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1	Introduction
In RAN2#125-bis it was raised whether/how to handle the group-size in case of SL-U, as SL-U may configure multiple PSFCH occasions or re-transmission resources in order to account for LBT failure. This paper discuss the issue.
2	Heading 1
The main reason given by ZTE for this was that the signalling specified in 38.331 defines the possibility of different PSFCH occasions to have different number of candidate PSCFH resources. While this is technically true, 23.287 also states that the V2X application layer provides accurate information of the group size.
	[bookmark: _Toc162413481]5.2.1.3	Groupcast mode communication over PC5 reference point
Groupcast mode communication is only supported over NR based PC5 reference point and applies to all types of groups, i.e. Application Layer connection-less group and Application Layer managed group.
For Application Layer managed group, the following applies:
-	If the V2X application layer provides a group size and a member ID, the V2X layer passes them to the AS layer for groupcast control, as defined in TS 38.300 [11].
NOTE:	It is assumed that the V2X application layer provides accurate and up-to-date information on the group size and the member ID.
QoS handling for groupcast mode communication is defined in clause 5.4.1.



In order for the V2X application layer to provide accurate and up-to-date information on the group size and member ID, we assume that some type of information is assumed between V2X layer and AS layer, in which the candidate resources may very well be included, as well as destination IDs.
Observation 1: Some form of interaction between AS and V2X layer can be assumed for group determination, including number of PSFCH resources.
Furthermore, we see from the 38.321 that the group size compared to the number of candidate PSFCH does not mandate the UE to select positive-negative acknowledgement, but still leaves the selection up to UE implementation. As of this, nothing will be broken by allowing the UE to continue to rely on smart UE implementation, whether it being ensuring that the V2X layer gets the proper information or interpreting “candidate” PSFCH resource as the total number of PSFCH resources available from PHY divided by the needed for the group based on differently configured resources.
Observation 2: Having a group size smaller than the number of candidate PSFCH resources does not mandate the UE to perform positive-negative acknowledgement.
	[bookmark: _Toc12569234][bookmark: _Toc37296252][bookmark: _Toc46490381][bookmark: _Toc52752076][bookmark: _Toc52796538][bookmark: _Toc163044391]5.22.1.3.1	Sidelink HARQ Entity
The MAC entity is configured by upper layers to transmit using pool(s) of resources on one or more carriers as indicated in clause 5.8.8 of TS 38.331 [5]. For each carrier, the MAC entity includes at most one Sidelink HARQ entity for transmission on SL-SCH, which maintains a number of parallel Sidelink processes.
<< Text Omitted >>
5>	if HARQ feedback is enabled for groupcast:
6>	if both a group size and a member ID are provided by upper layers and the group size is not greater than the number of candidate PSFCH resources in a slot associated with this sidelink grant:
7>	select either positive-negative acknowledgement or negative-only acknowledgement.
NOTE 4:	Selection of positive-negative acknowledgement or negative-only acknowledgement is up to UE implementation.
6>	else:
7>	select negative-only acknowledgement.
NOTE 5:	UE operating in SL unlicensed does not use negative-only acknowledgement for groupcast HARQ feedback.
6>	if negative-only acknowledgement is selected, UE's location information is available, and sl-TransRange has been configured for a logical channel in the MAC PDU, and sl-ZoneConfig is configured as specified in TS 38.331 [5]:
7>	set the communication range requirement to the value of the longest communication range of the logical channel(s) in the MAC PDU;
7>	determine the value of sl-ZoneLength corresponding to the communication range requirement and set Zone_id to the value of Zone_id calculated using the determined value of sl-ZoneLength as specified in TS 38.331 [5].
5>	set the Redundancy version to the selected value.
5>	if the sidelink grant is associated with request from the upper layers for triggering the SL-PRS transmission of the peer UE identified by the Destination layer-2 ID:
6>	set the SL-PRS request to request.
5>	set the SL-PRS resource ID, if SL-PRS is available, within Sidelink transmission information.



Lastly, having a restriction in a note format would not benefit the specification, as it will be a omittable part of the specification. Rather, if RAN2 agrees a change is needed, the differentiation between group size and candidate PSFCH resource, RAN2 should rather look into the legacy wording “candidate”, as it is ambiguous and can either mean all available PSFCH resources, or all sets of PSFCH resources.
Observation 3: Making a note to restrict the UE to use only the smallest group size possible has no real effect.
Proposal 1: RAN2 not to pursue any enhancements on HARQ feedback option selection or re-transmission selection based on group size provided by upper layer.
Proposal 2: If RAN2 agrees that a change is needed, RAN2 should instead look to differentiate the wording “candidate PSFCH resource” for group size comparison to be the number of PSFCH sets.
3	Conclusion
This document has made the following observations and proposals:
Observation 1: Some form of interaction between AS and V2X layer can be assumed for group determination, including number of PSFCH resources.
Observation 2: Having a group size smaller than the number of candidate PSFCH resources does not mandate the UE to perform positive-negative acknowledgement.
Observation 3: Making a note to restrict the UE to use only the smallest group size possible has no real effect.
Proposal 1: RAN2 not to pursue any enhancements on HARQ feedback option selection or re-transmission selection based on group size provided by upper layer.
Proposal 2: If RAN2 agrees that a change is needed, RAN2 should instead look to differentiate the wording “candidate PSFCH resource” for group size comparison to be the number of PSFCH sets.



