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1. Introduction
[bookmark: Proposal_Pattern_Length]This contribution discusses some key open issues, especially those which have some dependency on discussion/agreements in RAN1 regarding the support of inter-UE coordination which require further discussion and decision in RAN2.
1. Discussion
Priority of Inter-UE Coordination Messages
In RAN2 117e, it was discussed and agreed that RAN2 prefers to fix the priority value of IUC MAC CE and IUC request MAC CE as “1” since if the priority value were to be made configurable, the priority order in LCP of IUC MAC CE and IUC request MAC CE will depend on the configured priority value, which is different from legacy behavior and makes the MAC specification complicated. RAN2 in an LS to RAN1 (R2-2203695) also enquired about the higher-layer parameters priorityScheme1CoordInfoExplicit, priorityScheme1Request, and priorityScheme1CoordInfoCondition which were introduced as a result of following RAN1 agreements in RAN1 107bis-e.
	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



The key point where RAN2 sought clarification from RAN1 was whether these higher layer parameters referred to the priority value of the MAC CE itself, which affects the priority order used for LCP and multiplexing, or whether they refer to the priority value which is used for sensing and/or candidate resource (re-)selection. RAN1 provided their response in LS R1-2205400 [1], where they describe the purpose of the said higher layer priority parameters as follows.
	RAN1 introduced these higher layer parameters (priorityScheme1CoordInfoExplicit, priorityScheme1Request, and priorityScheme1CoordInfoCondition) for various purposes relating to priority, including the following:
· Higher layer parameters (priorityScheme1CoordInfoExplicit, priorityScheme1CoordInfoCondition) are introduced to determine the priority value for sensing and candidate resource (re-)selection for transmitting the TB carrying the IUC MAC CE, and the priority value in the SCI Format 1-A corresponding to the TB carrying the IUC MAC CE. 
· Note that the above priority value also depends on other data multiplexed within the TB if any.
· Higher layer parameter (priorityScheme1Request) is introduced to determine the priority value for sensing and candidate resource (re-)selection for transmitting the TB carrying the IUC request MAC CE, and the priority value in the SCI Format 1-A corresponding to the TB carrying the IUC request MAC CE. 
· Note that the above priority value also depends on other data multiplexed within the TB if any.



As highlighted above, it is clear that the intention for these higher layer parameters is to determine the priority value for sensing and candidate resource (re-)selection, which is different from RAN2’s original understanding as stated in R2-2203695, captured below. 
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2][bookmark: _Hlk97716534][bookmark: OLE_LINK3][bookmark: OLE_LINK5][bookmark: OLE_LINK9][bookmark: OLE_LINK10]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. 



The RAN2 specification TS 38.331 [2] can be updated to specifically capture this part. Current IE SL-InterUE-CoordinationConfig has the following description which can be misleading.
	sl-PriorityCoordInfoCondition
Indicates the priority value of inter-UE coordination information triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception in Scheme 1.

	sl-PriorityCoordInfoExplicit
Indicates the priority value of inter-UE coordination information triggered by an explicit request in Scheme 1.

	sl-PriorityRequest
Indicates the priority value of an explicit request for inter-UE coordination information in Scheme 1.



Proposal 1. [bookmark: _Toc110864958][bookmark: _Toc110865005][bookmark: _Toc110894136][bookmark: _Toc46740403][bookmark: _Toc46740416][bookmark: _Toc109242482][bookmark: _Toc109242515][bookmark: _Toc109242566][bookmark: _Toc110965287]Based on RAN1 response in LS R1-2205400 regarding priority of IUC messages, RAN2 to update the relevant field description (as provided in Text Proposal is Section 5) for these higher layer parameters for IE SL-InterUE-CoordinationConfig in TS 38.331 to reflect that these higher layer parameters are to determine the priority value for sensing and candidate resource (re-)selection.
Destination Selection Step within LCP procedure
In RAN1 meeting 108e, following agreement was made
	Agreement
· For UE-B’s behavior when UE-B receives multiple preferred resource sets from the different UE-As,
· UE-B uses each received preferred resource set for its resource selection for each TB to be transmitted to each UE-A providing the preferred resource set.
· Conclusion: UE-B’s behavior when UE-B receives multiple non-preferred resource sets from the different UE-As.
· No RAN1 specification change to TS38.214 is deemed necessary in RAN1#108-e (except for the processing timeline)
· For UE-B’s behavior when UE-B receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the different UE-As, 
· FFS: It is up to UE-B implementation to use one or multiple of them in its resource (re)selection
· 



