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Introduction
As the outcome of preparation phase discussion, the following maintenance issues of IUC were selected to be addressed at RAN1#109-e meeting.

[109-e-R17-Sidelink-03] Email discussion on inter-UE coordination for mode 2 enhancements, for scheme 1 issues 2-1, 2-2/2-5/2-7, 2-3, 2-8, and for scheme 2 issues 2-25, 2-29 and issue of R1-2204898, as summarized in section 4 of R1-2205117 – Seungmin (LGE)
· 1st check point: May 13 (any RRC impact by May 12)
· Final check point: May 18

In this contribution, we summarize the related issues and proposals based on the contributions ([1] – [28]) submitted to RAN1#109-e meeting.
[bookmark: _GoBack]


1 [ACTIVE] Issue#1: UE-B’s behavior when it receives both preferred resource set and non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A or different UE-As


1.1 Background

At the last plenary meeting, this issue was captured as one of maintenance issues to be handled in the status report (i.e., RP-220945). It corresponds to Issues 2-1 of R1-2205117. The details of related contributions submitted to RAN1#109-e meeting are as follows. 

	[Huawei, R1-2203093]

Observation 1: When UE-B receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A or different UE-As, no further agreements or specification updates are needed.

[FUTUREWEI, R1-2203060]

Proposal 1: For UE-B’s behavior when UE-B receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A, no RAN1 specification change is necessary.
· Existing agreements and current specification support UE-B’s behavior for this case, i.e, UE-B uses both the received preferred resource set and non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A for its resource selection.  

Proposal 2: 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, no RAN1 specification change is necessary.
· Existing agreements and current specification support UE-B’s behavior for this case, i.e, 
· UE-B uses both the received preferred resource set and non-preferred resource set from different UE-As for its resource selection for a TB to be transmitted to the UE-A providing the preferred resource set
· UE-B uses the received non-preferred resource set for its resource selection for a TB to be transmitted to any UEs 

[Nokia, R1-2203126]

[bookmark: P_DontIgnoreBroadcastNonPref]Proposal 3: For UE-B’s behavior when UE-B receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set (from the same UE-A or different UE-As), UE-B does not ignore non-preferred resources indicated by a broadcast IUC transmission (unless the IUC information is considered stale).

[Spreadtrum, R1-2203313]

Proposal 4: when UE-B receives both preferred resource set and non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A or different UE-As, it is up to UE-B implementation to use one or multiple of them in its resource (re)selection.

[ZTE, R1-2203361]

When UE-B receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A, it is up to UE-B implementation to use one or multiple of them in its resource (re)selection.
When UE-B receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the different UE-As, it is up to UE-B implementation to use one or multiple of them in its resource (re)selection. 

[CATT, R1-2203425]

Proposal 1: UE-B does not expect to receive both preferred resource set and non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A for the same TB and the resource set should not be split.
Proposal 2: It is up to UE-B implementation to use one or multiple of preferred resource set and non-preferred resource set from different UE-As.

[LG, R1-2203711]

Proposal 1: 
· No RAN1 specification change to TS 38.214 is deemed necessary for UE-B’s behaviour when it receives both preferred resource set and non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A or different UE-As.

[vivo, R1-2203525]

[bookmark: _Ref101776492]Proposal 2: For UE-B’s behaviour when UE-B receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the same/different UE-As
-	It is up to UE-B implementation to use one or multiple of them in its resource (re)selection.

[Mitsubishi, R1-2203641]

[bookmark: _Toc101797765]Proposal 1: In the case of reception of both preferred and non-preferred resource sets from a same/multiple UE-As, UE-B uses the preferred set of a given UE-A for unicast transmission to that specific UE-A, and uses the non-preferred set(s) for any other cases.
[bookmark: _Toc101797766]Proposal 2: UE-A does not send preferred resource sets if non-preferred resource sets determined based on the same sensing results were sent

[NEC, R1-2203676]

Proposal: When UE-B receives both preferred resource set and non-preferred resource set, it’s up to UE-B’s implementation to use either one of the resource sets.

[Panasonic, R1-2203748]

Proposal 1: UE-B uses both the received preferred resource set and non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A for its resource selection for a TB to be transmitted to the UE-A.
Proposal 2: UE-B uses both the received preferred resource set and non-preferred resource set from different UE-As for its resource selection for a TB to be transmitted to the UE-A providing the preferred resource set. UE-B uses the received non-preferred resource set for its resource selection for a TB to be transmitted to the UE-A providing the non-preferred resource set.

[Samsung, R1-2203873]

Proposal 1: It is up to UE-B implementation to use one or multiple of them in its resource (re)selection when UE-B receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A or from the different UE-As.

[OPPO, R1-2203972]

Proposal 1: For UE-B’s behavior when UE-B receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A
· It is up to UE-B implementation to use one or multiple of them in its resource (re)selection.

Proposal 2: 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
· It is up to UE-B implementation to use one or multiple of them in its resource (re)selection.

[InterDigital, R1-2204047]

Proposal 1: When UE-B receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A, UE-B’s behavior is up to UE implementation.

Proposal 2: When UE-B receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the different UE-As, UE-B’s behavior is up to UE implementation.

[Apple, R1-2204215]

Proposal 10: If UE-B receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A, 
· for transmission to UE-A, the single preferred resource set is used in UE-B’s resource (re)selection.
· for transmission to other UEs, the single non-preferred resource set is used in UE-B’s resource (re)selection.

Proposal 11: If UE-B receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from different UE-A(s), 
· for transmission to a UE-A providing a single resource set, the corresponding resource set is used in UE-B’s resource (re)selection.
· for transmission to a UE not providing a single resource set, the set of non-preferred resource set is used in UE-B’s resource (re)selection.

[CMCC, R1-2204281]

Proposal 2: For UE-B’s behavior when UE-B receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A
· It is up to UE-B implementation to use one or multiple of them in its resource (re)selection.
Proposal 3: For UE-B’s behavior when UE-B receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from different UE-As
· It is up to UE-B implementation to use one or multiple of them in its resource (re)selection.

[ETRI, R1-2204649]

Proposal 1: For UE-B’s behavior when it receives both preferred resource set and non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A or different UE-As,
· It is up to UE-B implementation to use one or multiple of them in its resource (re)selection

[MediaTek, R1-2204727]

[bookmark: _Ref101817828]Proposal 1: When UE-B receives multiple inter-UE coordination information from the same UE-A, it is up to UE-B implementation to use one or multiple of them in its resource (re)selection.

[Qualcomm, R1- 2204993]

[bookmark: _Toc101168334]Proposal 1: The preferred and non-preferred resource sets are not enabled in the same resource pool.

[bookmark: _Toc101168335]Proposal 2: If the case of UE-B receiving both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A must be enabled, then the following is UE-B behavior:
· UE-B uses only the non-preferred resource set when performing any transmission except a unicast transmission to UE-A.
· When UE-B is performing a unicast transmission to UE-A, it uses the intersection of the preferred set and the complement of the non-preferred set.
· If the intersection is empty, UE-B uses only the preferred resource set.

[bookmark: _Toc101168336]Proposal 3: If the case of UE-B receiving both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the different UE-As must be enabled, then the following is UE-B behavior:
· UE-B uses only the non-preferred resource set when performing any transmission except a unicast transmission to the first UE-A.
· When UE-B is performing a unicast transmission to the first UE-A, it uses the intersection of the preferred set and the complement of the non-preferred set.
· If the intersection is empty, UE-B uses only the non-preferred resource set.

[Ericsson, R1-2204737]

[bookmark: _Toc101763988]For the case when the inter-UE coordination messages have been triggered by the same condition, i.e., either by explicit request or by any other condition, it is up to UE implementation how to make use of them.
[bookmark: _Toc101763989]For the case when the received inter-UE coordination messages have been triggered by different conditions, i.e., either by explicit request or by any other condition, UE-B prioritizes the inter-UE coordination message triggered by an explicit request.

[DOCOMO, R1-2204353]

Proposal 4:
· For scheme 1, when UE-B receives a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from a single UE-A, 
· UE-B uses both sets in a resource selection behavior. If UE-B selects resource(s) without sensing/resource exclusion, the UE-B selects resource(s) from preferred resources except for resources belonging to non-preferred resources.
· Send an LS to RAN2 to inform this UE-B’s behavior and ask to update their specification accordingly.

Proposal 5:
· For scheme 1, when UE-B receives a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from different UE-As,
· UE-B uses the preferred resource set if the UE-A is the destination UE of the corresponding transmission from the UE-B.
· UE-B uses the non-preferred resource set received from different UE-A in the same resource selection. If UE-B selects resource(s) without sensing/resource exclusion, the UE-B selects resource(s) from preferred resources except for resources belonging to non-preferred resources.
· Send an LS to RAN2 to inform this UE-B’s behavior and ask to update their specification accordingly.



Since the two options below are supported by a number of companies, FL suggests to down-select one of these options at this meeting.

· Option 1
· When UE-B receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A or different UE-As, it is up to UE-B implementation to use one or multiple of them in its resource (re)selection
· Option 2
· No RAN1 specification change to TS 38.214 is deemed necessary for UE-B’s behaviour when it receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A or different UE-As



1.2 Company views (1 question)

[Question 1-2-1]: Companies please provide their views on whether the following initial proposal 1-2a can be acceptable and which option is preferred. 

Initial proposal 1-2a (Moderator)
· Down-select to one of the following options in RAN1#109-e meeting:
· Option 1
· When UE-B receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A or different UE-As, it is up to UE-B implementation to use one or multiple of them in its resource (re)selection
· Option 2
· No RAN1 specification change to TS 38.214 is deemed necessary for UE-B’s behavior when it receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A or different UE-As

	Company
	Yes or not
	Preferred option(s)  
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Comment
	
	In our view, we think that specification change is needed for the case of a UE-B receiving both the preferred and non-preferred set of resources from the same UE-A.

Moreover, we propose not to leave this behavior completely up to UE implementation since one set of resources is more suitable for the UE-B transmission, i.e., the resource set which has been triggered based on a previous request.

Therefore, we propose the following option which includes Option 1:
· Option 3
· When UE-B receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A or different UE-As which has been triggered by a different condition, i.e., based on a request or any other condition, UE-B selects the resource set triggered by a request from UE-B
· When UE-B receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A or different UE-As which has been triggered by the same event, i.e., based on a request or any other condition,  it is up to UE-B implementation to use one or multiple of them in its resource (re)selection


	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	2
	We point out that “up to implementation” is not in this case equivalent to “no spec change”. It was argued in earlier discussions that the procedures for preferred and non-preferred are simply each triggered in current specs. That being so, no changes are necessary, but there is nothing left to UE implementation.

In fact, leaving to implementation appears to actually require changes to specs.

	InterDigital
	Yes
	Option 1
	

	Futurewei
	Comments
	2
	We are OK to discuss though option 2 is the current spec and it is not essential to change it. 

For clarification, the existing specification specify the following behaviors:

When UE-B receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A, UE-B uses both the received preferred resource set and non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A for its resource selection.

When UE-B receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the different UE-As, 
· UE-B uses both the received preferred resource set and non-preferred resource set from different UE-As for its resource selection for a TB to be transmitted to the UE-A providing the preferred resource set
· UE-B uses the received non-preferred resource set for its resource selection for a TB to be transmitted to any UEs 


	Samsung
	Yes
	Option 1
	It is better to say in the spec that UE can use one or multiple of the resource sets. 

	Intel 
	Comment
	Option 1 
	Our preference is to standardize the behaviour of the UE-B, and we are fine with option 1.



	Apple
	Comment
	
	We still prefer the following option: 

· for transmission to UE-A, the single preferred resource set is used in UE-B’s resource (re)selection.
· for transmission to other UEs, the single non-preferred resource set is used in UE-B’s resource (re)selection

We think if UE-B’s transmission is to UE-A, the set of preferred resource set provided by UE-A is good enough. UE-B can ignore the set of non-preferred resource set. This is better than Option 1 (up to UE-B implementation). 

	Qualcomm
	No
	
	We do not support the down selection. In our view, the cleanest solution is to not support preferred and non-preferred resource sets in the same pool. 

If this is behavior is enabled, the use of preferred and non-preferred resources needs to be determined, at least, based on the cast type of the transmission for which resource selection is being performed and the relationship between the UE-B and the UE-A(s). We do not share the opinion that this is covered by existing specifications.

Further, we believe that leaving this up to UE implementation may have adverse effect on the inter-UE coordination-based mechanism that may not only affect that UE but the whole system.

	NTT DOCOMO
	No
	
	Firstly our preference is to use both information.
Option 2 would be OK when the UE-B uses sensing information as well as IUC information (i.e. Option A in the previous agreement). However, when the UE-B does not perform/use sensing information (i.e. Option B in the previous agreement), non-preferred resources are not used in MAC layer. Thus, no spec update is not OK for Option B.
RAN1 should send LS to RAN2 not to select non-preferred resources in Option B.

	Vivo
	
	Option 1
	

	Panasonic
	
	Option 2
	If the behaver of existing specification is clarified by Futurewei is common understanding, we support Option 2.

	Spreadtrum
	yes
	Option 1
	

	OPPO
	
	Option 1
	If following Option 2, both preferred and non-preferred would be used, this is not reasonable, as preferred resource set can only be used for the transmission to the UE-A that provides the set, this is the principle of the agreement in the last meeting.

For non-preferred resources determined based on Option 1 of Condition 1-B-1 or condition 1-B-2, it is preferable that the resource is only used for the transmission to the particular UE-A, if the resource is determined based on Option 2 of Condition 1-B-2, the resource could be used for transmissions to other UEs. But based on the current design, UE-B cannot know which one or multiple conditions are used to determine the resources included in a non-preferred resource set, so we did not see optimal solution for the case, at maintenance phase, leaving it to UE-B implementation is the best way to go.

	CATT, GOHIGH
	No
	Comment
	From our understanding, the IUC from same UE or different UEs should be discussed separately. 
If the IUCs are from same UE, our preference is to use the latest IUC, since it reflects the most recent channel situation. We can also accept to leave it by UE-B implementation to use the latest or both.
If the IUCs are from different UEs, we have strong concern to go with option 2. Since the IUCs from different UEs may not be relevant to UE-B’s TB transmission, if option 2 is used, it requires UE-B to use both the IUCs even it is not relevant to UE-B’s TB transmission, which would have adverse impacts to UE-B resource selection. For this case, we prefer to leave it by UE-B implementation.
In general, we can accept option 1, but has strong concern on option 2.

	xiaomi
	
	Option 1
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	Option 1
	

	Nokia, NSB
	No
	Option 2
(or Option 1 modified)
	The specification should not allow a UE-B implementation to ignore a non-preferred resource set triggered by Condition 1-B-1 Option 2 (which is intended to protect UE-A’s reception of other UE’s transmission). Otherwise, the feature “protect UE-A’s reception of other UE’s transmission” is broken.

For reference:
	· Working Assumption
· For Condition 1-B-1 of Scheme 1, the following two options are supported
· Option 1: Reserved resource(s) of other UE(s) identified by UE-A whose RSRP measurement is larger than a (pre)configured RSRP threshold which is determined by at least priority value indicated by SCI of the UE(s)
· Option 2: Reserved resource(s) of other UE identified by UE-A whose RSRP measurement is smaller than a (pre)configured RSRP threshold which is determined by at least priority value indicated by SCI of the UE(s) when UE-A is a destination of a TB transmitted by the UE(s)





	Initial proposal 1-2a (Moderator)
· Down-select to one of the following options in RAN1#109-e meeting:
· Option 1
· When UE-B receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A or different UE-As, it is up to UE-B implementation to use one or multiple of them in its resource (re)selection
· UE-B’s implementation is not allowed to ignore non-preferred resources triggered by Condition 1-B-1 Option 2.
· Option 2
· No RAN1 specification change to TS 38.214 is deemed necessary for UE-B’s behavior when it receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A or different UE-As





Our proposal is that a non-preferred resource set triggered by Condition 1-B-1 Option 2 is always broadcast, as this is the only way to protect UE-A’s reception of another UE’s transmission from any potential “aggressor” in the proximity of UE-A. Thus, even though the IUC information itself does not indicate which condition triggered UE-A to transmit the non-preferred resource set, a UE-B that receives a non-preferred resource set transmitted as broadcast understands that it was triggered by Condition 1-B-1 Option 2, and therefore it must take it into account (i.e., exclude candidate resources that overlap with the non-preferred resource set).

The consequence of allowing a UE-B implementation “freedom to ignore” a received non-preferred resource set is that some UE-B implementations may select resources in which UE-B causes harmful interference to UE-A’s reception of another UE’s transmission – which will degrade system level performance.


	Fraunhofer
	Comments
	
	In the case where UE-B receives a preferred and non-preferred resource set, we tend to agree with Ericsson that the UE-A which sent the resource set in response to an explicit request from UE-B should be prioritized as compared to other resource sets. This UE‑A should essentially be the intended recipient UE for the transmission to be carried out by UE-B.

	MediaTek
	Comments
	Option 1
	Option 1 is not optimized. But Option 2 is not sufficient. For example, if the same resources are included in both preferred resources and non-preferred resources received from the different UEs or different time, it is unclear on the behavior. Additionally, there could be many cases to be considered. So left for UE implementation may work anyway, especially considering the maintenance phase now.

	ZTE, Sanechips
	Yes
	Option 1
	The difference between option 1 and option 2 from our perspective is whether UE is mandated to use both sets. Our understanding is that option 1 allows UE to use a single set, which may turn out to be better choice depending on certain use case, e.g. broadcast scenario.




1.3 Summary of 1st round discussions

The summary of companies’ inputs on Question 1-2-1 in 1st round discussion is as follows. 

