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1	Introduction
we discuss the RAN1 LS reply (R4-2401727) on SL CSI reporting MAC CE for SL CA in this paper.
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]2	Discussion
In the LS R1-2401727, RAN1 has provide the below response:
RAN1 would like to thank RAN2 for their LS on Sidelink CSI Reporting MAC-CE for SL-CA.

RAN1 has discussed the confirmed working assumption below from RAN2 #124:
	It is up to UE implementation in which carrier the UE sends CSI reporting MAC CE.



In RAN1’s understanding, the above agreement is not aligned with the following objective in the WID in terms of per carrier operation, but there was no consensus in RAN1 in terms of the need to revert this agreement.
	No enhancement related to SCI transmissions on PSCCH/PSSCH, PSFCH transmission, RSRP feedback, CSI feedback and congestion control compared to Rel-16 (i.e., per-carrier operation).




To RAN2:
RAN1 kindly asks RAN2 to take the above information into account in related work.

From the above RAN1 response, it is observed that RAN1 has no consensus on the need of reverting the RAN2 agreement, although RAN1 understands that the RAN2 agreement may be not aligned with the study objective.
 
[bookmark: _Toc163055176]RAN1 has no consensus on the need of reverting the RAN2 agreement, although RAN1 understands that the RAN2 agreement may be not aligned with the study objective.

In legacy, the MAC entity maintains an sl-CSI-ReportTimer for each pair of the Source Layer-2 ID and the Destination Layer-2 ID corresponding to a PC5-RRC connection. sl-CSI-ReportTimer is used for an SL-CSI reporting UE to follow the latency requirement signalled from a CSI triggering UE. The value of sl-CSI-ReportTimer is the same as the‎ latency requirement of the SL-CSI reporting in sl-LatencyBoundCSI-Report configured by RRC.
RAN2 has made the below agreement so far regarding CSI reporting MAC CE
Agreements on CSI reporting enhancement for SL CA
1:	No CSI reporting enhancement for SL CA in Rel-18.

Agreements on CSI reporting MAC CE
1. It is up to UE implementation in which carrier the UE sends CSI reporting MAC CE.

We interpret the above agreements as 
1) As in legacy, the CSI triggering UE shall trigger only one SL-CSI triggering at a time
2) As in legacy, the CSI reporting UE shall trigger only one SL-CSI reporting at a time
3) The CSI reporting UE can send the SL-CSI reporting MAC CE on any carrier since there is only event triggered at a time so the CSI triggering UE can easily map the received MAC CE to the triggered event.
4) For a SL-CSI reporting event triggered by an SCI, the CSI reporting UE measures SL-CSI of the carrier on which the SCI is received. 

[bookmark: _Toc163055177]The RAN2 agreement means that the CSI triggering UE can only trigger only one SL-CSI triggering for a carrier at a time.
[bookmark: _Toc163055178]The RAN2 agreement means that the CSI reporting UE can only trigger only one SL-CSI reporting for a carrier at a time.
[bookmark: _Toc163055179]The RAN2 agreement means that the CSI reporting UE can send the SL-CSI reporting MAC CE on any carrier since there is only event triggered at a time so the CSI triggering UE can easily map the received MAC CE to the triggered event.

Based on the above observations, it can be concluded that
[bookmark: _Toc163055180]According to the RAN2 agreement, the UE behaviour on CSI reporting in case of CA is still per carrier basis, therefore the RAN2 agreement is aligned with the study objective that RAN1 refers to.
Therefore, we would like to make the below proposal.
[bookmark: _Toc163055181]RAN2 to conclude that according to the RAN2 agreement, the UE behaviours on CSI reporting in case of CA is still per carrier basis, therefore the RAN2 agreement is aligned with the study objective that RAN1 refers to.
Therefore, RAN1 understanding is not correct. Since RAN1 has no intention to revert the RAN2 agreement, we think that RAN2 can just conclude this issue without sending further LS to RAN1.
[bookmark: _Toc163055182]RAN2 concludes to not revert the RAN2 agreement and no further LS sent to RAN1 although RAN1 understanding is not correct.
[bookmark: _Toc70424553][bookmark: _Ref189046994]3 Conclusion
In the previous sections we made the following observations: 
Observation 1	RAN1 has no consensus on the need of reverting the RAN2 agreement, although RAN1 understands that the RAN2 agreement may be not aligned with the study objective.
Observation 2	The RAN2 agreement means that the CSI triggering UE can only trigger only one SL-CSI triggering for a carrier at a time.
Observation 3	The RAN2 agreement means that the CSI reporting UE can only trigger only one SL-CSI reporting for a carrier at a time.
Observation 4	The RAN2 agreement means that the CSI reporting UE can send the SL-CSI reporting MAC CE on any carrier since there is only event triggered at a time so the CSI triggering UE can easily map the received MAC CE to the triggered event.
Observation 5	According to the RAN2 agreement, the UE behaviour on CSI reporting in case of CA is still per carrier basis, therefore the RAN2 agreement is aligned with the study objective that RAN1 refers to.

Based on the discussion in the previous sections we propose the following:
Proposal 1	RAN2 to conclude that according to the RAN2 agreement, the UE behaviours on CSI reporting in case of CA is still per carrier basis, therefore the RAN2 agreement is aligned with the study objective that RAN1 refers to.
Proposal 2	RAN2 concludes to not revert the RAN2 agreement and no further LS sent to RAN1 although RAN1 understanding is not correct.
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