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1.	Introduction
In this contribution, we introduce our views on “QoS flows mapping to carriers” and “CSI reporting” issues for SL-CA enhancements.
2.	Discussion
2.1 QoS flows mapping to carriers
In the discussion [2] on “QoS flows mapping to carriers”, option 1 and option 2 were discussed, but no consensus was reached.
Option1: UE establish multiple SLRBs to avoid different carrier for QoS flow ids in a SLRB
Option2: Intersection among QoS flow ids belonging to a SLRB is considered in LCP

And LG proposed the per packet handling (not per LCH handling) based LCP procedure below as an option that covers both option 1 and option 2 in this email discussion:
In case of NR sidelink on multiple carrier frequencies, only consider QoS flow associated with sidelink logical channels which meet the following conditions and only consider one sidelink logical channel among sidelink logical channels corresponding to same PDCP entity, if duplication is activated as specified in TS 38.323 [4];
-	allowed on the carrier where the SCI is transmitted for NR sidelink, if the carrier is configured by upper layers according to TS 38.331 [5] and TS 23.287 [19];
In other words, UE picks data belonging to each QoS flow from the SL LCH and multiplex them into the SL grant.  For example, the above modified text-based UE procedure is as follows:
First, like legacy, it was assumed to have one SLRB for “multiple QoS flow to carrier mapping”.
Assume that one SLRB includes three QoS flows (QoS flow 1/2/3) and that QoS flow to carrier mapping is received from the V2X layer as shown below.
Option 2. (Intersection case)
QoS flow 1 – carrier #1, carrier #3
QoS flow 2 - None
QoS flow 3 – carrier #3, carrier #2
In this case, the UE has a grant created using carrier #1 and a grant created using carrier #3.
If so, the UE can allocate the MAC PDUs obtained for QoS flow 1 and QoS flow 3 through LCP to the grant generated through carrier #3.
Additionally, the UE can use the grant generated through carrier #1 for the MAC PDU of QoS flow 1 and the grant generated through carrier #3 for the MAC PDU of QoS flow 3.
Option 1 (No Intersection case)
QoS flow 1 – carrier #1
QoS flow 2 - None
QoS flow 3 – carrier #3
When the UE has a grant generated using carrier #1 and a grant generated using carrier #3, UE can use the grant generated through carrier #1 for the MAC PDU of QoS flow 1 and the grant generated through carrier #3 for the MAC PDU of QoS flow 3.
In other words, the above suggestion can cover both Option 1 and Option 2. 
Besides, since the QoS flow is visible in MAC, this proposal is applicable to idle/inactive/OoC. Since MAC derives QoS profile based on QoS flow ID, it is quite obvious that QoS flow is visible in the MAC.
Observation 1. Per packet handling (not per LCH handling) based LCP procedure can cover the both option 1 and option 2 for the “QoS flows mapping to carriers” issue. 
Proposal 1. RAN2 introduces per packet handling (not per LCH handling) based LCP procedure for SL CA enhancement.

2.2 WA on CSI reporting MAC CE for SL CA 
At the #123bis meeting, RAN2 made the following WA for SL CA enhancement.
Agreements on CSI reporting MAC CE
1. Working assumption: It is up to UE implementation in which carrier the UE sends CSI reporting MAC CE.
However, at the time of this discussion, RAN2 misinterpreted the WID description.
WID description:
-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)
o SL resource indication remains to be per-resource pool and per-carrier basis (no cross-carrier scheduling in SCI)
o UE transmits SL HARQ feedback on the same carrier on which it receives the associated PSSCH

However, at the time of this discussion, RAN2 misinterpreted the WID description.
In other words, the WID description above should not be interpreted as “No enhancement related to SCI transmission on CSI feedback compared to rel-16” but as “No enhancement related to CSI feedback”. If you interpret it as “No enhancement related to SCI transmission on CSI feedback”, what does “SCI transmissions on PSFCH transmission” mean?
In other words, the above WID description should be interpreted as follows:
- No enhancement related to SCI transmissions on PSCCH/PSSCH (i.e. No enhancement on cross carrier scheduling), PSFCH transmission (i.e. No enhancement on PSFCH transmission), RSRP feedback (No enhancement on RSRP feedback), CSI feedback (i.e. No enhancement on CSI feedback) and congestion control (No enhancement on congestion control) compared to Rel-16 (i.e., per-carrier operation)
Additionally, CSI reporting is triggered independently per carrier. Therefore, if the carrier index is not additionally defined in MAC CE, the UE may receive incorrect CSI reporting MAC CE. This problem can also be solved through LCP using a different approach. So, all of these additional definitions violate the WID description.
Observation 2. The above WID description (“No enhancement related to SCI transmissions on PSCCH/PSSCH, PSFCH transmission, RSRP feedback, CSI feedback and congestion control compared to Rel-16”) should be interpreted as follows:
- No enhancement related to SCI transmissions on PSCCH/PSSCH (i.e. No enhancement on cross carrier scheduling), PSFCH transmission (i.e. No enhancement on PSFCH transmission), RSRP feedback (No enhancement on RSRP feedback), CSI feedback (i.e. No enhancement on CSI feedback) and congestion control (No enhancement on congestion control) compared to Rel-16 (i.e., per-carrier operation)
Proposal 2. RAN2 does not confirm the WA (“It is up to UE implementation in which carrier the UE sends CSI reporting MAC CE”) on CSI reporting MAC CE for SL CA enhancement. 
3.	Conclusion
This contribution introduces our views on “QoS flow to Carrier mapping” and “CSI reporting” issues for SL-CA enhancements, which can be summarized as follows:
Observation 1. Per packet handling (not per LCH handling) based LCP procedure can cover the both option 1 and option 2 for the “QoS flows mapping to carriers” issue. 
Proposal 1. RAN2 introduces per packet handling (not per LCH handling) based LCP procedure for SL CA enhancement.
Observation 2. The above WID description (“No enhancement related to SCI transmissions on PSCCH/PSSCH, PSFCH transmission, RSRP feedback, CSI feedback and congestion control compared to Rel-16”) should be interpreted as follows:
- No enhancement related to SCI transmissions on PSCCH/PSSCH (i.e. No enhancement on cross carrier scheduling), PSFCH transmission (i.e. No enhancement on PSFCH transmission), RSRP feedback (No enhancement on RSRP feedback), CSI feedback (i.e. No enhancement on CSI feedback) and congestion control (No enhancement on congestion control) compared to Rel-16 (i.e., per-carrier operation)
Proposal 2. RAN2 does not confirm the WA (“It is up to UE implementation in which carrier the UE sends CSI reporting MAC CE”) on CSI reporting MAC CE for SL CA enhancement.
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