· Option 1 of Initial proposal 1-2a 
· [Support]: InterDigital, Samsung, Intel, vivo, Spreadtrum, OPPO, CATT, xiaomi, Lenovo, MediaTek, ZTE (11 companies)
· Option 2 of Initial proposal 1-2a 
· [Support]: Huawei, Futurewei, DOCOMO (only for Option A), Panasonic, Nokia (5 companies)
· Other options 
· When the preferred and non-preferred resource sets have been triggered by different conditions, UE-B selects the resource set triggered by a request from UE-B. Otherwise, it is up to UE-B's implementation to use one or multiple of them in its resource (re)selection
· [Support]: Ericsson, Fraunhofer (2 companies)
· For transmission to UE-A, the single preferred resource set is used in UE-B’s resource (re)selection. For transmission to other UEs, the single non-preferred resource set is used in UE-B’s resource (re)selection
· [Support]: Apple (1 company)
· Not support preferred and non-preferred resource sets in the same pool
· [Support]: Qualcomm (1 company)
· When UE-B does not perform/use sensing information (i.e. Option B in the previous agreement), additional specification update is required because non-preferred resource set is not used in MAC layer
· [Support]: DOCOMO (1 company)


1.4 2nd round discussion (1 question)

According to the summary of 1st round discussion in Section 1.3, it was observed that Option 1 was supported by a larger number of companies than Option 2. Also given that there were still companies that prefer other options, FL thinks that adopting Option 1 could be the best for the progress.

[Question 1-4-1]: Companies please provide their views on whether the following updated proposal 1-2b can be agreed. 

Updated proposal 1-2b (Moderator)
· When UE-B receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A or different UE-As, it is up to UE-B implementation to use one or multiple of them in its resource (re)selection

	Company
	Yes or not
	Comments

	ZTE,Sanechips
	Yes
	

	InterDigital
	Yes
	

	Apple
	No
	If UE-B’s data transmission is unicast to UE-A, it is better to use the preferred resource set, rather than depending on UE-B’s implementation. 

We can accept the following compromise solution: 

When UE-B receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A or different UE-As, it is up to UE-B implementation to use one or multiple of them in its resource (re)selection if UE-B’s data transmission is not unicast to UE-A. If UE-B’s data transmission is unicast to UE-A, then a single preferred resource set is used.

	Futurewei
	No
	We do not support to introduce a new behavior for UE-B as current spec does not have any issue. OPPO’s argument in the previous round is not correct, see our explanation given before their response. Based on existing agreement, the preferred resource set is only ever used for the UE that provided it. And, along the lines of Nokia provided in previous round, the non-preferred resource set is always used, regardless if there are other sets or not. This is the behavior of the current specification. The proposal disallows currently agreed and supported good behavior, and allows things by implementation that go beyond the current agreement.

Further, if it is up to UE implementation, it may cause exactly the same issue that OPPO worries, i.e., it allows UE-B to use the preferred set for the TB to the UE-A not providing preferred resource set. 

	Qualcomm
	No
	Leaving this up to UE implementation can lead to scenarios where the purpose of introducing inter-UE coordination may be defeated. For instance, a UE by implementation may disregard a set of non-preferred resources leading to more collisions in the network. In this case, consider the scenario where a UE-B receives a preferred resource set from UE-A1 and a non-preferred resource set from UE-A2. Assume that the link between UE-B and UE-A1 and UE-A2 have the same quality. As shown in the figure below, if UE-B by implementation disregards the non-preferred set from UE-A2 then there is a high chance of a potential collision leading to the packet being lost.

[image: Chart, waterfall chart

Description automatically generated]

While we still believe that preferred and non-preferred resource set should not be supported in the same resource pool; for the sake of progress, we can accept option 2 in Proposal 1-2a which in our view treats the preferred and non-preferred resources independently.

	Intel
	Comment
	We can agree on proposal to process the discussion. In general, we would prefer to specify the UE behavior in this case. 

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Panasonic
	No
	If option 1(up to implementation) is supported, UE may ignore the non-preferred resources based on resource overlapping (Condition 2-A-1) and collision might be happened.

	Ericsson
	
	Although we prefer a different solution, we will not object to the proposal

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	DCM
	No
	If there is no consensus, it means that the current spec is kept.
Currently companies’ views are quite divergent, then no agreement/conclusion should be fine unless there is critical issue that should be solved by ‘UE implementation’. (Although this is not our preference, we accept that.)

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	

	Vivo
	Yes
	We think the option 2 sometimes loses flexibility.
If a resource is labelled as non-preferred resource by proximity-UEs and labelled as preferred resource by RX UE, based on option 2, TX UE will not use the resource for transmission towards RX UE, since PHY layer firstly preclude it as non-preferred resource. then suggestion of the preferred resource is not useful any more. 


	OPPO
	Yes
	

	CATT, GOHIGH
	Yes
	

	Nokia, NSB
	No
	We share QC’s view – we strongly oppose the proposal, as it leaves the door open for UE-B implementations to abuse their freedom by ignoring a non-preferred resource set whenever it does not suit them – leading to unfairness and degradation of system performance.

We also share DCM’s view: If there is no consensus, the current spec should be kept.

	Fraunhofer
	No
	We agree with the arguments made by QC and FTW. For the sake of progress, we would prefer Option 2 from the previous round, where no specification changes are made.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	Current spec is clear, no spec change is needed.
According to current spec, non-preferred resources are excluded in PHY layer after step 6 before reporting S_A to MAC layer (see step 6b) in clause 8.1.4 of TS 38.214. Then, MAC layer proceeds with resource selection procedure, and takes into account preferred resource set (see clause 5.22.1.1 of TS 38.321).
For example:
· Assume UE-B received a preferred resource set including resources {R1, R2}, and received a non-preferred resource set including resources {R3, R4}
· Assume TX resource (re-)selection check procedure is triggered at slot n
· Then, PHY layer preforms resource exclusion as per clause 8.1.4 of TS 38.214. Assume UE-B’s original S_A is {R1, R2, R3, R4, R5, R6, …} as per R16 sensing procedure. Then, as per step 6b) in latest TS 38.214 clause 8.1.4, UE-B excludes non-preferred resources from S_A. So the final reported S_A to MAC layer is {R1, R2, R5, R6, …} (i.e., excluding R3, R4)
· Then, MAC layer firstly selects resources from intersection, i.e., {R1, R2}. If not enough, MAC layer further selects resources from S_A.
Therefore, non-preferred and preferred resources are processed in PHY layer and MAC layer separately. No further changes, e.g. UE implementation, are needed.

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	LGE
	No
	Even with keeping the current specification, we think that there is no critical problem in the system working. This does not satisfy the need of making the new agreement in the maintenance phase.

	Lenovo
	Yes
	




1.5 Summary of 2nd round discussions

The summary of companies’ inputs on Question 1-4-1 in 2nd round discussion is as follows. 

· Updated proposal 1-2b 
· [Support]: ZTE, InterDigital, Samsung, Xiaomi, Spreadtrum, vivo, OPPO, CATT, MediaTek, Lenovo (10 companies)
· [Not support]: Apple, Futurewei, Qualcomm, Panasonic, DCM, Nokia, Fraunhofer, Huawei, LGE (9 companies)
· No RAN1 specification change to TS 38.214 is deemed necessary for UE-B’s behavior when it receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A or different UE-As
· Futurewei, Qualcomm, DCM, Nokia, Fraunhofer, Huawei, LGE
· When UE-B receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A or different UE-As, it is up to UE-B implementation to use one or multiple of them in its resource (re)selection if UE-B’s data transmission is not unicast to UE-A. If UE-B’s data transmission is unicast to UE-A, then a single preferred resource set is used.
· Apple
· Comments
· We can agree on proposal to process the discussion. In general, we would prefer to specify the UE behavior in this case
· Intel
· Although we prefer a different solution, we will not object to the proposal
· Ericsson


1.6 3rd round discussion (1 question)

According to the summary of 2nd round discussion in Section 1.5, FL observed that RAN1 obviously failed to make a consensus on adopting additional changes to the current specification for UE-B’s behavior when it receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A or different UE-As. Also considering that having more email discussion rounds would not be meaningful in making the progress (i.e., it is unlikely that companies will further change their positions), FL suggests to make the conclusion below.

Proposed conclusion 1-2c (Moderator)
· There is no consensus in RAN1 to adopt additional changes to the current specification for UE-B’s behavior when it receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A or different UE-As.

[Question 1-6-1]: Companies please provide their views on whether Proposed conclusion 1-2c can be agreed. 

	Company
	Yes or not
	Comments

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Sharp
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Comments
	Based on the 2 rounds of discussion we can understand companies’ concern and their interpretation of the current specification. 

For the use of non-preferred resource sets, we agree to follow the existing specification (i.e., no RAN1 specification change as for the cases of multiple non-preferred resource set in previous agreements), however, we prefer to leave it up to UE-B implementation to use preferred resource set in addition under the restriction that the preferred resource set can only be used for the resource selection for a TB to be transmitted to the UE-A providing the set.

The reason is that preferred resource set is UE-A specific and maybe also TB specific, as it is determined based on specific sub-channel size, priority, and periodicity. When UE-B uses non-preferred resource set for resource selection for transmitting a TB, it may be problematic to mandate UE-B to use the preferred resource set determined for another TB.

Thus, our suggestion is as below:

· When UE-B receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A or different UE-As, 
· No RAN1 specification change to TS38.214 is deemed necessary in RAN1#108-e for the use of non-preferred resource set.
· It is up to UE-B implementation to use one or multiple of them in its resource (re)selection to use preferred resource set in addition under the restriction that the preferred resource set can only be used for the resource selection for a TB to be transmitted to the UE-A providing the set.


	Fraunhofer
	Yes
	

	Futurewei
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	
	Although we prefer to specify a specific UE behavior for this procedure as commented in previous rounds, we will not object to the proposal.

	Nokia, NSB
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	CATT, GOHIGH
	Comment
	Considering the diversity of vehicle deployment scenarios, there is no doubt that an example can be raised to explain that performance gain can be achieved for UE-B to use both preferred resource set and non-preferred resource set, such as the example given by QC in the second round discussion. 
But on the contrary, an adverse example can also be proposed to say that using both preferred resource set and non-preferred resource set will be detrimental for UE-B’s transmission. As shown in the following figure, UE-C1 and UE-C2 will cause higher interference to UE-A1, and the resources reserved by UE-C1 and UE-C2 will be identified as non-preferred resource set by UE-A1 for TB1 transmission. But because long distance is existed between UE-A1 and UE-A2, so the non-preferred resource set identified by UE-A1 is not necessarily unusable for TB2 transmission. So it is not reasonable to mandate UE-B to use both preferred resource set and non-preferred resource set for TB2 transmission.


Thus, up to UE-B implementation is still our preference.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	We agree with Moderator that there is no consensus and further discussions are not necessary.

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	OK
	There is no consensus seems to be a reasonable conclusion as there is in fact no consensus to adopt any further agreements!
It would be good to confirm that the understanding of the specifications is according to the explanation from Huawei in round two. i.e., both the preferred and non-preferred resources are used for SL resource selection in UE-B

	Panasonic
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Comments
	We share the similar view as OPPO. 

In determining the set of preferred resources, the data priority, number of subchannels and data periodicity are assumed at UE-A. This assumption is most likely unaligned with UE-B’s traffic type. Hence, it is not directly usable by UE-B for its own data, unless UE-B sends explicit request to UE-A. 

We support OPPO’s proposal with some further modifications. 

· When UE-B receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A or different UE-As, 
· No RAN1 specification change to TS38.214 is deemed necessary in RAN1#108-e for the use of non-preferred resource set.
· UE-B uses preferred resource set in addition under the restriction that the preferred resource set can only be used for the resource selection for a TB to be transmitted to the UE-A providing the set.

	DCM
	Yes
	

	LGE
	Yes
	




1.7 Summary of 3rd round discussions 

The summary of companies’ inputs on Question 1-6-1 in 3rd round discussion is as follows. 

· Proposed conclusion 1-2c
· [Support]: Xiaomi, Sharp, Fraunhofer, Futurewei, Nokia, Lenovo, Huawei, Spreadtrum, Samsung , Panasonic, DCM, LGE (12 companies)
· Comments
· It is up to UE-B implementation to use to use preferred resource set in addition under the restriction that the preferred resource set can only be used for the resource selection for a TB to be transmitted to the UE-A providing the set
· OPPO
· UE-B uses preferred resource set in addition under the restriction that the preferred resource set can only be used for the resource selection for a TB to be transmitted to the UE-A providing the set.
· Apple
· Although we prefer to specify a specific UE behavior for this procedure as commented in previous rounds, we will not object to the proposal
· Ericsson
· Up to UE-B implementation is still our preference
· CATT


2 [ACTIVE] Issue#2: Relationship between start/end slots of resource selection window used for SL transmission carrying IUC information and start/end slots of resource selection window for determining the set of resources


2.1 Background

At the last plenary meeting, this issue was captured as one of maintenance issues to be handled in the status report (i.e., RP-220945). It corresponds to Issues 2-2 of R1-2205117. Since Issues 2-5/2-7 of R1-2205117 are highly related to Issue 2-2, it was concluded in the preparation phase discussion that Issues 2-5/2-7 will be will be jointly discussed with Issue 2-2. To be specific, Issues 2-5 is about “Modification of existing agreement on the definition of sensing window for determining the set of resources (e.g., end slot of sensing window is set to (n’+T’_1) – T_proc,0 – T’’_1)” and Issues 2-7 is about “Further clarification on the minimum time interval that needs to be guaranteed between the IUC information signaling and the preferred/non-preferred resource(s) (e.g., between the initial resource of IUC information signaling and the first resource of set)”. The details of related contributions submitted to RAN1#109-e meeting are as follows. 

	>> Relationship between start/end slots of resource selection window used for SL transmission carrying inter-UE coordination information and start/end slots of resource selection window for determining the set of resources

[Huawei, R1-2203093]

Proposal 1: For scheme 1 inter-UE coordination information, for both triggered by UE-B’s explicit request and triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception, 
·  
· 
· Note that Rel-16 restrictions on  still apply, i.e.,  is up to UE implementation subject to    remaining packet delay budget (in slots) and   as specified in TS 38.214 section 8.1.4

[FUTUREWEI, R1-2203060]

Proposal 3: For the resource selection window for UE-A’s transmission of coordination information, the values for X1, X2, and X3 are given as n+T_1-31, n+T_1- Tproc,1 , and n+T_1- (Tproc,0+Tproc,1), respectively. 
· In addition, the constraint n+T_1-31 ≤ n’+T’_1 is also applied to the inter-UE coordination triggered by a condition.

[Nokia, R1-2203126]

[bookmark: P_UEB_Proctime]Proposal 6: Define an upper bound on UE-B’s IUC processing time, denoted as :
· If the IUC resource set is conveyed by SCI format 2-C: ;
· If the IUC resource set is conveyed by MAC CE only:  is increased by the MAC CE decoding time;
· MAC CE decoding time can be defined by RAN2.


[bookmark: P_Timeline_RSW]Proposal 7: For the timing relationship between the RSW for transmission of IUC information and the RSW for determining the IUC resource set, down-select between the following alternatives:
1. Constraint at the RSW level: , which is equivalent to ;
2. Constraint at the level of selected resources: earliest or last resource selected for transmission of the IUC information message is at least  before the earliest resource included in the resource set.

[Spreadtrum, R1-2203313]

Proposal 1: Adopt the following Text Proposal#2 in TS 38.214.
------------------------------------------------------Begin text proposal for 38.214------------------------------------------
8.1.4A	UE procedure for determining a set of preferred or non-preferred resources for another UE’s transmission
<Unchanged parts omitted>
When this procedure is triggered by another UE’s explicit request, the fields in the request are interpreted as follows:
-	The field ‘Resource selection window location’ is the concatenation of the starting time location and the ending time location of the resource selection window. The starting and ending time locations of the resource selection window are each encoded in the same way as the reference slot as described in clause 8.1.5A, and the starting time location of the resource selection window is later than the n+T_2.
-	The field ‘Resource reservation period’ is encoded in the same way as the field of the same name in SCI format 1-A.
<Unchanged parts omitted>
------------------------------------------------End text proposal for 38.214--------------------------------------------------

[ZTE, R1-2203361]

For inter-UE coordination information triggered by UE-B’s explicit request, X1 is equal to n0+T’_1+, where slot n0 is the slot where UE-B sends the request signaling.

For inter-UE coordination information triggered by UE-B’s explicit request, X2 is equal to (n+T_1) – -.

For inter-UE coordination information triggered by a condition other than request reception, X3 is equal to (n+T_1) –  –.

[CATT, R1-2203425]

Proposal 3: For request-based scheme 1, the relationship between UE-A’s resource selection window for coordination information transmission and resource set determination window should be (n’+T’_2) < (n+T_1) – (Tproc,0+Tproc,1).

Proposal 4: For condition-based scheme 1, the relationship between UE-A’s resource selection window for coordination information and resource set determination window should be (n’+T’_2) < (n+T_1) – (Tproc,0+Tproc,1).

[LG, R1-2203711]

Proposal 2: 
· For X1 and X2, no additional specification work is necessary.
· For X3, it is set to “(n+T_2) – Tproc,0 – Tproc,1 – T2,min”.

[vivo, R1-2203525]

[bookmark: _Ref95316832][bookmark: _Ref101450583]Proposal 3: Regarding resource selection for coordination signaling transmission, the resource selection window is determined within [slot n, remaining PDB], where the slot n and the remaining PDB is provided by MAC layer’s implementation, i.e.,
-	X1 = slot n + 1, and X2 = X3 = n + remaining PDB.

[Lenovo, R1-2203702]

Proposal 1: The ending time of UE-A’s resource selection window should be before the starting time of UE-B’s resource selection window, e.g., X2=(n+T_1)

[Panasonic, R1-2203748]

Proposal 3: For inter-UE coordination information triggered by UE-B’s explicit request, 
・(n+T_1) – (T_0+Tproc,0)/2 – T’’_1 ≤ (n’+T’_1)
[bookmark: _Hlk101774792]・(n’+T’_2) ≤ (n+T_1)- (Tproc,0+Tproc,1).

Proposal 4: For inter-UE coordination information triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception,
・(n’+T’_2) < (n+T_1)- (Tproc,0+Tproc,1).

[Xiaomi, R1-2203775]

Proposal 1: X2= X3= max ( P1-△T, n’+T’_2min); where P1 denotes the earliest slot where the resource in the resource set of IUC information is located; △T denotes the delay of UE_B receiving and processing IUC information.

[Samsung, R1-2203873]

Proposal 2: The values for X1, X2, X3 are selected by UE-A’s implementation.

[OPPO, R1-2203972]

Proposal 3: Start slot of resource selection window used for sidelink transmission carrying inter-UE coordination information is not earlier than (n+T_1) – T’’_1, i.e., X1=(n+T_1) – T’’_1.

