sensing and/or candidate resource (re-)selection is NOT needed.
Based on above discussion, the following proposal is given:
[bookmark: _Toc95760844][bookmark: _Toc95244971]To clarify to RAN2 that the intention of the higher layer parameters priorityScheme1CoordInfoExplicit, priorityScheme1Request, and priorityScheme1CoordInfoCondition is to (pre-)configure the priority value of the IUC MAC CE which affects its priority order used for LCP and multiplexing
As pointed by RAN2, it is not aligned with the legacy MAC manner and makes the MAC specification complicated if the priority value of IUC MAC CE information or request MAC CE were configurable. From our point of view, RAN1 should confirm with RAN2 that RAN1 would remove the RRC parameters related to the priority of IUC MAC CEs, i.e., priorityScheme1CoordInfoExplicit, priorityScheme1Request, and priorityScheme1CoordInfoCondition.
Confirm with RAN2 that the RRC parameters, i.e., priorityScheme1CoordInfoExplicit, priorityScheme1Request, and priorityScheme1CoordInfoCondition, would be removed.


Conclusion
Based on above discussion and analysis, the following observation and proposals are given:
Observation 1: 
a) According to RAN1’s agreements, the priority value of IUC information/request is not a fixed value which doesn’t align with RAN2’ preference.
b) RRC parameters priorityScheme1CoordInfoExplicit, priorityScheme1Request, and priorityScheme1CoordInfoCondition refers to the (pre)configured priority value of the IUC related MAC CE itself.
Observation 2: For the transmission of IUC information and request, specific enhancement of sensing and/or candidate resource (re-)selection is NOT needed.

Proposal 1: To clarify to RAN2 that the intention of the higher layer parameters priorityScheme1CoordInfoExplicit, priorityScheme1Request, and priorityScheme1CoordInfoCondition is to (pre-)configure the priority value of the IUC MAC CE which affects its priority order used for LCP and multiplexing
Proposal 2: Confirm with RAN2 that the RRC parameters, i.e., priorityScheme1CoordInfoExplicit, priorityScheme1Request, and priorityScheme1CoordInfoCondition, would be removed.
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