[bookmark: _Toc110864959]Based on this agreement in RAN1, there was some discussion in the last RAN2 meeting 118e with regards to the feasibility of the RAN1 agreement from RAN2 perspective, where the LCP happens after the resource selection step, i.e. the resources indicated by UE-A as part of the IUC information, could apply for a destination UE which is different from the one selected in LCP [3]. 
Since the MAC PDU is determined after LCP and the transmission resource is determined during resource selection, UE is unaware of the destination ID during resource selection. While one logical way forward to address this aspect could be to update the LCP in MAC such that the selected destination is aligned with the IUC information received, however, considering that the WI is closed, such a drastic change with considerable spec impact may not be desirable. Instead, an approach similar to the case of SL-DRX could be assumed, where the resource selection in PHY layer is left to UE implementation while MAC layer sends data if the slot is active based on the destination UE’s DRX configuration. . 
The feasible option could hence be to leave the resource selection decision up to UE implementation without any change to the LCP procedure in this maintenance phase. A note can be added in RAN1 spec or RAN2 spec (preferable) to include that UE B selects UE A as the destination if the candidate resources are selected from the preferred resource set based on IUC information from UE A. 
[bookmark: _Toc22282356][bookmark: _Toc46740189][bookmark: _Toc46740244][bookmark: _Toc109242481][bookmark: _Toc109242514][bookmark: _Toc109242563][bookmark: _Toc110864955][bookmark: _Toc110894134][bookmark: _Toc110965285]Since the MAC PDU is determined after LCP and the transmission resource is determined during resource selection, there is a potential issue where the UE may be unaware of the destination ID during resource selection.
Proposal 2. [bookmark: _Toc110894137][bookmark: _Toc110864960][bookmark: _Toc110865006][bookmark: _Toc110965288]For IUC Scheme 1, where UE-B receives IUC information for the preferred resource set from destination UE(s), resource set selection (including potential destination ID selection) is left to UE-B implementation. 
Proposal 3. [bookmark: _Toc110894138][bookmark: _Toc110965289]RAN2 to consider adding a note to include that SL grant should be used for the corresponding destination UE only if resource selection is performed from among the preferred resource set based on the IUC information received from a particular UE.

Support for GC/BC
The support for GC/BC was also discussed in the last RAN2 meeting, where all participating companies in the discussion unanimously agreed that RAN2 can wait for RAN1 progress in this regard. However, the support of groupcast/broadcast would likely require additional specification work in RAN1/RAN2 (e.g. how to specify conditions when IUC information needs to be sent, how to carry this information, security/integrity, etc.), which may not be feasible considering that this WI is deemed closed and is in maintenance phase. Therefore, we consider it is best to deprioritize GC/BC scenario for this release.
Proposal 4. [bookmark: _Toc110865007][bookmark: _Toc110894140][bookmark: _Toc110965290][bookmark: _Toc465993148][bookmark: _Toc465993084]The support of groupcast/broadcast-based operation for inter-UE coordination (scheme 1 and scheme 2) is deprioritized in Rel-17. 

1. Conclusion
The observations captured are the following:
Observation 1.	Since the MAC PDU is determined after LCP and the transmission resource is determined during resource selection, there is a potential issue where the UE may be unaware of the destination ID during resource selection.
The proposals captured are the following:
Proposal 1.	Based on RAN1 response in LS R1-2205400 regarding priority of IUC messages, RAN2 to update the relevant field description (as provided in Text Proposal is Section 5) for these higher layer parameters for IE SL-InterUE-CoordinationConfig in TS 38.331 to reflect that these higher layer parameters are to determine the priority value for sensing and candidate resource (re-)selection.
Proposal 2.	For IUC Scheme 1, where UE-B receives IUC information for the preferred resource set from destination UE(s), resource set selection (including potential destination ID selection) is left to UE-B implementation.
Proposal 3.	RAN2 to consider adding a note to include that SL grant should be used for the corresponding destination UE only if resource selection is performed from among the preferred resource set based on the IUC information received from a particular UE.
Proposal 4.	The support of groupcast/broadcast-based operation for inter-UE coordination (scheme 1 and scheme 2) is deprioritized in Rel-17.
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1. Text Proposal for TS 38.331
------------------------------------------ TEXT PROPOSAL (BEGINNING) ------------------------------------------
	sl-PriorityCoordInfoCondition
Indicates the priority value for sensing and candidate resource (re-)selection for transmitting the TB carrying the IUC MAC CE, of inter-UE coordination information for when inter-UE coordination is triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception in Scheme 1. This priority value also depends on other data multiplexed within the TB if any.

	sl-PriorityCoordInfoExplicit
Indicates the priority value for sensing and candidate resource (re-)selection for transmitting the TB carrying the IUC MAC CE, of for when inter-UE coordination information is triggered by an explicit request in Scheme 1. This priority value also depends on other data multiplexed within the TB if any.

	sl-PriorityRequest
Indicates the priority value for sensing and candidate resource (re-)selection for transmitting the TB carrying the IUC request MAC CE, of an explicit request for inter-UE coordination information in Scheme 1. This priority value also depends on other data multiplexed within the TB if any.



------------------------------------------------- TEXT PROPOSAL (END) ----------------------------------------------