Proposal 4: Upper bound of resource selection window for transmission of IUC information is determined according to legacy procedure based on T_2min and the “remaining packet delay budget” provided by MAC layer.

Proposal 5: For inter-UE coordination information triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception, X3=R-T_proc,1, where R is the last resource indicated by the IUC information.

[InterDigital, R1-2204047]

Proposal 3: For inter-UE coordination information triggered by UE-B’s explicit request 
· Alt 1-1: 
· X1 ≤ (n’+T’_1)
· (n’+T’_2) ≤ X2
· X1 up to UE implementation and X2 = n+T1- Tproc_1

Proposal 4: For inter-UE coordination information triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception
· Alt 2-2:
· (n’+T’_2) < X3
· X3 = n+T1- Tproc_1

[Sharp, R1-2204174]
Proposal 2: The end slot of RSW of SL transmission carrying IUC message is earlier than the start slot of RSW of determining the IUC content, i.e. X2=X3=n+T_1.

[Apple, R1-2204215]

Proposal 3: The value of X1 is equal to , where  is the start slot of RSW indicted in the explicit request and  is up to UE-A’s implementation under . 
Proposal 4: The value of X2 is equal to , where  is the reference slot location indicated in the inter-UE coordination and  is the processing time of inter-UE coordination.
Proposal 5: The value of  depends on sub-carrier spacing and includes the MAC CE processing time.
Proposal 6: The value of X3 is equal to , where  is the reference slot location indicated in the inter-UE coordination and  is the processing time of inter-UE coordination.

[CMCC, R1-2204281]

Proposal 1: For determining the starting and ending time location of the selection window for the inter-UE coordination information transmission:
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by UE-B’s explicit request:
· n’’ – (Tproc,0+Tproc,1) <= (n’+T’_1), where n’’ is the time when UE-B sends the explicit request;
· (n’+T’_2) ≤ n+T2;
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception:
· No specification changes to RS38.214 to determine n’+T’_1;
· (n’+T’_2) < (n+T_1) – (Tproc,0+Tproc,1);
The parameters X1, X2, X3 is set to:
· X1 = n’’ – (Tproc,0+Tproc,1), where n’’ is the time when UE-B sends the explicit request;
· X2 = n+T2;
· X3 = (n+T_1) – (Tproc,0+Tproc,1);

[ETRI, R1-2204649]

Proposal 2: For the relationship between two selection windows, it is proposed to support the followings:
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by UE-B’s explicit request,
· (n’+T’_2) < (n+T_1)
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception,
· (n’+T’_2) < (n+T_1)

[Qualcomm, R1- 2204993]

[bookmark: _Toc101168337]Proposal 4: X1, X2, and X3 are determined by the UE implementation such that gap between the inter-UE coordination initial transmission and the first resource in the coordination resource set is:
· ≥ Tproc,0 + Tproc,1 when both SCI-2C and MAC-CE are used to indicate the coordination resource set.
· ≥ Tproc,0 + Tproc,1 + (MAC-CE processing time) when only MAC-CE is used to indicate the coordination resource set.

[Ericsson, R1-2204737]

[bookmark: _Toc101763990]For inter-UE coordination information triggered by UE-B’s explicit request 
· [bookmark: _Toc101763991]Alt 1-1: 
· [bookmark: _Toc101763992]X1 ≤ (n’+T’_1)
· [bookmark: _Toc101763993](n’+T’_2) ≤ X2
i. [bookmark: _Toc101763994]The value X1 = n+T_1 and the value X2 = n+T_2

[bookmark: _Toc101763995]For inter-UE coordination information triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception
· [bookmark: _Toc101763996]Alt 2-2:
· [bookmark: _Toc101763997](n’+T’_2) < X3
· [bookmark: _Toc101763998]The value X3 = n+T_2 


>> Modification of existing agreement on the definition of sensing window for determining the set of resources (e.g., end slot of sensing window is set to (n’+T’_1) – T_proc,0 – T’’_1)

[FUTUREWEI, R1-2203060]

Proposal 4: For sensing window for determining the set of resources in Scheme 1, the end of the sensing window should be changed to (n’+T’_1) – T_proc,0 – T’’_1. 


>> Further clarification on the minimum time interval that needs to be guaranteed between the IUC information signaling and the preferred/non-preferred resource(s) (e.g., between the initial resource of IUC information signaling and the first resource of set)

[vivo, R1-2203525]

[bookmark: _Ref101450585]Proposal 4: The minimum time interval between the coordination signaling and the preferred/non-preferred resource(s) should be defined.

[Qualcomm, R1- 2204993]

Proposal 4: X1, X2, and X3 are determined by the UE implementation such that gap between the inter-UE coordination initial transmission and the first resource in the coordination resource set is:
· ≥ Tproc,0 + Tproc,1 when both SCI-2C and MAC-CE are used to indicate the coordination resource set.
· ≥ Tproc,0 + Tproc,1 + (MAC-CE processing time) when only MAC-CE is used to indicate the coordination resource set.



Based on the reviews of the companies’ contributions, FL thinks that the following two options can be considered and one of them can be selected at this meeting. To be specific, when Option 1 is adopted, it is necessary to change the end of the sensing window for determining the set of resources in the existing agreements as (n’+T’_1) – T_proc,0 – T’’_1.

· Option 1
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by UE-B’s explicit request,
· X1 is determined by UE-A’s implementation
· X2 is equal to (n+T_1) – (Tproc,0+Tproc,1)
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception,
· X3 is equal to (n+T_1) – (Tproc,0+Tproc,1)
· For sensing window for determining the set of resources, it is defined by the range of slots [(n+T_1) – T_0 – T’’_1, (n’+T’_1) – T_proc,0 – T’’_1]
· Option 2
· X1, X2, and X3 are determined by UE-A’s implementation


2.2	Company views (1 question)

[Question 2-2-1]: Companies please provide their views on whether the following initial proposal 2-2a can be acceptable and which option is preferred. 

Initial proposal 2-2a (Moderator)
· Down-select to one of the following options in RAN1#109-e meeting:
· Option 1
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by UE-B’s explicit request,
· X1 is determined by UE-A’s implementation
· X2 is equal to (n+T_1) – (Tproc,0+Tproc,1)
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception,
· X3 is equal to (n+T_1) – (Tproc,0+Tproc,1)
· For sensing window for determining the set of resources, it is defined by the range of slots [(n+T_1) – T_0 – T’’_1, (n’+T’_1) – T_proc,0 – T’’_1]
· Option 2
· X1, X2, and X3 are determined by UE-A’s implementation

	Company
	Yes or not
	Preferred option(s)  
	Comments

	Ericsson
	
	Option 1
	

	InterDigital
	Yes
	Option 1
	We think it is important that IUC transmission does not include outdated resource information, which can be only ensured by Option 1.

	Futurewei
	 
	1 with comment
	We prefer option 1 because the resource selection window [n’+T’_1, n’+T’_2] for UE-A transmitting coordination information should end before the resource window [n+T_1, n+T_2] for generating coordination information subtracting necessary processing time. In addition, the sensing window at UE-A ends before resource selection at UE-A. 

For coordination information triggered by UE-B’s explicit request, we prefer X2= (n+T_1) – Tproc,1 as UE-B expects the coordination information and prepare the sensing results in advance. But we are ok with the expression in Option 1 if majority support it.



	Samsung
	Yes
	Option 2
	

	Intel
	
	Option 1
	

	Apple
	Comment
	
	We are fine with the direction of Option 1: Sensing window should be finished before the starting of the resource selection window. 

However in Option 1, the value of X2/X3 needs to be further examined. The IUC decoding at MAC layer could take a longer time than at PHY layer. Hence, (Tproc,0+Tproc,1) is not long valid, especially if the IUC is only carried by MAC CE. Hence, we think X2 and X3 is equal to (n+T_1)-(Tproc,1+Tproc,2), where Tproc,2 is the processing time used for the reading of IUC. 

	Sharp
	
	Option 1
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes (with upport)
	Option 1
	The processing timeline at the receiver needs to be ensured. We also propose to further discuss whether MAC CE processing time should be included or not.

	NTT DOCOMO
	
	Option 1
	

	vivo
	Yes
	Option 2
	

	Panasonic
	Yes
	Option 1
	

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	Option 1
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk103089191]OPPO
	
	
	We disagree with Option 1, it overrides the existing agreement, if following the option, the sensing window may end too early before the resource selection window for IUC determination, the sensing result may not be accurate as a lot of resource reservations may miss. And it is also against another basic principle of mode 2, because it does ensure the minimum size T2min of resource selection window for IUC transmission.

We do not think Option 2 is reasonable either, because at least for request based IUC transmission, RAN2 has already introduced a IUC report timer (as reproduced below), which can be used to determine X2.

The MAC entity maintains an sl-IUC-ReportTimer for each pair of the Source Layer-2 ID and the Destination Layer-2 ID corresponding to a PC5-RRC connection. Sl-IUC-ReportTimer is used for an SL-IUC Information reporting UE to follow the latency requirement signalled from an IUC-Information triggering UE. The value of sl-IUC-ReportTimer is the same as the‎ latency requirement of the SL-IUC Information in sl-LatencyBoundIUC-Report configured by RRC.


	CATT, GOHIGH
	
	Option 1
	

	xiaomi
	
	Option3
	Option1 needs to modify the previous agreement, which is not desirable; for option 2, there may be issue of IUC outdated. Therefore, we prefer the following option: 
•	X1 is determined by UE-A’s implementation 
•	X2=X3= P1-△T; where P1 denotes the earliest slot where the resource in the resource set of IUC information is located, and △T is the delay of UE_B receiving and processing IUC information.

	Lenovo
	Yes
	Option 1
	

	Nokia, NSB
	Yes with comment
	Option 1
	UE-B’s processing time in the case of MAC CE-only needs to be discussed (or left to RAN2), (Tproc,0+Tproc,1) may not be sufficient in that case.

	Fraunhofer
	
	Option 1
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	Option 1 with comments
	We are generally fine with the direction of Option 1, but have some comments as below:
Leaving X1 to UE-A’s implementation is not accurate, X1 should be equal to n’. It is  that can be left to UE-A’s implementation as in Rel-16, i.e.,   as specified in TS 38.214 section 8.1.4

For X2: it is “≤ X2” in the RAN1#108-e agreement, which is different from “< X3” (see cyan part below). Actually, it should be strict inequality in both cases, i.e.,  to satisfy processing delay requirement. As defined in TS 38.214, the sensing window is defined by the range of slots [], which also means strict inequality. Therefore, “-1” needs to be added for X2 as in red below.

For the sensing window, modification is needed since the end of sensing window for determining the set of resources should be earlier than transmission carrying IUC. We suggest to simply use “(n’+T’_1)” to determine both the start and the end of the sensing window as in R16 NR-V, instead of using “(n+T_1)” to determine the start and using “(n’+T’_1)” to determine the end. 
For example, it seems possible that “(n+T_1) – T_0 – T’’_1” may even be larger than “(n’+T’_1) – T_proc,0 – T’’_1” in some case (e.g., n+T1 could be very large if UE-B’s remaining PDB is very large), then the sensing window’s starting position is later than the end position and incorrect.

The following figure shows the timing:
[image: ]

In summary, we propose the following modification in red for Option 1:
· Option 1
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by UE-B’s explicit request,
· X1 is determined by UE-A’s implementation equal to n’
· X2 is equal to (n+T_1) – (Tproc,0+Tproc,1) – 1
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception,
· X3 is equal to (n+T_1) – (Tproc,0+Tproc,1)
· For sensing window for determining the set of resources, it is defined by the range of slots [(n+T_1) (n’+T’_1) – T_0 – T’’_1, (n’+T’_1) – T_proc,0 – T’’_1]

==
(below is copied from RAN1#108-e agreement)
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by UE-B’s explicit request 
· Alt 1-1: 
· X1 ≤ (n’+T’_1)
· (n’+T’_2) ≤ X2
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception,
· Alt 2-2:
· (n’+T’_2) < X3
==

	MediaTek
	
	Option 1
	

	ZTE,Sanechips
	
	Option 1
	Our first preference, as stated during the GTW session, would be to have settled values for X1 as n0+T’_1+. Note that the Tproc,0 shall be sufficient for UEA to process the request information at least from lower bound perspective.


We can also live with current option 1 for progress.




2.3	Summary of 1st round discussions

The summary of companies’ inputs on Question 2-2-1 in 1st round discussion is as follows.

· Option 1 of Initial proposal 2-2a 
· [Support]: Ericsson, InterDigital, Futurewei, Intel, Sharp, Apple, Qualcomm, DOCOMO, Panasonic, Spreadtrum, CATT, Lenovo, Nokia, Fraunhofer, Huawei, MediaTek, ZTE (17 companies)
· Option 2 of Initial proposal 2-2a 
· [Support]: Samsung, vivo (2 companies)
· Other options
· At least for the request based IUC transmission, X2 is determined based on the PDB value provided by the higher layer determined by considering the latency bound restriction configured by UE-B
· [Support]: OPPO (1 company)
· X1 is determined by UE-A’s implementation, and X2=X3= P1-T; where P1 denotes the earliest slot where the resource in the resource set of IUC information is located, and T is the delay of UE-B receiving and processing IUC information
· [Support]: xiaomi (1 company)
· Comments
· Need further discussion on whether to consider/include MAC CE processing/decoding time
· Apple (especially when IUC information is only carried by MAC CE), Qualcomm, Nokia (3 companies)
· For Option 1 of Initial proposal 1-2a, X1 is equal to n’, “-1” is added for X2, and the start slot of sensing window for determining the set of resources is changed to (n’+T’_1) – T_0 – T’’_1
· Huawei (1 company)


2.4	2nd round discussion (1 question)

According to the summary of 1st round discussion in Section 2.3, it is clear that the majority of companies support Option 1. FL suggests to adopt the modified version of Option 1 which reflects comments from companies. To be specific, Tproc,2 is additionally included based on the received comments that further checking is necessary on whether (Tproc,0+Tproc,1) is sufficient on UE-B’s side considering the processing time required for UE-B to decode MAC CE, e.g., in case of only MAC CE-based IUC information transmission.

[Question 2-4-1]: Companies please provide their views on whether the following updated proposal 2-2b can be agreed. 

Updated proposal 2-2b (Moderator)
· Option 1
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by UE-B’s explicit request,
· X1 is determined by UE-A’s implementation equal to n’
· X2 is equal to (n+T_1) – (Tproc,0+Tproc,1+Tproc,2) – 1
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception,
· X3 is equal to (n+T_1) – (Tproc,0+Tproc,1+Tproc,2)
· For sensing window for determining the set of resources, it is defined by the range of slots [(n+T_1) – T_0 – T’’_1, (n’+T’_1) – T_proc,0 – T’’_1]
· FFS: Value for Tproc,2

	Company
	Yes or not
	Comments

	ZTE,Sanechips
	No
	We are OK with the edits with the nice to have additional processing time Tproc,2 yet the first subbullet on X1 value equal to n’ is confusing given T1’ to our understanding is for sure larger than 0, making the lower bound never reached. We feel  n0+T’_1+[image: C:\Users\10217598\AppData\Local\Temp\ksohtml5780\wps1.jpg] +Tproc,2 may be the appropriate lower bound aligning with other bullets.


	InterDIgital
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	It is possible that processing sensing results and decoding IUC information (in MAC layer) are performed in parallel. Hence, Tproc,0 and Tproc,2 may have overlap. Considering Tproc,2 is likely larger than Tproc,0, we are also fine to omit Tproc,0 in the formula. 

	Futurewei
	Yes with comment
	We are ok with the proposal. Since Tproc,2 is for FFS, our understanding is Tproc,2 can be dropped if it is 0. So we suggest add a note

· Note:  If it is agreed that Tproc,2= 0, Tproc,2 will not be included in the specification.


	Qualcomm
	Yes (with comments)
	Given the definition:
· (n’+T’_1) – Start slot of resource selection window used for sidelink transmission carrying inter-UE coordination information
· n’ where UE procedure of determining TX resources of sidelink transmission carrying inter-UE coordination information is triggered
Thus, setting X1 = n’ will simply mean n’ ≤ n’ + T’_1, which does not put any restriction on the time at which the resource selection for the inter-UE coordination message is triggered. For this we prefer to leave this up to the UE implementation.

Additionally, it should be clarified that Tproc,2 may be equal to 0 in the case of SCI-2C based inter-UE coordination indication

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	No
	This seems to unnecessary optimization. We are also introducing a new FFS, which is too late as we are in maintenance.
This can be left for UE’s implementation.

	Panasonic
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	xiaomi
	comment
	For X1, we share the similar opinion with qual, X1 is determined by UE-A’s implementation.


	DCM
	Yes
	Same view with FW.

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	

	vivo
	No
	Firstly, we need to guarantee the preferred resource can be used for current TB transmission of UE-B, so n+T1 can approaching the location of request signaling, n’+T2’ is located after n+T1, as illustrated in the first two figures, so that the selection window for IUC is long enough.  However, if the current TB latency is long or preferred resource is used for future TB transmission n’+T2’ can be located before n+T1, as illustrated in the 3rd figure.
In a summary, all the resource selection window relationship as following should be considered. Then, we just need to assume the legacy mode 2 for IUC resource selection to give the freedom for MAC layer to bound the IUC selection window.

[image: ]
Secondly, the IUC decoding time and resource selection preparation time needs to be considered, in order that UE-B can decode and use the preferred resource for its resource selection. so, the distancing between IUC and preferred resource should be larger than Tproc,1+Tproc,2, where the IUC decoding time can be Tproc,2.
Therefore, we propose option 2 as following 
· Option 2
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by UE-B’s explicit request,
· X1 is equal to n’
· X2/X3 is equal to n’+ remaining PDB, where remaining PDB is determined by MAC layer
· For MAC layer resource selection, the distancing between resource for IUC transmission and preferred/non-preferred resource should be larger than Tproc,1+Tproc,2
· FFS: Value for Tproc,2


[image: ]
For the option 1, we see the intention to optimize/restrcit something, where IUC selection window is always before the preferred resource selection window. Then we can say up to UE implementation to have option 1 or not. 
However, we have some concern on current option 1
1. regarding “X2 is equal to (n+T_1) – (Tproc,0+Tproc,1+Tproc,2) – 1”, what is the intention to have Tproc,0. We assume IUC and preferred resource selection is independent performed, why Tproc,0 is there.
2. regarding the sensing window, UE-A can use whatever sensing result before n+T1, why further clarification on sensing window is necessary.
Therefore, following modification on option 1 is proposed.
· Option 1
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by UE-B’s explicit request,
· X1 is determined by UE-A’s implementation equal to n’
· X2 is equal to (n+T_1) – (Tproc,0+Tproc,1+Tproc,2) – 1
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception,
· X3 is equal to (n+T_1) – (Tproc,0+Tproc,1+Tproc,2)
· For sensing window for determining the set of resources, it is defined by the range of slots [(n+T_1) – T_0 – T’’_1, (n’+T’_1) – T_proc,0 – T’’_1]
· FFS: Value for Tproc,2

Moreover, considering the progress, let use say it is up to UE implementation to use option 1 or option 2, otherwise, we do not think we can compromise to move forward.

