

3GPP TSG RAN WG2 Meeting #123                           	    R2-2308590
Toulouse, France, August 21-25, 2023

Agenda item:	7.15.3      
Source:	Qualcomm Incorporated
Title:	Discussion on SL resource selection and LCP
WID/SID:	NR_SL_enh2 – Release 18
Document for:	Discussion and Decision
Introduction
In this contribution, we further discuss SL resource (re)selection and SL LCP restriction.
Discussion  
Sidelink resource (re-)selection for MCSt
At RAN2 #122 [1], RAN2 discussed the spec impact for each of the three resource selection options for supporting MCSt as described in RAN1’s LS. An LS in R2-2306716 was sent to RAN1 with the following agreements. 
Agreements on MCSt
1: 	For Qustion-1 from RAN1 (Q1 in R1-2304257), R2 replies that it is feasible to select the resource for a single TB in MAC layer and concatenate across separate resource selection triggers across TBs in a best-effort manner.
2:	For Qustion-2 from RAN1 (Q2 in R1-2304257), R2 replies that the approach 3 is not compatible with the current specification and it may bring big specification impacts.
3:	For Question-3 from RAN1 (Q3 in R1-2304257), R2 replies that it is feasible to provide a new parameter “number of slots for MCSt” to L1 when triggering resource (re-)selection for MCSt.
Since the three approaches for MCSt resource selection as identified by RAN1 may have different impacts to RAN2’s work and it’s still not clear which of the three approaches will be selected by RAN1 for MCSt resource selection, it’s better for RAN2 to wait for RAN1’s decision before spending time on discussion MCSt resource selection.
[bookmark: _Hlk142567453]Additionally, whether SL LBT failure triggers resource (re)selection or not for MCSt was discussed and no conclusion was made. In general, to avoid unnecessary overhead and delay associated with reselection, resource reselection should not be triggered if resources meeting certain timing requirements are available; otherwise, resource reselection may be triggered. For the available resources, the details depends on the different approaches for MCSt resource selection which are under RAN1’s decision. RAN2 may wait for RAN1’s progress on MCSt resource selection.
Proposal 1. Resource reselection should not be triggered if resources meeting certain timing requirements are available.
Proposal 2. RAN2 waits for RAN1’s decision on the resource (re-)selection approach for supporting MCSt.

SL LCP restriction
Enhanced LCP for COT sharing was discussed at RAN2 #122 [1] and the following working assumption was made.
Agreements on SL enhanced LCP
1: 	Working assumption: For shared COT, CAPC restriction is applicable to enhanced LCP according RAN1 agreement on CAPC requirement.
In our view, the restriction is based on RAN1’s agreement, since a TB to be transmitted to a destination satisfying a COT sharing is the MAC PDU with multiplexed logical channels in RAN1’s perspective. Therefore, we should confirm the working assumption.
Proposal 3. RAN2 confirms the working assumption: for shared COT, CAPC restriction is applicable to enhanced LCP according RAN1 agreement on CAPC requirement.
It’s agreed that both legacy LCP (e.g., QoS priority based destination selection as in NR-U) and enhanced LCP (e.g., COT sharing based destination selection) are supported for SL-U LCP procedure. There are pros and cons which are summarized in Table 1 below.
Table 1. Comparison with two SL LCP Schemes
	
	Conditions for a responding UE to share a COT
	Pros
	Cons

	Legacy LCP
	1) Sidelink CAPC value
2) Sidelink resources grant or selected
3) Destination ID
	-Insure timely transmissions with higher QoS priority.
-Least spec impact 
	Additionally need to meet the destination ID requirement for sharing an SL COT.

	Enhanced LCP
	1) Sidelink CAPC value
2) Sidelink resources grant or selected
	Improve the chance of COT sharing by selecting the destination ID qualified for COT sharing. 
	- Condition 1) and 2) may still be the main factors affecting COT sharing possibility.
- Cause undesired delay or failure to transmissions with lower sidelink CAPC priority, especially when sidelink CAPC priority is not aligned with QoS (e.g., traffics with higher sidelink CAPC priority but lower QoS priority may deprive channel accessing opportunities for traffics with lower sidelink CAPC priority).
- Some spec impact



With the comparisons in Table 1, a UE should be able to use either legacy LCP or enhanced LCP based on improving the fairness between high CAPC priority traffics and low CAPC priority traffics (especially when the SL CAPC priority is not aligned with SL QoS priority) or improving the probability of an SL COT sharing. For an RA Mode 1 UE, gNB determines either legacy LCP or enhanced LCP to be used for the UE and configures the UE accordingly. For an RA Mode 2 UE, it should be UE’s decision or implementation to use either legacy LCP or enhanced LCP.
Proposal 4. For an RA Mode 1 UE, gNB configures either legacy LCP or enhanced LCP to be used.
Proposal 5. For an RA Mode 2 UE, it should be UE’s implementation to use either legacy LCP or enhanced LCP.
Conclusion
In this contribution, we further discussed SL resource (re)selection and SL LCP restriction and concluded with the following proposals.
Proposal 1. Resource reselection should not be triggered if resources meeting certain timing requirements are available.
Proposal 2. RAN2 waits for RAN1’s decision on the resource (re-)selection approach for supporting MCSt.
Proposal 3. RAN2 confirms the working assumption: for shared COT, CAPC restriction is applicable to enhanced LCP according RAN1 agreement on CAPC requirement.
Proposal 4. For an RA Mode 1 UE, gNB configures either legacy LCP or enhanced LCP to be used.
Proposal 5. For an RA Mode 2 UE, it should be UE’s implementation to use either legacy LCP or enhanced LCP.
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