	OPPO
	No
	The Option 1 now has following issues:
1. There is no restriction on the minimum size of [n’+T’_1, n’+T’_2], which is against the basic principle of mode 2 resource selection, the transmission of IUC information may cause collision to others if there is no low SL-RSRP resources in the range of [n’+T’_1, n’+T’_2].
2. There is no restriction on the max size of [n’+T’_1, n’+T’_2], as the sensing window for IUC information determination ends before n’+T’_1, and the resource selection window IUC information starts after n’+T’_2, if the size of [n’+T’_1, n’+T’_2] is too large, we do not think the IUC information determined by UE-A is accurate.
3. The Option reverts the existing agreement, but we did not see any essential issue with the agreement, note that the overlapping of [n’+T’_1, n’+T’_2] and [n+T_1, n+T_2] does not necessarily mean that outdated resources will be sent to UE-B as long as the selected resource for IUC transmission is before the first resource included in the IUC information. 

In general, we disagree to revert the existing agreement which is very important to guarantee the accuracy of IUC information reported to UE-B. For IUC information triggered by explicit request, as RAN2 has already introduced a latency bound for IUC information report (i.e., SL-LatencyBoundIUC-Report-r17), the X1 and X2 can be determined based on current specification. For X3 it should be up to UE-A implementation. 


	CATT, GOHIGH
	Yes with comment
	We are generally fine with the proposal.
Regarding the new introduced Tproc,2, we think its meaning need be clarified in the proposal, and as comment by QC, the Tproc,2 can be 0 if the IUC is carried by SCI-2C. 

	Nokia, NSB
	Yes
	

	Fraunhofer
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Comments
	RAN1 should try to avoid more FFS at this late stage.

We are generally fine to consider processing time required for UE-B to decode MAC CE. According to the discussions in Rel-17, several milliseconds are required for MAC CE processing, which is similar to the value of “Tproc,0+Tproc,1” . In order to avoid more FFS at this late stage, we suggest to set the processing time simply as (Tproc,0+Tproc,1)*2.

For the sensing window, we suggest to unify the reference timing as (n’+T’_1) for both start and end of the window. Otherwise, the start timing may be even after the end timing. For example, it seems possible that “(n+T_1) – T_0 – T’’_1” may even be larger than “(n’+T’_1) – T_proc,0 – T’’_1” in some case (e.g., n+T1 could be very large if UE-B’s remaining PDB is very large), then the sensing window’s starting position is later than the end position and incorrect.

Regarding X1 = n’: n’ ≤ n’ + T’_1 denotes that start slot of resource selection window is after triggering time of UE procedure of determining TX resources, which follows Rel-16 sensing procedures, i.e.,   as specified in TS 38.214 section 8.1.4.

In summary, we propose the following modification in cyan and purple:
Updated proposal 2-2b (Moderator)
· Option 1
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by UE-B’s explicit request,
· X1 is determined by UE-A’s implementation equal to n’
· X2 is equal to (n+T_1) – (Tproc,0+Tproc,1+Tproc,2)*2 – 1
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception,
· X3 is equal to (n+T_1) – (Tproc,0+Tproc,1+Tproc,2)*2
· For sensing window for determining the set of resources, it is defined by the range of slots [(n+T_1) (n’+T’_1) – T_0 – T’’_1, (n’+T’_1) – T_proc,0 – T’’_1]
· FFS: Value for Tproc,2


	MediaTek
	Yes.
	

	LGE
	Yes
	




2.5	Summary of 2nd round discussions

The summary of companies’ inputs on Question 2-4-1 in 2nd round discussion is as follows. 

· Updated proposal 2-2b 
· [Support]: InterDIgital, Apple, Futurewei, Qualcomm, Intel, Panasonic, Ericsson, DCM, Spreadtrum, CATT, Nokia, Fraunhofer, Huawei, MediaTek, LGE (15 companies)
· [Not support]: ZTE, Samsung, vivo, OPPO (4 companies)
· The 1st sub-bullet on X1 value equal to n’ is confusing given T1’ to our understanding is for sure larger than 0, making the lower bound never reached
· ZTE 
· Up to UE-A implementation to use Option 1 or Option 2
· vivo
· Left to UE-A’s implementation for the determination of X1, X2 and X3 under the constraints defined in the current specification (e.g., SL-LatencyBoundIUC-Report-r17)
· Samsung, OPPO
· Comments
· Add a note of “If it is agreed that Tproc,2= 0, Tproc,2 will not be included in the specification”
· Futurewei
· X1 is determined by UE-A’s implementation
· Qualcomm, Xiaomi 
· Tproc,2 can be 0 if IUC is carried by SCI-2C
· Qualcomm, CATT
· The start slot of sensing window for determining the set of resources is changed to (n’+T’_1) – T_0 – T’’_1, and the processing time value of (Tproc,0+Tproc,1+Tproc,2) is replaced by (Tproc,0+Tproc,1)*2
· Huawei


2.6	3rd round discussion (1 question)

According to the summary of 2nd round discussion in Section 2.5, FL observed that it is clear that the majority of companies support Updated proposal 2-2b. However, considering that there are still several companies with concerns in this direction, FL suggests to list two options (i.e., Updated proposal 2-2b, Option 2 in Initial proposal 2-2a) again, complete/finalize each option during the email discussion, and down-select one or more of the options in the GTW session. FL would like to share some thoughts below (including the explanation on the updated parts) considering the inputs from the companies to help make the progress efficiently.

· Based on the parts marked with cyan in the agreements below, it is clear that n’ is determined by UE-A’s implementation according to the same procedure in TS 38.214 Section 8.1.4. To make this clearer, the clarification sentence has been added in Option 1. In addition, as per these agreements, I would like to emphasize that even (n’+T’_1) and (n’+T’_2) should also be determined by following the same procedure in TS 38.214 Section 8.1.4.

	· Agreement:
· For sidelink transmission carrying inter-UE coordination information in Scheme 1, 
· UE-A performs its resource (re)selection according to the same procedure in TS 38.214 Section 8.1.4 to transmit the inter-UE coordination information to UE-B.
· For sidelink transmission carrying request in Scheme 1, 
· UE-B performs its resource (re)selection according to the same procedure in TS 38.214 Section 8.1.4 to transmit the request for the inter-UE coordination information to UE-A if UE-B performs sensing/resource exclusion. Otherwise, at least UE-B can perform random selection
· Note: RAN1 does not pursue specific enhancement of Rel-17 resource (re)selection for the transmission of inter-UE coordination information and its request.

· Agreement
· Notations:
· (n+T_1) – Start slot of resource selection window for determining the set of resources
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by UE-B’s explicit request, this value of (n+T_1) is provided by UE-B’s request as per the existing agreement
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception, this value of (n+T_1) is determined by UE-A’s implementation as per the existing agreement
· (n+T_2) – End slot of resource selection window for determining the set of resources
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by UE-B’s explicit request, this value of (n+T_2) is provided by UE-B’s request as per the existing agreement
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception, this value of (n+T_2) is determined by UE-A’s implementation as per the existing agreement
· (n’+T’_1) – Start slot of resource selection window used for sidelink transmission carrying inter-UE coordination information 
· (n’+T’_2) – End slot of resource selection window used for sidelink transmission carrying inter-UE coordination information 
· n' is the slot where UE procedure of determining TX resources of sidelink transmission carrying inter-UE coordination information is triggered
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by UE-B’s explicit request 
· Alt 1-1: 
· X1 ≤ (n’+T’_1)
· (n’+T’_2) ≤ X2
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception,
· Alt 2-2:
· (n’+T’_2) < X3
· FFS: Values for X1, X2, X3



· For Option 1, I have reflected the comments from the companies that Tproc,2 can be set to (Tproc,0+Tproc,1) considering the several milliseconds are typically required for MAC CE processing and Tproc,2 can be set to 0 when both MAC CE and SCI format 2-C are used for IUC information transmission.
· Regarding the comment that the start slot of sensing window for determining the set of resources needs to be changed to (n’+T’_1) – T_0 – T’’_1”, I think that the sensing results before (n+T_1) – T_0 – T’’_1 could not be so useful in determining the resource set because typically a resource reservation period greater than T_0 is not allowed in the resource pool. So, this has not been reflected in Option 1.
· In Option 1, the value of (Tproc,0+Tproc,1+Tproc,2) in X2 and X3 includes at least the maximum time allowed for UE-B to decode IUC information, the maximum time allowed for UE-B to process its sensing results and perform the resource selection after receiving IUC information, etc. This is not the processing time needed on UE-A’s side.
· For Option 2, I have reflected the comment that the determination of X1/X2/X3 by UE-A’s implementation needs to be allowed under the constraints (if any) defined in the specification (e.g., SL-LatencyBoundIUC-Report-r17). 

Updated proposal 2-2c (Moderator)
· Down-select one or more of the following options in RAN1#109-e meeting:
· Option 1
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by UE-B’s explicit request,
· X1 is determined by UE-A’s implementation equal to n’, where n’ is determined according to the same procedure in TS 38.214 Section 8.1.4 by following the existing RAN1 agreements
· X2 is equal to (n+T_1) – (Tproc,0+Tproc,1+Tproc,2) – 1
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception,
· X3 is equal to (n+T_1) – (Tproc,0+Tproc,1+Tproc,2)
· For Tproc,2,
· When only MAC CE is used for inter-UE coordination information transmission, it is equal to (Tproc,0+Tproc,1)
· When both MAC CE and SCI format 2-C are used for inter-UE coordination information transmission, it is equal to 0
· For sensing window for determining the set of resources, it is defined by the range of slots [(n+T_1) – T_0 – T’’_1, (n’+T’_1) – T_proc,0 – T’’_1]
· Option 2
· X1, X2, and X3 are determined by UE-A’s implementation under the constraints (if any) defined in the specification (e.g., SL-LatencyBoundIUC-Report-r17)

[Question 2-6-1]: Companies please provide their views on whether Updated proposal 2-2c can be agreed and which option is preferred.

	Company
	Yes or not
	Preferred option(s)  
	Comments

	xiaomi
	
	Option2
	For option 1, we don’t support to revert the present agreement without any critical issue. 

	Sharp
	
	Option 1
	

	vivo
	
	Option 2 as default behavior, option 1 as optional behavior
	Option 2 is super set of option 1, which provide more flexibility. Option 1 is only for compromise, we do not see the necessity and technical benefit for such UE behavior restriction. 

For option 2, we should also consider the processing time for IUC decoding, sensing results preparation and resource selection preparation.
· Option 2
· X1, X2, and X3 are determined by UE-A’s implementation under the constraints (if any) defined in the specification (e.g., SL-LatencyBoundIUC-Report-r17)

· The preferred/non-preferred resource in formed by the IUC is selected with restriction that, the distancing between IUC transmission resource and preferred/non-preferred resource should be larger than Tproc,0+Tproc,1+Tproc,2

For option 1, we insist that the modification on sensing window is not needed. The sensing result after n’+T1’ and before the IUC transmission resource can be used for preferred resource selection as well. 

[vivo2]
In our opinion, the processing time issue can be addressed firstly. Then we analyze whether sensing part needs to be changed or not. The sensing window determination has been agreed, which should not be changed. To address companies’ concern, we can modify the sensing behavior to say, UE is not required to decode some PSCCH in the end of the sensing window, FFS which PSCCH is not required to be decoded.

The modified sensing behavior can be applied to both option 1 and option 2. As we said option 2 is superset of option 1.

	OPPO
	
	Option 2
	For Option 1, in addition to the issues we mentioned in the 2nd round, we are even wondering whether it is workable. As in the last sub-bullet, the upper bound of the sensing window is dependent on (n’+T’_1), which is the start of resource selection window for transmission of an IUC MAC CE, this means that UE-A needs to trigger resource selection for transmitting an IUC MAC CE before the sensing is completed, while before that the IUC MAC CE has not yet formed.

	Fraunhofer
	
	Option 1
	

	Futurewei
	
	Option 1
	

	Ericsson
	
	Option 1
	

	Nokia, NSB
	
	Option 1
	

	Lenovo
	
	Option 2
	

	CATT, GOHIGH
	
	Option 1
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	Option 1 with comments
	We are generally fine with the proposal, but suggest using “(n’+T’_1)” instead of “(n+T_1)” to determine the start position of sensing window to avoid new problems.

As shown in the figure below, it is possible that “(n+T_1) – T_0 – T’’_1” is later than “(n’+T’_1) – T_proc,0 – T’’_1” in time domain, e.g., when T_0 = 100ms and n+T1 is large (e.g., when UE-B’s remaining PDB is large, which can be up to 511.5ms). Then, the spec is broken and RAN1 will need additional CRs to fix this issue in the future.
Thus, using “(n’+T’_1)” instead of “(n+T_1)” to determine the start position of sensing window can avoid potential CRs and save RAN1 workload.

In summary, for Option 1, we suggest to unify the reference timing as (n’+T’_1) for both start and end of the window, i.e., [(n+T_1) (n’+T’_1) – T_0 – T’’_1, (n’+T’_1) – T_proc,0 – T’’_1].
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	Spreadtrum
	
	Option 1
	

	Samsung
	
	Option 2
	

	Panasonic
	
	Option 1
	

	Apple
	
	Option 1 
	

	DCM
	
	Option 1 with comment
	Now definition of X1 is updated but X1=n’ seems strange. In the previous agreement, X1 <= (n’+T’_1). If X1 = n’, the formula becomes n’ <= n’ + T’_1. This means 0 <= T’_1. What would we like to do in this formula? 0 <= T’_1 is of course YES, even if there is no agreement. Motivation of the rule is completely unclear.
On HW’s comment above, we do not think n’+T’_1 should be used instead of n+T_1, from similar reason of the above our comment. We think HW misunderstands the agreement in the last meeting.




2.7 Summary of 3rd round discussions

The summary of companies’ inputs on Question 2-6-1 in 3rd round discussion is as follows. 

· Option 1 in Updated proposal 2-2c
· [Support]: Sharp, Fraunhofer, Futurewei, Ericsson, Nokia, CATT, Huawei, Spreadtrum, Panasonic, Apple, DCM (11 companies)
· Comments
· The start slot of sensing window for determining the set of resources is changed to (n’+T’_1) – T_0 – T’’_1
· [Yes]: Huawei
· [No]: DCM
· Option 2 in Updated proposal 2-2c
· [Support]: xiaomi, vivo (Option 2 as default behavior, Option 1 as optional behavior), OPPO, Lenovo, Samsung (5 companies)
· Comments
· Add the wording of “the preferred/non-preferred resource in formed by the IUC is selected with restriction that, the distancing between IUC transmission resource and preferred/non-preferred resource should be larger than Tproc,0+Tproc,1+Tproc,2” in Option 2
· vivo


3 [CLOSED] Issue#3: Addition of clarification in the specification that MAC layer provides the set of non-preferred resources to PHY layer for step 6b)


3.1 Background

One contribution [2] submitted in RAN1#109-e meeting proposed that it is necessary to clarify further where the non-preferred resource set in step 6b) come from. This issue corresponds to Issues 2-3 of R1-2205117. The details of related contributions are as follows. 

	[Huawei, R1-2203093]

Proposal 3: Clarify that higher layer provides the set of non-preferred resources to PHY layer for step 6b). 
We provide the Text Proposal for section 8.1.4C of TS 38.214 below:

Reason for change:
In TS 38.214 clause 8.1.4, it is clearly stated that higher layer provides a set of resources for PHY layer to perform re-evaluation and pre-emption checking, i.e., (r_0,r_1,r_2,…)  and (r_0^’,r_1^’,r_2^’,…). Similar operation should be applied for Rel-17 when PHY needs to exclude non-preferred resources from its sensing and resource exclusion procedure. However, such description is missing from current specification.

Summary of change:
Clarify that higher layer provides the set of non-preferred resources to PHY layer for step 6b).

Consequence if not approved:
It’s unclear where does non-preferred resource set in step 6b) come from.

---------------------------- Start of Text Proposal for TS 38.214 -----------------------------
< Unchanged parts are omitted >
8.1.4C	UE procedure for using a received non-preferred resource set 
A UE configured with the higher layer parameter interUECoordinationScheme1 uses a received non-preferred resource set as follows when performing resource (re-)selection:
-	the UE excludes in Step 6b) of clause 8.1.4 resource(s) overlapping with the non-preferred resource set provided by higher layer.
Note: If it is not possible to meet the requirement that the number of candidate single-slot resources remaining in the set  be at least  after excluding resource(s) overlapping with the received non-preferred resource set, it is up to UE implementation whether or not to take into account the received non-preferred resource set to meet such requirement.
< Unchanged parts are omitted >
--------------------------------------- End of Text Proposal ----------------------------------




3.2 Company views (1 question)

[Question 3-2-1]: FL would like to get companies thoughts on whether the proposal of R1-2203093 in Section 3.1 is acceptable/necessary. If any further modifications are needed, please specify in detail.

	Company
	Yes or not
	Comments

	Ericsson
	No
	In our view this modification/clarification is not needed. Nevertheless, if there is majority support we can accept the proposal.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	It matches the statements relating to reevaluation and preemption in 38.214. It is generally good to make it evident that these excluded resources are not being finally determined in the PHY, but in higher layers.

(for preemption and revaluation we have):
“if the higher layer requests the UE to determine a subset of resources from which the higher layer will select resources for PSSCH/PSCCH transmission as part of re-evaluation or pre-emption procedure, the higher layer provides a set of resources (𝑟0,1,𝑟2,…) which may be subject to re-evaluation and a set of resources (𝑟0′,𝑟1′,𝑟2′,…) which may be subject to pre-emption.”


	InterDigital
	Yes with comments
	The information provided by higher layer is all listed in the beginning of section 8.1.4 UE procedure for determining the subset of resource to be reported to higher layers in PSSCH resource selection in sidelink resource allocation mode 2. So to add the suggested text in 8.1.4C, the non-preferred set should be indicated in 8.1.4 as well. 

	Futurewei
	Comment
	We are generally ok with the change. But clarification may be needed for the case when the UE-B also receives the coordination information from SCI-2C. 

	Samsung
	No
	Change is not needed.

	Intel 
	No, but acceptable
	The additional text seems to be not needed, but we are OK if companies believe that this may help spec readability. 

	Apple
	No
	The set of non-preferred resources could be carried in either MAC CE or SCI 2-C. If it is carried in SCI 2-C, then it is not provided by higher layer.  

	Qualcomm
	No
	Not necessary

	NTT DOCOMO
	Comment
	Same view with FW.

	vivo
	No
	Agree with Apple

	Panasonic
	Comment
	UE-B may receive non-preferred resources set carried by both MAC CE and SCI-2C. Clarification is necessary.

	Spreadtrum
	No
	Same with Apple

	OPPO
	No
	Similar view as Apple

	CATT, GOHIGH
	No
	We think the main bullet has said “A UE configured with the higher layer parameter interUECoordinationScheme1 uses a received non-preferred resource set as follows when performing resource (re-)selection:”, where “received” has been emphasized, so we think it is unnecessary to further clarify in the sub-bullet. 

	xiaomi
	No
	We share the similar view with Apple.

	Lenovo
	No
	Agree with Apple

	Nokia, NSB
	Comment
	Agree with Futurewei.

	Fraunhofer
	No
	Agree with InterDigital and Apple. It can be listed as a parameter from the higher layers in the beginning of Section 8.1.4, where it can optionally be provided if the non-preferred resources are carried in the MAC CE.

	MediaTek
	Comment
	Seems not necessary. If needed, it can be clarified as “if provided by the higher layer”. “if” implies that it is not necessary to be provided by the higher layer considering the case that SCI-2C carries the same info as MAC-CE.

	ZTE,Sanechips
	No
	Not necessary




3.3 Summary of 1st round discussions

The summary of companies’ inputs on Question 3-2-1 in 1st round discussion is as follows.

· Proposal of R1-2203093 in Section 3.1
· [Support]: Huawei, InterDigital (2 companies)
· [Not support]: Ericsson, Samsung, Intel, Apple, Qualcomm, vivo, Spreadtrum, OPPO, CATT, xiaomi, Lenovo, Fraunhofer, ZTE (13 companies)
· Comments
· To add the suggested text in 8.1.4C, the non-preferred set should be indicated in 8.1.4 as well
· InterDigital (1 company)
· Clarification may be needed for the case when UE-B also receives IUC information from SCI-2C
· Futurewei, DOCOMO, Panasonic, Nokia (4 companies)
· Seems not necessary, but if needed, it can be clarified as “if provided by the higher layer”.
· MediaTek (1 company)


3.4	2nd round discussion (1 question)

According to the summary of 1st round discussion in Section 3.3, it is clear that the majority of companies do NOT support the proposal of R1-2203093 in Section 3.1. Considering this situation, FL suggests to close Issue#3.

[Question 3-4-1]: Companies please provide their inputs only if there is a strong concern with FL’s suggestion to close Isssu#3.

	Company
	Comments

	Samsung
	Agree to close this issue.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	





3.5	Summary of 2nd round discussions

The summary of companies’ inputs on Question 3-4-1 in 2nd round discussion is as follows. 

· There was no concern form the companies in FL’s proposal to close Issue#3 of R1-2203093 without any changes to the specification


4 [ACTIVE] Issue#4: Further clarification on the value/validity of resource reservation period in IUC information when the transmission of preferred resource set is triggered by UE-B’s explicit request


4.1 Background

Two contributions [18][19] submitted in RAN1#109-e meeting proposed that it is necessary to clarify further the value/validity of resource reservation period in IUC information especially when the transmission of preferred resource set is triggered by condition other than explicit request reception. This issue corresponds to Issues 2-8 of R1-2205117. The details of related contributions are as follows. 

	[Apple, R1-2204215]

Proposal 1: The value of resource reservation period in inter-UE coordination is valid no matter whether the inter-UE coordination transmission is triggered by UE-B’s explicit request or is triggered by a condition.

Proposal 2: Adopt the following text proposal for the value of resource reservation period in inter-UE coordination. 
	TS38.214 [1]
[bookmark: _Toc91695535]8.1.5A	UE procedure for determining slots and resource blocks indicated by a preferred or non-preferred resource set
*** < Unchanged parts are omitted> ***
The set of slots and resource blocks indicated by a set of preferred or non-preferred resource(s) is determined as described below.
The set of preferred or non-preferred resources , is indicated by a reference slot  and  tuples ,  indicated by the ‘resource combination(s)’ field, where for each tuple  is indicated by the 9 MSBs, followed by  and  (if present). 

*** < Unchanged parts are omitted> ***
A UE forms the union of the subsets indicated by each tuple  to obtain the set .
[When a preferred resource set is indicated by an SCI format 2-C, if the transmission of the set was triggered by an explicit request, the value of the resource reservation interval  is set to 0.]




[CMCC, R1-2204281]

Proposal 5: MAC CE or 2nd SCI are used as the container of inter-UE coordination information transmission from UE A to UE B.
· For the indication of resource set, the following is supported:
· N combinations of TRIV, FRIV, resource reservation period as specified in Rel-16 TS 38.214 Section 8.1.5 with following modification. The value of resource reservation period is omitted at least when the transmission of preferred resource set is triggered by condition other than explicit request reception.
· First resource location of each TRIV is separately indicated by the inter-UE coordination information

Proposal 8: Adopt the following TP.
<omitted text>
[When a preferred resource set is indicated by an SCI format 2-C, if the transmission of the set was triggered by an explicit request, the value of the resource reservation interval  is set to 0omitted.]
<omitted text>




4.2 Company views (2 questions)

[Question 4-2-1]: FL would like to get companies thoughts on whether any additional conclusions need to be made on how to handle the value/validity of resource reservation period in IUC information when the transmission of preferred resource set is triggered by UE-B’s explicit request or when the transmission of preferred resource set is triggered by condition other than explicit request reception.

	Company
	Yes or not
	Comments

	Ericsson
	No
	In our view no additional conclusion/modification needs to be made.

	InterDigital
	No
	For condition-triggered Scheme 1, this reservation period value is set by UE-A and indicated to UE-B. For explicit-request-triggered Scheme 1, as this information is signaled in the request, thus there is no need to indicate by UE-A. We think the current standard seems to work as agreed, i.e., omitting the information in MAC CE and set the field to zero in SCI-2. 

	Futurewei
	Comments
	We should not leave a bracket sentence in the spec. We are OK to just remove the bracket and keep the sentence as it is.


	Samsung
	No
	

	Intel 
	No
	There is no RAN1 agreement justifying this sentence. Thus, this sentence needs to be removed.

	Apple
	Yes
	It was agreed that the resource reservation period field is omitted at least when the transmission of preferred resource set is triggered by UE-B’s explicit request. This is because UE-B’s explicit request for a set of preferred resources includes a resource reservation period. 
However, there is no scheme for UE-B to distinguish whether a received inter-UE coordination information is triggered by UE-B’s explicit request or is triggered by a condition. Hence, UE-B’s behavior is unclear (i.e., how to handle the resource reservation period field in IUC) when receiving an inter-UE coordination information. 

There are two possible ways to address this ambiguity issue. The first option is that inter-UE coordination information includes an additional single-bit field to indicate whether it is triggered by an explicit request. 
The second option is that the value of resource reservation period in inter-UE coordination is always valid, no matter whether the inter-UE coordination transmission is triggered by explicit request or triggered by a condition. 

	Sharp
	No
	

	Qualcomm
	No
	No additional changes are necessary in our view. 

	NTT DOCOMO
	No
	

	vivo
	Yes
	Agree with apple 

	Panasonic
	No
	In our view no additional changes are necessary.

	Spreadtrum
	No
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	Share similar view as Apple, as there is no clear association between an IUC and the corresponding explicit Request, if UE-B sent multiple Requests with different reservation intervals, it is also problematic, to remove the whole sentence in the brackets is preferable. 

	CATT, GOHIGH
	No
	

	xiaomi
	No
	

	Lenovo
	No
	

	Nokia, NSB
	Yes
	Agree with Apple.

	Fraunhofer
	No
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	See comments
	We agree with CMCC/Apple that some clarifications are needed on this issue.
As mentioned by Apple, currently UE-B cannot differentiate whether a received inter-UE coordination information is triggered by UE-B’s explicit request or is triggered by a condition. So the simplest way to fix this issue is remove the whole sentence as below.
==
[When a preferred resource set is indicated by an SCI format 2-C, if the transmission of the set was triggered by an explicit request, the value of the resource reservation interval  is set to 0.]
==

“(if present)” as in cyan below needs to be kept. It refers to the case that the resource pool disables periodic reservation such that periodicity field in SCI 2-C does not exist (see cyan part of TS 38.212 below).
==
“…followed by  and  (if present). ”

(below is copied from TS 38.212)
-	 and  is the number of entries in the higher layer parameter sl-ResourceReservePeriodList, if higher layer parameter sl-MultiReserveResource is configured; otherwise

	MediaTek
	No
	

	ZTE,Sanechips
	No
	




[Question 4-2-2]: FL would like to get companies thoughts on whether the square bracket for the sentence below in Section 8.1.5A of TS 38.214 can be removed. If not, please specify how to modify it in detail.

	[When the set is a preferred resource set is indicated by an SCI format 2-C, if the transmission of the set was triggered by an explicit request, the value of the resource reservation interval  is omittedset to 0.]



	Company
	Yes or not
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	As commented above, the whole sentence can be removed.

	InterDigital
	No
	By removing this text, SCI-2-C formats carrying IUC for a condition-triggered or explicit-requested resource set will have different size. A same size is preferred, as UE-B doesn’t have knowledge whether the SCI-2-C carries condition-triggered or explicit-requested resource set. 

	Futurewei
	Yes
	We are fine to current spec with the square bracket removed.

	Samsung
	No
	Delete entire sentence between square brackets.

	Apple
	
	If companies agree there is a scheme for UE-B to distinguish whether an IUC is triggered by an explicit request or triggered by a condition (i.e., Question 4-2-1), then we are fine with the proposal. 

	Sharp
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	
	Removal of the brackets is okay with us.

	NTT DOCOMO
	Yes
	

	vivo
	No
	Delete entire sentence between square brackets.

	Panasonic
	Yes
	

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	
	The sentence in the brackets should be removed.

	CATT, GOHIGH
	No
	We prefer to change the “set to 0” to “omitted”, since it is aligned with current agreement, and there is no agreement on the detail values setting of this case. 

	xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	Nokia, NSB
	No
	Delete entire sentence.

	Fraunhofer
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	No
	Delete the sentence.

	ZTE,Sanechips
	
	We slightly prefer delete the whole sentence.




4.3 Summary of 1st round discussions

The summary of companies’ inputs on Question 4-2-1 in 1st round discussion is as follows.

· Whether any additional conclusions need to be made on how to handle the value/validity of resource reservation period in IUC information when the transmission of preferred resource set is triggered by UE-B’s explicit request or when the transmission of preferred resource set is triggered by condition other than explicit request reception?
· [Yes]: Apple, vivo, OPPO, Nokia (4 companies)
· [No]: Ericsson, InterDigital, Samsung, Intel, Sharp, Qualcomm, DOCOMO, Panasonic, Spreadtrum, CATT, xiaomi, Lenovo, Fraunhofer, MediaTek, ZTE (15 companies)
· Comments
· Just remove the bracket and keep the sentence of current specification as it is
· Futurewei (1 company)
· Remove the whole sentence
· Huawei (1 company)

The summary of companies’ inputs on Question 4-2-2 in 1st round discussion is as follows.
· Whether only the square bracket below in Section 8.1.5A of TS 38.214 can be removed?

	[When the set is a preferred resource set is indicated by an SCI format 2-C, if the transmission of the set was triggered by an explicit request, the value of the resource reservation interval  is omittedset to 0.]



· [Yes]: Ericsson, InterDigital, Futurewei, Sharp, Qualcomm, DOCOMO, Panasonic, Spreadtrum, xiaomi, Lenovo, Fraunhofer (11 companies)
· [No]: 
· Remove the whole sentence
· Huawei, Samsung, vivo, OPPO, Nokia, MediaTek, ZTE (7 companies)
· Change “set to 0” to “omitted
· CATT (1 company)
· Comments
· If there is a scheme for UE-B to distinguish whether an IUC is triggered by an explicit request or triggered by a condition, only removing the square bracket is okay 
· Apple (1 company)


4.4	2nd round discussion (1 question)

According to the summary of 1st round discussion in Section 4.3, it is clear that the majority of companies support NOT making any additional agreements on handling the value/validity of resource reservation period in IUC information when the transmission of preferred resource set is triggered by UE-B’s explicit request or when the transmission of preferred resource set is triggered by condition other than explicit request reception. In addition, since a larger number of companies support the removal of ONLY the square bracket for ”[When the set is a preferred resource set is indicated by an SCI format 2-C, if the transmission of the set was triggered by an explicit request, the value of the resource reservation interval  is omittedset to 0.]“ in Section 8.1.5A of TS 38.214, FL suggests to adopt this approach for the progress.

[Question 4-4-1]: Companies please provide their views on whether the following initial proposal 4-2a can be agreed. 

Initial proposal 4-2a (Moderator)
· Remove only the square bracket for the sentence below in Section 8.1.5A of TS 38.214

	[When the set is a preferred resource set is indicated by an SCI format 2-C, if the transmission of the set was triggered by an explicit request, the value of the resource reservation interval  is omittedset to 0.]



	Company
	Yes or not
	Comments

	ZTE,Sanechips
	No
	Similar to the same reason posted by Apple, the IUC resource set associated with explicit request can not be distinguished from that from condition based, making this condition 'if the transmission of the set was triggered by an explicit request,' hard to reach. Thus the whole sentence can be removed.

	interDigital
	Yes
	

	Apple
	No
	If the group decides that we do not design a mechanism to distinguish whether an IUC is triggered by a request or by a condition, then the simplest solution is that the “resource reservation interval” field in the IUC always indicates a valid value. Hence, we support to remove the whole sentence. Since otherwise, how could UE-B knows whether it is “triggered by an explicit request”? 

	Futurewei
	Yes
	We can also live with the entire sentence being removed. In any case, we cannot have the bracket [ ] in the spec.


	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Comment
	We prefer to delete the entire sentence. But if this is the majority view, we can accept.

	Panasonic
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	xiaomi
	Yes
	

	DCM
	Yes
	

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	
	We can live with majority view. 

	CATT, GOHIGH
	Comment
	We prefer to instead “set to 0” by “omitted”, since it is aligned with the agreement, and we also found the “omitted” has been used in other place of the spec. 
But, if majority support this proposal, we can live with it. 

	Nokia, NSB
	
	We can accept the proposal for progress, although we share Apple’s concern.

	Fraunhofer
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	remove the whole sentence
	The text in proposal 4-2a, where  is set to 0, still has some problem.
It seems if IUC is triggered by request, then the period in IUC is always set to 0. 
However, as discussed previously, UE-B cannot differentiate whether an IUC information is triggered by UE-B’s explicit request or is triggered by a condition.

For example, assume UE-B sends request with period=10 to UE-A1. UE-A1 sends IUC#1 to UE-B based on this request, and the period is set to 0 in IUC#1 as per proposal 4-2a.
Meanwhile, assume UE-A2 sends IUC#2 to UE-B based on condition, and the period is set to 0 in IUC#2.
Therefore, both IUC#1 and IUC#2 set period to 0, but the intention is different.
Then, when UE-B receives both IUC#1 and IUC#2, what should UE-B assume? Should UE-B assume this IUC is based on request, so although the period=0 in IUC, the period=10 in UE-B’s request still applies? Or should UE-B assume this IUC is based on condition, so period=0 in IUC means the preferred/non-preferred resources are aperiodic regardless of UE-B’s request?

In general, to avoid such new issues, the simplest way is to delete the whole sentence.

	MediaTek
	No
	Prefer deleting the entire sentence to avoid more problems.

	LGE
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	





4.5	Summary of 2nd round discussions

The summary of companies’ inputs on Question 4-4-1 in 2nd round discussion is as follows. 

· Initial proposal 4-2a 
· [Support]: InterDigital, Futurewei, Qualcomm, Intel, Samsun, Panasonic, Ericsson, xiaomi, DCM, Spreadtrum, OPPO, CATT, Nokia, Fraunhofer, LGE, Lenovo (16 companies)
· [Not support]: ZTE, Apple, Huawei, MediaTek (4 companies)
· Remove the whole sentence
· ZTE, Apple, Huawei, MediaTek


4.6	3rd round discussion (1 question)

According to the summary of 2nd round discussion in Section 4.5, FL observed that it is clear that the majority of companies support Initial proposal 4-2a. However, as several companies already commented, even though it is not possible to completely solve all the problems caused by UE-B’s inability to distinguish whether an IUC information is triggered by an explicit request or triggered by a condition, deleting the whole sentence could remove some ambiguity of UE-B’s behavior on how to handle the resource reservation period field in IUC information. So, FL would like to check if there is a strong concern for the following updated proposal 4-2b.

Updated proposal 4-2b (Moderator)
· Remove only the square bracket for the sentence below in Section 8.1.5A of TS 38.214

	[When the set is a preferred resource set is indicated by an SCI format 2-C, if the transmission of the set was triggered by an explicit request, the value of the resource reservation interval  is omittedset to 0.]



[Question 4-6-1]: Companies please provide their views on whether Updated proposal 4-2b can be agreed. 

	Company
	Yes or not
	Comments

	xiaomi
	No
	To make the specification more clear, we shall keep the sentence.

	vivo
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	
	Fine to remove the sentence.

	Fraunhofer
	No
	Agree with Xiaomi that the sentence makes the spec clearer.

	Futurewei
	Yes
	In any case, the bracket [ ] cannot remain in the specification

	Ericsson
	
	We can accept to remove the entire sentence if majority supports it.

	Nokia, NSB
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	CATT, GOHIGH
	No
	If the entire sentence is deleted, UE’s behaviors will be more confusing, whether the period value will always be valid or be omitted by UE-B, which is still unclear. So we prefer to keep the sentence. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	To avoid ambiguity of UE-B’s behavior, the whole sentence should be removed.

The key problem is UE-B cannot differentiate whether an IUC information is triggered by UE-B’s explicit request or is triggered by a condition (see example below, copied from our previous round reply). 
In general, to avoid new issues and CRs in the future, the simplest way is to delete the whole sentence.

==
For example, assume UE-B sends request with period=10 to UE-A1. UE-A1 sends IUC#1 to UE-B based on this request, and the period is set to 0 in IUC#1 as per proposal 4-2a.
Meanwhile, assume UE-A2 sends IUC#2 to UE-B based on condition, and the period is set to 0 in IUC#2.
Therefore, both IUC#1 and IUC#2 set period to 0, but the intention is different.
Then, when UE-B receives both IUC#1 and IUC#2, what should UE-B assume? Should UE-B assume this IUC is based on request, so although the period=0 in IUC, the period=10 in UE-B’s request still applies? Or should UE-B assume this IUC is based on condition, so period=0 in IUC means the preferred/non-preferred resources are aperiodic regardless of UE-B’s request?

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	OK to remove sentence

	Panasonic
	
	We prefer to keep the sentence for clarification alighted with agreement as “The value of resource reservation period is omitted at least when the transmission of preferred resource set is triggered by UE-B’s explicit request”. However, we can accept to remove the sentence if majority support it.

	Apple
	Yes
	UE-B’s behavior is clear by removing the whole sentence, i.e., the actual value of the resource reservation interval is always used. 

	DCM
	
	We had agreements including sentence of ‘The value of resource reservation period is omitted at least when the transmission of preferred resource set is triggered by UE-B’s explicit request’. We are not sure why the removal is suggested in this situation. But we can accept if majority want to remove it.

	LGE
	Comment
	We can accept it for the progress.




4.7 Summary of 3rd round discussions

The summary of companies’ inputs on Question 4-6-1 in 3rd round discussion is as follows. 

· Updated proposal 4-2b
· [Support]: vivo, OPPO, Futurewei, Ericson (acceptable if majority supports it), Nokia, Lenovo, Huawei, Spreadtrum, Samsung, Panasonic (acceptable if majority supports it), Apple, DCM (acceptable if majority supports it), LGE (13 companies)
· [Not support]: xiaomi, Fraunhofer, CATT (3 companies)



5 [ACTIVE] Issue#5: Further clarification on conditions for UE to be UE-B when at least one of UEs scheduling conflicting TBs does not set indicationUEB flag to 1


5.1 Background

Three contributions [1][18][20] submitted in RAN1#109-e meeting proposed that it is necessary to clarify further how UE-B is determined when there is only one UE scheduling the conflicting TB whose PSFCH occasion for resource conflict indication is not yet passed and ‘Conflict information receiver flag’ field is set to 1 if sl-IndicationUE-B is (pre)configured to ‘Enabled’. This issue corresponds to Issues 2-25 of R1-2205117. The details of related contributions are as follows. 

	[FUTUREWEI, R1-2203060]

Proposal 5: For Condition 2-A-1 in Scheme 2, when “a non-destination UE of a TB transmitted by UE-B can be UE-A” is enabled or when “a non-destination UE of a TB transmitted by UE-B can be UE-A” is disabled and the destination UE of the conflicting TBs is UE-A, when higher parameter of indicationUEBScheme2 is (pre)configured to ‘Enabled’, among the UEs scheduling the same conflict TBs, if at least one of UEs scheduling conflicting TBs indicationUEB flag is set to 0 does not support Scheme 2 
· All the UEs with indicationUEB flag is set to 1 are UE-Bs.

[Apple, R1-2204215]

Proposal 12: For Condition 2-A-1 in Scheme 2, when “a non-destination UE of a TB transmitted by UE-B can be UE-A” is enabled or when “a non-destination UE of a TB transmitted by UE-B can be UE-A” is disabled and the destination UE of the conflicting TBs is UE-A, 
· For each pair of UEs scheduling the conflicting TBs whose PSFCH occasions for resource conflict indication are not yet passed, when the higher parameter of indicationUEBScheme2 is (pre)configured to “Enabled”, the indicationUEB flag is set to 1 by one UE and the indicationUEB flag is set to 0 by the other UE, then the former UE is UE-B. 
· UE-A considers the SCIs received earlier than or equal to sl-MinTimeGapPSFCH before the PSFCH occasion for conflict indication when determining UE-B. 

[DOCOMO, R1-2204353]

Proposal 6:
· For Condition 2-A-1 in Scheme 2, when sl-TypeUE-A is enabled or when sl-TypeUE-A is disabled and the destination UE of the conflicting TBs is UE-A,
· If there is only one UE scheduling the conflicting TB whose PSFCH occasion for resource conflict indication is not yet passed and ‘Conflict information receiver flag’ field is set to 1 if sl-IndicationUE-B is (pre)configured to ‘Enabled’, that UE is UE-B.



Based on the proposals of the companies described above, FL thinks that the following option can be adopted for the progress.

· For Condition 2-A-1 in Scheme 2, when sl-TypeUE-A is enabled or when sl-TypeUE-A is disabled and the destination UE of the conflicting TBs is UE-A,
· If there is only one UE scheduling the conflicting TB whose PSFCH occasion for resource conflict indication is not yet passed and ‘Conflict information receiver flag’ field is set to 1 if sl-IndicationUE-B is (pre)configured to ‘Enabled’, that UE is UE-B.


5.2 Company views (1 question)

[Question 5-2-1]: Companies please provide their views on whether the following initial proposal 5-2a can be acceptable. 

Initial proposal 5-2a (Moderator)
· For Condition 2-A-1 in Scheme 2, when sl-TypeUE-A is enabled or when sl-TypeUE-A is disabled and the destination UE of the conflicting TBs is UE-A,
· If there is only one UE scheduling the conflicting TB whose PSFCH occasion for resource conflict indication is not yet passed and ‘Conflict information receiver flag’ field is set to 1 if sl-IndicationUE-B is (pre)configured to ‘Enabled’, that UE is UE-B.

	Company
	Yes or not
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	InterDigital
	Yes
	We agree.

	Futurewei
	Comment
	We support the direction of the proposal in general. However, the proposal should also consider the case when both UE’s PSFCH occasions are not passed, but only one UE sets ‘Conflict information receiver flag’ field to 1 if sl-IndicationUE-B is (pre)configured to ‘Enabled’. The proposed change on the proposal is

Initial proposal 5-2a (Moderator)
· For Condition 2-A-1 in Scheme 2, when sl-TypeUE-A is enabled or when sl-TypeUE-A is disabled and the destination UE of the conflicting TBs is UE-A,
· If there is only one UE scheduling the conflicting TB whose PSFCH occasion for resource conflict indication is not yet passed and ‘Conflict information receiver flag’ field is set to 1 if sl-IndicationUE-B is (pre)configured to ‘Enabled’, that UE is UE-B.


	Samsung
	No
	This change is not needed. This can lead to wasted resources, when a high priority UE is signaled to drop its SL transmissions because a low priority UE doesn’t support conflict indication, and the low priority UE can be its Rel-16 preemption not use the resource for SL transmission due to the high priority UE.

	Intel 
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	We support the proposal.  

	Sharp
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	
	We are not clear on whether this is strictly necessary. If the conflict indicator can only be sent to one UE, then it is unclear why that needs to be conditioned on the ‘Conflict information receiver flag’ is set.

	NTT DOCOMO
	Yes
	

	vivo
	No
	Prior agreement was compromise, no need to further optimize the solution

	Panasonic
	Yes
	We support the proposal.

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	This is a case not covered by existing agreement, a conclusion is needed to fill the hole. To address Samsung’s concern, we are fine to add priority as additional condition, i.e.:

· For Condition 2-A-1 in Scheme 2, when sl-TypeUE-A is enabled or when sl-TypeUE-A is disabled and the destination UE of the conflicting TBs is UE-A,
· If there is only one UE scheduling the conflicting TB whose PSFCH occasion for resource conflict indication is not yet passed and ‘Conflict information receiver flag’ field is set to 1 if sl-IndicationUE-B is (pre)configured to ‘Enabled’, that UE is UE-B if its priority value is the highest among all the UEs scheduling the conflict TBs.


	CATT, GOHIGH
	Yes
	We support this proposal.
Regarding the comment from Futurewei, we think there is two conditions, one is Conflict information receiver flag is 1, the other is the corresponding PSFCH occasion is not passed. A UE-B need to meet both conditions. In Futurewei’s example, a UE with Conflict information receiver flag being 0 cannot be a UE-B regardless of whether PSFCH occasion it passed or not. Therefore, we think the current proposal is clear.

	xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	Nokia, NSB
	Yes
	We support the proposal.

	Fraunhofer
	Yes
	We understand the concern raised by Samsung, and are supportive of the wording provided by OPPO.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	This is to address a missing case and needed.

	MediaTek
	Yes
	Fine for the proposal.

	ZTE,Sanechips
	Yes
	




5.3 Summary of 1st round discussions

The summary of companies’ inputs on Question 5-2-1 in 1st round discussion is as follows.

· Initial proposal 5-2a
· [Support]: Ericsson, InterDigital, Intel, Apple, Sharp, DOCOMO, Panasonic, Spreadtrum, OPPO, CATT, xiaomi, Lenovo, Nokia, Fraunhofer, Huawei, MediaTek, ZTE (17 companies)
· [Not support]: Samsung, vivo (2 companies)
· Comments
· Remove the wording of “PSFCH occasion for resource conflict indication is not yet passed and” in Initial proposal 5-2a
· Futurewei (1 company)
· Adding the wording of “if its priority value is the highest among all the UEs scheduling the conflict TBs” to address Samsung’s comment
· OPPO (1 company)


5.4	2nd round discussion (1 question)

According to the summary of 1st round discussion in Section 5.3, it is clear that the majority of companies support the initial proposal 5-2a. FL suggests to adopt it as is for the progress.

[Question 5-4-1]: Companies please provide their views on whether the following proposal 5-2a (i.e., no change from the initial proposal 5-2a in Section 5.2) can be agreed. 

Proposal 5-2a (Moderator)
· For Condition 2-A-1 in Scheme 2, when sl-TypeUE-A is enabled or when sl-TypeUE-A is disabled and the destination UE of the conflicting TBs is UE-A,
· If there is only one UE scheduling the conflicting TB whose PSFCH occasion for resource conflict indication is not yet passed and ‘Conflict information receiver flag’ field is set to 1 if sl-IndicationUE-B is (pre)configured to ‘Enabled’, that UE is UE-B.

	Company
	Yes or not
	Comments

	ZTE,Sanechips
	Yes
	

	InterDigital
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	Futurewei
	
	Besides the concern we raised on GTW, we think the proposal also excludes the case when multiple (>2) UEs schedule a conflicting TB with more than 1 UEs having PSFCH occasion not yet passed and ‘Conflict information receiver flag’ field set to 1. So we suggest the following change

Proposal 5-2a (Moderator)
· For Condition 2-A-1 in Scheme 2, when sl-TypeUE-A is enabled or when sl-TypeUE-A is disabled and the destination UE of the conflicting TBs is UE-A, for each pair of UEs scheduling the conflicting TB,
· If there is only one UE scheduling the conflicting TB whose PSFCH occasion for resource conflict indication is not yet passed and with ‘Conflict information receiver flag’ field is set to 1 if sl-IndicationUE-B is (pre)configured to ‘Enabled’, that UE is UE-B if its occasion for resource conflict indication is not yet passed.



	Qualcomm
	Yes (with edits)
	After the FL’s explanation during GTW, we agree to the proposal but suggest the following edits for clarity:

If there is only one UE scheduling the conflicting TB whose PSFCH occasion for resource conflict indication is not yet passed and, if sl-IndicationUE-B is (pre)configured to ‘Enabled’, ‘Conflict information receiver flag’ field is set to 1 if sl-IndicationUE-B is (pre)configured to ‘Enabled’, that UE is UE-B. 

	Intel
	yes
	

	Samsung
	No
	This change is not needed. As described in our earlier reply his can lead to wasted resources, when a high priority UE is signaled to drop its SL transmissions because a low priority UE doesn’t support conflict indication, and the low priority UE can by its Rel-16 preemption not use the resource for SL transmission due to the high priority UE.
During the online discussion, the following points were mentioned:
· Pre-emption can be disabled. This is not a good option, because pre-emption provides benefit for UE’s not supporting conflict indication. For these UEs disabling pre-emption can lead to more collisions with other reserved resources.
· Another comment made during the online session is that due to the hidden node issue, the Rel-16 UE might not see the Rel-17 causing conflict. The hidden node issue doesn’t always occur, and there is no way for UE A to know if the UE’s involved in the conflict have the hidden node issue. When the two UEs with a conflicting resource are seen by each other, the conflict indication is sent to a Rel-17 UE with a higher priority reserved resource, the other UE performs preemption on its reserved resource, there is no transmission from either UE on the reserved resource. This leads to a wasted resource
It should also be pointed out, that when two UEs are involved in a conflict, with the UE supporting conflict indication reception having a higher priority traffic (reserved resource), and the UE not supporting conflict indication reception having lower priority traffic (overlapping reserved resource), the high priority traffic is getting preempted in favor of the low priority traffic at UE-A. This is not good for the overall system performance as it could be favoring low priority traffic. In this case, we think that UE-A should do its prioritization based on rules already agreed and determine UE-B. If UE-B doesn’t support conflict indication or the conflict indication resource has passed, there is no transmission of conflict indication.
A UE-B should not receive a conflict indication just because it can receive it and the other conflicting UE doesn’t without regard to the other conditions agreed.

	Panasonic
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	To align with present agreement, we suggest to replace ‘Conflict information receiver flag” with “indicationUEB flag” and replace “sl-IndicationUE-B” with “indicationUEBScheme2”.

	DCM
	Yes
	OK with FW’s suggestion for clarification.

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Comments
	We tend to agree with the issue mentioned by Samsung, and suggest to add the sentence below to the end of the proposal as we mentioned in the 1st round, we can also accept the current proposal.

“if its priority value is the highest among all the UEs scheduling the conflict TBs”

	CATT, GOHIGH
	Yes
	

	Nokia, NSB
	Yes
	

	Fraunhofer
	Comments
	We understand the concern raised by Samsung, and are supportive of the wording provided by OPPO.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	OK.
	

	LGE 
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	





5.5	Summary of 2nd round discussions

The summary of companies’ inputs on Question 5-4-1 in 2nd round discussion is as follows. 

· Proposal 5-2a 
· [Support]: ZTE, InterDigital, Apple, Qualcomm, Intel, Panasonic, Ericsson, Xiaomi, DCM, Spreadtrum, OPPO, CATT, Nokia, Fraunhofer, Huawei, MediaTek, LGE, Lenovo (18 companies)
· [Not support]: Samsung (1 company)
· Comments
· Further clarification is necessary on the case when multiple (>2) UEs schedule a conflicting TB with more than 1 UEs having PSFCH occasion not yet passed and ‘Conflict information receiver flag’ field set to 1
· Futurewei
· Suggest the editorial change for clarity: If there is only one UE scheduling the conflicting TB whose PSFCH occasion for resource conflict indication is not yet passed and, if sl-IndicationUE-B is (pre)configured to ‘Enabled’, ‘Conflict information receiver flag’ field is set to 1 if sl-IndicationUE-B is (pre)configured to ‘Enabled’, that UE is UE-B
· Qualcomm
· To align with present agreement, we suggest to replace ‘Conflict information receiver flag” with “indicationUEB flag” and replace “sl-IndicationUE-B” with “indicationUEBScheme2”
· Xiaomi
· Adding the wording of “if its priority value is the highest among all the UEs scheduling the conflict TBs” to address Samsung’s comment
· OPPO, Fraunhofer


5.6	3rd round discussion (1 question)

According to the summary of 2nd round discussion in Section 5.5, FL observed that it is clear that the majority of companies support Proposal 5-2a. FL suggests to adopt its modified version which reflects the editorial change commented by the company. FL would like to share some thoughts below (including the explanation on the updated parts) considering the inputs from the companies to help make the progress efficiently.

· I think that the current proposal itself sufficiently covers the situation that among multiple UEs scheduling the conflicting TBs, there is only one UE satisfying two conditions at the same time that ‘Conflict information receiver flag’ field is set to 1 and PSFCH occasion for resource conflict indication is not yet passed. Note that this proposal is to address the missing case that could not be covered by the following agreement (which covers the case when there are multiple UEs satisfying two conditions at the same time that ‘Conflict information receiver flag’ field is set to 1 and PSFCH occasion for resource conflict indication is not yet passed).

	· Agreement 
· Confirm the following working assumption with modification in RED. Note that the terminology of “indicationUEB flag” means the indication of whether UE scheduling a conflict TB can be UE-B or not.
· Working Assumption:
· For Condition 2-A-1 in Scheme 2, when “a non-destination UE of a TB transmitted by UE-B can be UE-A” is enabled or when “a non-destination UE of a TB transmitted by UE-B can be UE-A” is disabled and the destination UE of the conflicting TBs is UE-A, 
· for each pair of UEs scheduling the conflicting TBs whose PSFCH occasions for resource conflict indication are not yet passed and indicationUEB flag is set to 1 if the higher parameter of indicationUEBScheme2 is (pre)configured to ‘Enabled’, a UE with the higher priority value is UE-B. When the UEs in the pair have the same priority value, UE-A determines one of the UEs to be UE-B by its implementation. 
· UE-A considers the SCIs received earlier than or equal to sl-MinTimeGapPSFCH before the PSFCH occasion for conflict indication when determining UE-B.



· I would like to ask the opponent to check whether the suggestion of adding the wording of “if its priority value is the highest among all the UEs scheduling the conflict TBs” in the proposal could be acceptable as the compromise.

Updated Proposal 5-2b (Moderator)
· For Condition 2-A-1 in Scheme 2, when sl-TypeUE-A is enabled or when sl-TypeUE-A is disabled and the destination UE of the conflicting TBs is UE-A,
· If there is only one UE scheduling the conflicting TB whose PSFCH occasion for resource conflict indication is not yet passed and, if sl-IndicationUE-B is (pre)configured to ‘Enabled’, ‘Conflict information receiver flag’ field is set to 1 if sl-IndicationUE-B is (pre)configured to ‘Enabled’, that UE is UE-B.

[Question 5-6-1]: Companies please provide their views on whether Updated Proposal 5-2b can be agreed. 

	Company
	Yes or not
	Comments

	xiaomi
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	
	Prefer to add “if its priority value is the highest among all the UEs scheduling the conflict TBs” in the proposal, the proposal now is also acceptable for us.

	Fraunhofer
	
	Agree with OPPO.

	Futurewei
	
	We do not support to add “if its priority value is the highest among all the UEs scheduling the conflict TBs”.  

We still prefer to add “for each pair of UEs scheduling the conflicting TB” in the main bullet
· For Condition 2-A-1 in Scheme 2, when sl-TypeUE-A is enabled or when sl-TypeUE-A is disabled and the destination UE of the conflicting TBs is UE-A, for each pair of UEs scheduling the conflicting TB,
· If there is only one UE scheduling the conflicting TB whose PSFCH occasion for resource conflict indication is not yet passed and, if sl-IndicationUE-B is (pre)configured to ‘Enabled’, ‘Conflict information receiver flag’ field is set to 1 if sl-IndicationUE-B is (pre)configured to ‘Enabled’, that UE is UE-B.


	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Nokia, NSB
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	CATT, GOHIGH
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	We support Proposal 5-2b above.

We do not agree to add an additional condition that “if its priority value is the highest among all the UEs scheduling the conflict TBs”.
This proposal is trying to address a missing case that there is only one UE whose occasion has not passed and supports Scheme2. Then, this UE should be UE-B regardless of its priority. Otherwise, collision still happens.
If further conditions are added, e.g., “highest priority”, then it creates new cases and further complicates this issue.

If some companies believe pre-emption checking is always effective to avoid collision, then the whole Scheme 2 is unnecessary because it seems UE can always rely on pre-emption to avoid collisions.

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	
	While we still think that no additional agreements are needed, as a compromise we accept the proposal from OPPO to add: “if its priority value is the highest among all the UEs scheduling the conflict TBs”
We also note that in round 2, other than OPPO and Fraunhofer, no other company address the concerns raised.

	Panasonic
	Yes
	We agree with HW. We think adding the wording of “if its priority value is the highest among all the UEs scheduling the conflict TBs” is not necessary.

	Apple
	Yes
	We do not agree to add “if its priority value is the highest among all the UEs scheduling the conflict TBs”. Only one UE with conflicting TB can reserve IUC, while the other UE cannot receive IUC. The IUC should be sent to the UE with this capability to avoid collision, regardless of the priority value. 

We are also fine with Futurewei’s addition for clarification.

	DCM
	Yes
	We also think “if its priority value is the highest among all the UEs scheduling the conflict TBs” should not be added, as commented by Apple.
An issue solved in Rel-17 SL is hidden-node issue. In Rel-16, UE with lower priority may detect reservation with higher priority and perform reselection, may not. Then this ‘may not’ case is solved in this proposal.
If the update suggested by OPPO, there are a lot of cases where collision is not avoided, then both packets are failed. Why this is preferred is completely unclear.

	LGE
	Yes
	




5.7 Summary of 3rd round discussions

The summary of companies’ inputs on Question 5-6-1 in 3rd round discussion is as follows. 

· Updated Proposal 5-2b
· [Support]: xiaomi, OPPO, Ericsson, Nokia, Lenovo, CATT, Huawei, Spreadtrum, Panasonic, Apple, DCM, LGE (12 companies)
· [Not support]: Samsung (1 company)
· Comments
· Adding the wording of “if its priority value is the highest among all the UEs scheduling the conflict TBs” 
· [Yes]: OPPO, Fraunhofer, Samsung, 
· [No]: Futurewei, Huawei, Panasonic, Apple, DCM
· Add “for each pair of UEs scheduling the conflicting TB” in the main bullet
· Futurewei



6 [CLOSED] Issue#6: Addition of clarification for RX UE’s assumption on the values of reserved bits in SCI format 1-A to the specification (with consideration for the case that 1 LSB of reserved bits of SCI format 1-A is used to indicate of whether UE scheduling a conflict TB can be UE-B or not)


6.1 Background

One contribution [24] submitted in RAN1#109-e meeting proposed that it is necessary to clarify further how the values of reserved bits in SCI format 1-A can be set considering that 1 LSB of reserved bits of SCI format 1-A is used to indicate of whether UE scheduling a conflict TB can be UE-B or not. This issue corresponds to Issues 2-29 of R1-2205117. The details of related contributions are as follows. 

	[Ericsson, R1-2204737]

	16.4	UE procedure for transmitting PSCCH 
<Unchanged parts omitted>
For decoding of a SCI format 1-A, a UE may assume that a number of bits provided by sl-NumReservedBits can have any value following the defined fields in [8.3.1, 38.212] 
<Unchanged parts omitted>



[bookmark: _Toc101764011]Include the aforementioned TP for the allowed resource selection mechanism:
· [bookmark: _Toc101764012]Impacted specification: [TS 38.213, 16.4]
· [bookmark: _Toc101764013]Reason for change: the specification text might be misleading on the understanding of the reserved bits in SCI format 1-A 
· [bookmark: _Toc101764014]Summary of change: Explicitly indicate the definition of the reserved bits for SCI format 1-A in TS 38.212. 
· [bookmark: _Toc101764015]Consequences if not approved: the specification text is not clear regarding the reserved bits in SCI format 1-A.




6.2 Company views (1 question)

[Question 6-2-1]: FL would like to get companies thoughts on whether the proposal of R1-2204737 in Section 6.1 is acceptable/necessary. If any further modifications are needed, please specify in detail.

	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	The modification is needed, and we agree with the text

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	OK, though it should be clear anyway that a UE must follow what is defined in every specification.

	InterDigital
	We agree with the motivation of the change, but we think the number of bits is either sl-NumReservedBits or sl-NumReservedBits-1 based on the resource pool configuration indicated in TS 38.212.  So it may be more clear to state “For decoding of a SCI format 1-A, a UE may assume that a number of bits provided by following the defined fields in [8.3.1, 38.212] based on sl-NumReservedBits can have any value. Following the defined fields in [8.3.1, 38.212] 


	Futurewei
	Ok with the proposed change from R1-2204737.

	Samsung
	OK

	Intel 
	This addition might not be necessary, but if the majority agrees we can accept it. 

	Apple
	Fine with the proposal.

	Sharp
	Agree

	Qualcomm
	We are okay with the proposal.

	NTT DOCOMO
	OK

	Vivo
	Yes

	Panasonic
	OK

	Spreadtrum
	OK

	OPPO
	OK

	CATT, GOHIGH
	Agree

	xiaomi
	Yes

	Lenovo
	OK

	Nokia, NSB
	OK

	Fraunhofer
	We are fine with the proposal.

	MediaTek
	OK

	ZTE,Sanechips
	Ok



6.3 Summary of 1st round discussions

The summary of companies’ inputs on Question 6-2-1 in 1st round discussion is as follows.

· Proposal of R1-2204737 in Section 6.1
· [Support]: Ericsson, Huawei, Futurewei, Samsung, Intel, Apple, Sharp, Qualcomm, DOCOMO, vivo, Panasonic, Spreadtrum, OPPO, CATT, xiaomi, Lenovo, Nokia, Fraunhofer, MediaTek, ZTE (20 companies)
· Comments
· Suggest to update it as “For decoding of a SCI format 1-A, a UE may assume that a number of bits provided by following the defined fields in [8.3.1, 38.212] based on sl-NumReservedBits can have any value. Following the defined fields in [8.3.1, 38.212]”
· InterDigital (1 company)


6.4	2nd round discussion (1 question)

According to the summary of 1st round discussion in Section 6.3, it is clear that the majority of companies support the proposal of R1-2204737. FL suggests to adopt it as is for the progress.

[Question 6-4-1]: Companies please provide their views on whether the following initial proposal 6-2a can be agreed. 

Initial proposal 6-2a (Moderator)
· Adopt the following text proposal to TS 38.213 v17.1.0:
· Reason for change: 
· The specification text might be misleading on the understanding of the reserved bits in SCI format 1-A.
· Summary of change: 
· Explicitly indicate the definition of the reserved bits for SCI format 1-A in TS 38.212.
· Consequences if not approved: 
· The specification text is not clear regarding the reserved bits in SCI format 1-A.

	----------------------- Start of text proposal to TS 38.213 v17.1.0 -----------
16.4	UE procedure for transmitting PSCCH 
<Unchanged parts are omitted>
For decoding of a SCI format 1-A, a UE may assume that a number of bits provided by sl-NumReservedBits can have any value following the defined fields in [8.3.1, 38.212] 
<Unchanged parts are omitted>

------------------------ End of Text proposal to TS 38.213 v17.1.0 ----------



	Company
	Yes or not
	Comments

	ZTE,Sanechips
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	Futurewei
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Intel
	yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Panasonic
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	xiaomi
	Yes
	

	DCM
	Yes
	

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	

	Vivo
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	OK
	

	CATT, GOHIGH
	Yes
	

	Nokia, NSB
	Yes
	

	Fraunhofer
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	LGE 
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	




6.5	Summary of 2nd round discussions

The summary of companies’ inputs on Question 6-4-1 in 2nd round discussion is as follows. 

· Initial proposal 6-2a 
· [Support]: ZTE, Apple, Futurewei, Qualcomm, Intel, Samsung, Panasonic, Ericsson, xiaomi, DCM, Spreadtrum, vivo, OPPO, CATT, Nokia, Fraunhofer, Huawei, MediaTek, LGE, Lenovo (20 companies)


7 [CLOSED] Issue#7: Addition of clarification for the priority value of PSFCH transmission with conflict information


7.1 Background

One contribution [28] submitted in RAN1#109-e meeting proposed that it is necessary to clarify further the priority value of PSFCH transmission with conflict information. This issue corresponds to Issue of R1-2204898. The details of related contributions are as follows. 

	[Huawei, R1-2204898]

Reason for change:
In TS 38.213 [1], when describing “ is a number of PSFCHs with priority value ”, “ is a number of PSFCHs with priority value ”, the value range of parameter I is not defined in some places. For HARQ-ACK information, the priority value of PSFCH transmission is denoted as I and value range of I should be specified from 1 to 8. In addition, the priority value of PSFCH transmission with conflict information is denoted as , so that the range of value I should be from 9 to 16, because the value range of priority value is always from 1 to 8. 
The editor already clarified the above value ranges in some places, e.g., by adding “for ”, “for ”. However, the editor missed some places, so that the specification does not clearly define the value range I in some places and causes unclear value range of priority value. 

Summary of change:
To align with other part of TS 38.213 section 16.2.3, “for ” and “for ” are added in some places.

Consequence if not approved:
The specification does not clearly define the value range I in some places and causes unclear value range of priority value.

Proposal 1: Specify the range of I in section 16.2.3 of TS 38.213 and adopt the following text proposal.

----------------------------- Start of Text Proposal for TS 38.213-----------------------------------
[bookmark: _Toc29894880][bookmark: _Toc29899179][bookmark: _Toc29899597][bookmark: _Toc29917333][bookmark: _Toc36498208][bookmark: _Toc45699236][bookmark: _Toc99993860]16.2.3	PSFCH
< Unchanged parts are omitted >
-	if 
-	if , where  is determined for  PSFCH transmissions according to [8-1, TS 38.101-1]
-	 and  [dBm] 
-	else
[bookmark: _Hlk42444922]-	UE autonomously determines  PSFCH transmissions first with ascending order of corresponding priority field values as described in clause 16.2.4.2 over the PSFCH transmissions with HARQ-ACK information, if any, and then with ascending order of priority value over the PSFCH transmissions with conflict information, if any, such that  where , for , is a number of PSFCHs with priority value  for PSFCH with HARQ-ACK information and , for , is a number of PSFCHs with priority value  for PSFCH with conflict information and  is defined as 
-	the largest value satisfying  where  is determined according to [8-1, TS 38.101-1] for transmission of all PSFCHs in , if any
-	zero, otherwise
and
	 [dBm]
where 	is defined in [8-1, TS 38.101-1] and is determined for the  PSFCH transmissions
-	else
[bookmark: _Hlk39409839]-	the UE autonomously selects  PSFCH transmissions with ascending order of corresponding priority field values as described in clause 16.2.4.2
-	if , where  is determined for the  PSFCH transmissions according to [8-1, TS 38.101-1]
-	 and  [dBm] 
-	else
-	the UE autonomously selects  PSFCH transmissions in ascending order of corresponding priority field values as described in clause 16.2.4.2 over the PSFCH transmissions with HARQ-ACK information, if any, and then with ascending order of priority value over the PSFCH transmissions with conflict information, if any, such that  where , for , is a number of PSFCHs with priority value  for PSFCH with HARQ-ACK information and , for , is a number of PSFCHs with priority value  for PSFCH with conflict information and  is defined as 
-	the largest value satisfying  where  is determined according to [8-1, TS 38.101-1] for transmission of all PSFCHs in , if any
-	zero, otherwise
  < Unchanged parts are omitted >
--------------------------------------- End of Text Proposal --------------------------




7.2 Company views (1 question)

[Question 7-2-1]: FL would like to get companies thoughts on whether the proposal of R1-2204898 in Section 7.1 is acceptable/necessary. If any further modifications are needed, please specify in detail.

	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	OK

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	OK

	InterDigital
	We are okay with the update.

	Futurewei
	Ok with the change to align with other part of 38.213

	Samsung
	OK

	Intel
	OK with the change. 

	Apple
	Fine with the modification.

	Sharp
	OK

	Qualcomm
	Okay with the proposal

	NTT DOCOMO
	OK

	Vivo
	Yes

	Panasonic
	OK

	Spreadtrum
	OK

	OPPO
	OK

	CATT, GOHIGH
	OK

	xiaomi
	OK

	Lenovo
	OK

	Nokia, NSB
	OK

	Fraunhofer
	We are fine with the update.

	MediaTek
	OK

	ZTE,Sanechips
	OK



7.3 Summary of 1st round discussions

The summary of companies’ inputs on Question 7-2-1 in 1st round discussion is as follows.

· Proposal of R1-2204898 in Section 7.1
· [Support]: Ericsson, Huawei, InterDigital, Futurewei, Samsung, Intel, Apple, Sharp, Qualcomm, DOCOMO, vivo, Panasonic, Spreadtrum, OPPO, CATT, xiaomi, Lenovo, Nokia, Fraunhofer, MediaTek, ZTE (21 companies)


7.4	2nd round discussion (1 question)

According to the summary of 1st round discussion in Section 7.3, it was observed that all the companies support the proposal of R1-2204898. FL suggests to adopt it as is for the progress.

[Question 7-4-1]: Companies please provide their views on whether the following initial proposal 7-2a can be agreed. 

Initial proposal 7-2a (Moderator)
· Adopt the following text proposal to TS 38.213 v17.1.0:
· Reason for change: 
· In TS 38.213, when describing “ is a number of PSFCHs with priority value ”, “ is a number of PSFCHs with priority value ”, the value range of parameter I is not defined in some places. For HARQ-ACK information, the priority value of PSFCH transmission is denoted as I and value range of I should be specified from 1 to 8. In addition, the priority value of PSFCH transmission with conflict information is denoted as , so that the range of value I should be from 9 to 16, because the value range of priority value is always from 1 to 8. The editor already clarified the above value ranges in some places, e.g., by adding “for ”, “for ”. However, the editor missed some places, so that the specification does not clearly define the value range I in some places and causes unclear value range of priority value. 
· Summary of change: 
· To align with other part of TS 38.213 section 16.2.3, “for ” and “for ” are added in some places.
· Consequences if not approved: 
· The specification does not clearly define the value range I in some places and causes unclear value range of priority value.

	----------------------- Start of text proposal to TS 38.213 v17.1.0 -----------
16.2.3	PSFCH
< Unchanged parts are omitted >
-	if 
-	if , where  is determined for  PSFCH transmissions according to [8-1, TS 38.101-1]
-	 and  [dBm] 
-	else
-	UE autonomously determines  PSFCH transmissions first with ascending order of corresponding priority field values as described in clause 16.2.4.2 over the PSFCH transmissions with HARQ-ACK information, if any, and then with ascending order of priority value over the PSFCH transmissions with conflict information, if any, such that  where , for , is a number of PSFCHs with priority value  for PSFCH with HARQ-ACK information and , for , is a number of PSFCHs with priority value  for PSFCH with conflict information and  is defined as 
-	the largest value satisfying  where  is determined according to [8-1, TS 38.101-1] for transmission of all PSFCHs in , if any
-	zero, otherwise
and
	 [dBm]
where 	is defined in [8-1, TS 38.101-1] and is determined for the  PSFCH transmissions
-	else
-	the UE autonomously selects  PSFCH transmissions with ascending order of corresponding priority field values as described in clause 16.2.4.2
-	if , where  is determined for the  PSFCH transmissions according to [8-1, TS 38.101-1]
-	 and  [dBm] 
-	else
-	the UE autonomously selects  PSFCH transmissions in ascending order of corresponding priority field values as described in clause 16.2.4.2 over the PSFCH transmissions with HARQ-ACK information, if any, and then with ascending order of priority value over the PSFCH transmissions with conflict information, if any, such that  where , for , is a number of PSFCHs with priority value  for PSFCH with HARQ-ACK information and , for , is a number of PSFCHs with priority value  for PSFCH with conflict information and  is defined as 
-	the largest value satisfying  where  is determined according to [8-1, TS 38.101-1] for transmission of all PSFCHs in , if any
-	zero, otherwise
< Unchanged parts are omitted >

------------------------ End of Text proposal to TS 38.213 v17.1.0 ----------



	Company
	Yes or not
	Comments

	ZTE,Sanechips
	Yes
	

	InterDigital
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Ye
	

	Futurewei
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Panasonic
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	xiaomi
	Yes
	

	DCM
	Yes
	

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	

	Vivo
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	OK
	

	CATT, GOHIGH
	Yes
	

	Nokia, NSB
	Yes
	

	Fraunhofer
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	LGE 
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	





7.5	Summary of 2nd round discussions

The summary of companies’ inputs on Question 7-4-1 in 2nd round discussion is as follows. 

· Initial proposal 7-2a 
· [Support]: ZTE, InterDigital, Apple, Futurewei, Qualcomm, Intel, Samsung, Panasonic, Ericsson, xiaomi, DCM, Spreadtrum, vivo, OPPO, CATT, Nokia, Fraunhofer, Huawei, MediaTek, LGE, Lenovo (21 companies)


8 Stable TPs for endorsement
8.1	TP#1 (for Issue#6)

· Adopt the following text proposal to TS 38.213 v17.1.0:
· Reason for change: 
· The specification text might be misleading on the understanding of the reserved bits in SCI format 1-A.
· Summary of change: 
· Explicitly indicate the definition of the reserved bits for SCI format 1-A in TS 38.212.
· Consequences if not approved: 
· The specification text is not clear regarding the reserved bits in SCI format 1-A.

	----------------------- Start of text proposal to TS 38.213 v17.1.0 -----------
16.4	UE procedure for transmitting PSCCH 
<Unchanged parts are omitted>
For decoding of a SCI format 1-A, a UE may assume that a number of bits provided by sl-NumReservedBits can have any value following the defined fields in [8.3.1, 38.212] 
<Unchanged parts are omitted>

------------------------ End of Text proposal to TS 38.213 v17.1.0 ----------




8.1	TP#2 (for Issue#7)

· Adopt the following text proposal to TS 38.213 v17.1.0:
· Reason for change: 
· In TS 38.213, when describing “ is a number of PSFCHs with priority value ”, “ is a number of PSFCHs with priority value ”, the value range of parameter I is not defined in some places. For HARQ-ACK information, the priority value of PSFCH transmission is denoted as I and value range of I should be specified from 1 to 8. In addition, the priority value of PSFCH transmission with conflict information is denoted as , so that the range of value I should be from 9 to 16, because the value range of priority value is always from 1 to 8. The editor already clarified the above value ranges in some places, e.g., by adding “for ”, “for ”. However, the editor missed some places, so that the specification does not clearly define the value range I in some places and causes unclear value range of priority value. 
· Summary of change: 
· To align with other part of TS 38.213 section 16.2.3, “for ” and “for ” are added in some places.
· Consequences if not approved: 
· The specification does not clearly define the value range I in some places and causes unclear value range of priority value.

	----------------------- Start of text proposal to TS 38.213 v17.1.0 -----------
16.2.3	PSFCH
< Unchanged parts are omitted >
-	if 
-	if , where  is determined for  PSFCH transmissions according to [8-1, TS 38.101-1]
-	 and  [dBm] 
-	else
-	UE autonomously determines  PSFCH transmissions first with ascending order of corresponding priority field values as described in clause 16.2.4.2 over the PSFCH transmissions with HARQ-ACK information, if any, and then with ascending order of priority value over the PSFCH transmissions with conflict information, if any, such that  where , for , is a number of PSFCHs with priority value  for PSFCH with HARQ-ACK information and , for , is a number of PSFCHs with priority value  for PSFCH with conflict information and  is defined as 
-	the largest value satisfying  where  is determined according to [8-1, TS 38.101-1] for transmission of all PSFCHs in , if any
-	zero, otherwise
and
	 [dBm]
where 	is defined in [8-1, TS 38.101-1] and is determined for the  PSFCH transmissions
-	else
-	the UE autonomously selects  PSFCH transmissions with ascending order of corresponding priority field values as described in clause 16.2.4.2
-	if , where  is determined for the  PSFCH transmissions according to [8-1, TS 38.101-1]
-	 and  [dBm] 
-	else
-	the UE autonomously selects  PSFCH transmissions in ascending order of corresponding priority field values as described in clause 16.2.4.2 over the PSFCH transmissions with HARQ-ACK information, if any, and then with ascending order of priority value over the PSFCH transmissions with conflict information, if any, such that  where , for , is a number of PSFCHs with priority value  for PSFCH with HARQ-ACK information and , for , is a number of PSFCHs with priority value  for PSFCH with conflict information and  is defined as 
-	the largest value satisfying  where  is determined according to [8-1, TS 38.101-1] for transmission of all PSFCHs in , if any
-	zero, otherwise
< Unchanged parts are omitted >

------------------------ End of Text proposal to TS 38.213 v17.1.0 ----------




9 Proposals for discussion at GTW sessions
8.1	GTW on May 10th, 2022

Issue#1: UE-B’s behavior when it receives both preferred resource set and non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A or different UE-As

Initial proposal 1-2a (Moderator)
· Down-select to one of the following options in RAN1#109-e meeting:
· Option 1
· When UE-B receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A or different UE-As, it is up to UE-B implementation to use one or multiple of them in its resource (re)selection
· Option 2
· No RAN1 specification change to TS 38.214 is deemed necessary for UE-B’s behavior when it receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A or different UE-As


Issue#2: Relationship between start/end slots of resource selection window used for SL transmission carrying IUC information and start/end slots of resource selection window for determining the set of resources

Initial proposal 2-2a (Moderator)
· Down-select to one of the following options in RAN1#109-e meeting:
· Option 1
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by UE-B’s explicit request,
· X1 is determined by UE-A’s implementation
· X2 is equal to (n+T_1) – (Tproc,0+Tproc,1)
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception,
· X3 is equal to (n+T_1) – (Tproc,0+Tproc,1)
· For sensing window for determining the set of resources, it is defined by the range of slots [(n+T_1) – T_0 – T’’_1, (n’+T’_1) – T_proc,0 – T’’_1]
· Option 2
· X1, X2, and X3 are determined by UE-A’s implementation


Issue#5: Further clarification on conditions for UE to be UE-B when at least one of UEs scheduling conflicting TBs does not set indicationUEB flag to 1

Initial proposal 5-2a (Moderator)
· For Condition 2-A-1 in Scheme 2, when sl-TypeUE-A is enabled or when sl-TypeUE-A is disabled and the destination UE of the conflicting TBs is UE-A,
· If there is only one UE scheduling the conflicting TB whose PSFCH occasion for resource conflict indication is not yet passed and ‘Conflict information receiver flag’ field is set to 1 if sl-IndicationUE-B is (pre)configured to ‘Enabled’, that UE is UE-B.



8.2 GTW on May 16th, 2022

8.2.1	Issue#1: UE-B’s behavior when it receives both preferred resource set and non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A or different UE-As

The summary of companies’ inputs on Question 1-6-1 in 3rd round discussion is as follows. 

	3rd round discussion:

According to the summary of 2nd round discussion in Section 1.5, FL observed that RAN1 obviously failed to make a consensus on adopting additional changes to the current specification for UE-B’s behavior when it receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A or different UE-As. Also considering that having more email discussion rounds would not be meaningful in making the progress (i.e., it is unlikely that companies will further change their positions), FL suggests to make the conclusion below.

Proposed conclusion 1-2c (Moderator)
· There is no consensus in RAN1 to adopt additional changes to the current specification for UE-B’s behavior when it receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A or different UE-As.

[Question 1-6-1]: Companies please provide their views on whether Proposed conclusion 1-2c can be agreed. 



· Proposed conclusion 1-2c
· [Support]: Xiaomi, Sharp, Fraunhofer, Futurewei, Nokia, Lenovo, Huawei, Spreadtrum, Samsung , Panasonic, DCM, LGE (12 companies)
· Comments
· It is up to UE-B implementation to use to use preferred resource set in addition under the restriction that the preferred resource set can only be used for the resource selection for a TB to be transmitted to the UE-A providing the set
· OPPO
· UE-B uses preferred resource set in addition under the restriction that the preferred resource set can only be used for the resource selection for a TB to be transmitted to the UE-A providing the set.
· Apple
· Although we prefer to specify a specific UE behavior for this procedure as commented in previous rounds, we will not object to the proposal
· Ericsson
· Up to UE-B implementation is still our preference
· CATT

According to the summary of 3rd round discussion above, the majority of companies clearly support Proposed conclusion 1-2c because it accurately represents the situation RAN1 is currently facing. I would also like to point out that several companies continue to insist on their preferred options, which are not converged. Considering this situation, FL suggests to adopt the following conclusion (i.e., no change from Proposed conclusion 1-2c), and I think that this is the best we can achieve for this issue.

Proposed conclusion 1-2c (Moderator)
· There is no consensus in RAN1 to adopt additional changes to the current specification for UE-B’s behavior when it receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A or different UE-As.



8.2.2	Issue#2: Relationship between start/end slots of resource selection window used for SL transmission carrying IUC information and start/end slots of resource selection window for determining the set of resources

The summary of companies’ inputs on Question 2-6-1 in 3rd round discussion is as follows. 

	3rd round discussion:

According to the summary of 2nd round discussion in Section 2.5, FL observed that it is clear that the majority of companies support Updated proposal 2-2b. However, considering that there are still several companies with concerns in this direction, FL suggests to list two options (i.e., Updated proposal 2-2b, Option 2 in Initial proposal 2-2a) again, complete/finalize each option during the email discussion, and down-select one or more of the options in the GTW session. FL would like to share some thoughts below (including the explanation on the updated parts) considering the inputs from the companies to help make the progress efficiently.

· Based on the parts marked with cyan in the agreements below, it is clear that n’ is determined by UE-A’s implementation according to the same procedure in TS 38.214 Section 8.1.4. To make this clearer, the clarification sentence has been added in Option 1. In addition, as per these agreements, I would like to emphasize that even (n’+T’_1) and (n’+T’_2) should also be determined by following the same procedure in TS 38.214 Section 8.1.4.

	· Agreement:
· For sidelink transmission carrying inter-UE coordination information in Scheme 1, 
· UE-A performs its resource (re)selection according to the same procedure in TS 38.214 Section 8.1.4 to transmit the inter-UE coordination information to UE-B.
· For sidelink transmission carrying request in Scheme 1, 
· UE-B performs its resource (re)selection according to the same procedure in TS 38.214 Section 8.1.4 to transmit the request for the inter-UE coordination information to UE-A if UE-B performs sensing/resource exclusion. Otherwise, at least UE-B can perform random selection
· Note: RAN1 does not pursue specific enhancement of Rel-17 resource (re)selection for the transmission of inter-UE coordination information and its request.

· Agreement
· Notations:
· (n+T_1) – Start slot of resource selection window for determining the set of resources
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by UE-B’s explicit request, this value of (n+T_1) is provided by UE-B’s request as per the existing agreement
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception, this value of (n+T_1) is determined by UE-A’s implementation as per the existing agreement
· (n+T_2) – End slot of resource selection window for determining the set of resources
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by UE-B’s explicit request, this value of (n+T_2) is provided by UE-B’s request as per the existing agreement
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception, this value of (n+T_2) is determined by UE-A’s implementation as per the existing agreement
· (n’+T’_1) – Start slot of resource selection window used for sidelink transmission carrying inter-UE coordination information 
· (n’+T’_2) – End slot of resource selection window used for sidelink transmission carrying inter-UE coordination information 
· n' is the slot where UE procedure of determining TX resources of sidelink transmission carrying inter-UE coordination information is triggered
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by UE-B’s explicit request 
· Alt 1-1: 
· X1 ≤ (n’+T’_1)
· (n’+T’_2) ≤ X2
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception,
· Alt 2-2:
· (n’+T’_2) < X3
· FFS: Values for X1, X2, X3



· For Option 1, I have reflected the comments from the companies that Tproc,2 can be set to (Tproc,0+Tproc,1) considering the several milliseconds are typically required for MAC CE processing and Tproc,2 can be set to 0 when both MAC CE and SCI format 2-C are used for IUC information transmission.
· Regarding the comment that the start slot of sensing window for determining the set of resources needs to be changed to (n’+T’_1) – T_0 – T’’_1”, I think that the sensing results before (n+T_1) – T_0 – T’’_1 could not be so useful in determining the resource set because typically a resource reservation period greater than T_0 is not allowed in the resource pool. So, this has not been reflected in Option 1.
· In Option 1, the value of (Tproc,0+Tproc,1+Tproc,2) in X2 and X3 includes at least the maximum time allowed for UE-B to decode IUC information, the maximum time allowed for UE-B to process its sensing results and perform the resource selection after receiving IUC information, etc. This is not the processing time needed on UE-A’s side.
· For Option 2, I have reflected the comment that the determination of X1/X2/X3 by UE-A’s implementation needs to be allowed under the constraints (if any) defined in the specification (e.g., SL-LatencyBoundIUC-Report-r17). 

Updated proposal 2-2c (Moderator)
· Down-select one or more of the following options in RAN1#109-e meeting:
· Option 1
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by UE-B’s explicit request,
· X1 is determined by UE-A’s implementation equal to n’, where n’ is determined according to the same procedure in TS 38.214 Section 8.1.4 by following the existing RAN1 agreements
· X2 is equal to (n+T_1) – (Tproc,0+Tproc,1+Tproc,2) – 1
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception,
· X3 is equal to (n+T_1) – (Tproc,0+Tproc,1+Tproc,2)
· For Tproc,2,
· When only MAC CE is used for inter-UE coordination information transmission, it is equal to (Tproc,0+Tproc,1)
· When both MAC CE and SCI format 2-C are used for inter-UE coordination information transmission, it is equal to 0
· For sensing window for determining the set of resources, it is defined by the range of slots [(n+T_1) – T_0 – T’’_1, (n’+T’_1) – T_proc,0 – T’’_1]
· Option 2
· X1, X2, and X3 are determined by UE-A’s implementation under the constraints (if any) defined in the specification (e.g., SL-LatencyBoundIUC-Report-r17)

[Question 2-6-1]: Companies please provide their views on whether Updated proposal 2-2c can be agreed and which option is preferred.



· Option 1 in Updated proposal 2-2c
· [Support]: Sharp, Fraunhofer, Futurewei, Ericsson, Nokia, CATT, Huawei, Spreadtrum, Panasonic, Apple, DCM (11 companies)
· Comments
· The start slot of sensing window for determining the set of resources is changed to (n’+T’_1) – T_0 – T’’_1
· [Yes]: Huawei
· [No]: DCM
· Option 2 in Updated proposal 2-2c
· [Support]: xiaomi, vivo (Option 2 as default behavior, Option 1 as optional behavior), OPPO, Lenovo, Samsung (5 companies)
· Comments
· Add the wording of “the preferred/non-preferred resource in formed by the IUC is selected with restriction that, the distancing between IUC transmission resource and preferred/non-preferred resource should be larger than Tproc,0+Tproc,1+Tproc,2” in Option 2
· vivo

According to the summary of 3rd round discussion above, FL observed that a larger number of companies support Option 1 over Option 2. However, the proponents of Option 2 still have concerns about Option 1. Considering this situation, FL suggests to make a final decision which option in Updated proposal 2-2d is supported in the GTW session. Note that I reflected the comment from the company that even in Option 2, UE-A should guarantee the time gap between resource of IUC information transmission and preferred/non-preferred resource in the IUC information for UE-B’s processing time such as the maximum time allowed for UE-B to decode IUC information, the maximum time allowed for UE-B to process its sensing results and perform the resource selection after receiving IUC information, etc. Note that the updated parts are marked in yellow compared to Updated proposal 2-2c.

Updated proposal 2-2d (Moderator)
· Down-select one or more of the following options in the GTW session:
· Option 1
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by UE-B’s explicit request,
· X1 is equal to n’, where n’ is determined according to the same procedure in TS 38.214 Section 8.1.4 by following the existing RAN1 agreements
· X2 is equal to (n+T_1) – (Tproc,0+Tproc,1+Tproc,2) – 1
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception,
· X3 is equal to (n+T_1) – (Tproc,0+Tproc,1+Tproc,2)
· For Tproc,2,
· When only MAC CE is used for inter-UE coordination information transmission, it is equal to (Tproc,0+Tproc,1)
· When both MAC CE and SCI format 2-C are used for inter-UE coordination information transmission, it is equal to 0
· For sensing window for determining the set of resources, it is defined by the range of slots [(n+T_1) – T_0 – T’’_1, (n’+T’_1) – T_proc,0 – T’’_1]
· Option 2
· X1, X2, and X3 are determined by UE-A’s implementation under the constraints (if any) defined in the specification (e.g., SL-LatencyBoundIUC-Report-r17)
· The time gap between resource of inter-UE coordination information transmission and preferred/non-preferred resource in the inter-UE coordination information is large than (Tproc,0+Tproc,1+Tproc,2)
· For Tproc,2,
· When only MAC CE is used for inter-UE coordination information transmission, it is equal to (Tproc,0+Tproc,1)
· When both MAC CE and SCI format 2-C are used for inter-UE coordination information transmission, it is equal to 0



8.2.3	Issue#4: Further clarification on the value/validity of resource reservation period in IUC information when the transmission of preferred resource set is triggered by UE-B’s explicit request

The summary of companies’ inputs on Question 4-6-1 in 3rd round discussion is as follows.

	3rd round discussion:

According to the summary of 2nd round discussion in Section 4.5, FL observed that it is clear that the majority of companies support Initial proposal 4-2a. However, as several companies already commented, even though it is not possible to completely solve all the problems caused by UE-B’s inability to distinguish whether an IUC information is triggered by an explicit request or triggered by a condition, deleting the whole sentence could remove some ambiguity of UE-B’s behavior on how to handle the resource reservation period field in IUC information. So, FL would like to check if there is a strong concern for the following updated proposal 4-2b.

Updated proposal 4-2b (Moderator)
· Remove only the square bracket for the sentence below in Section 8.1.5A of TS 38.214

	[When the set is a preferred resource set is indicated by an SCI format 2-C, if the transmission of the set was triggered by an explicit request, the value of the resource reservation interval  is omittedset to 0.]



[Question 4-6-1]: Companies please provide their views on whether Updated proposal 4-2b can be agreed. 



· Updated proposal 4-2b
· [Support]: vivo, OPPO, Futurewei, Ericson (acceptable if majority supports it), Nokia, Lenovo, Huawei, Spreadtrum, Samsung, Panasonic (acceptable if majority supports it), Apple, DCM (acceptable if majority supports it), LGE (13 companies)
· [Not support]: xiaomi, Fraunhofer, CATT (3 companies)

According to the summary of 3rd round discussion above, FL observed that it is clear that the majority of companies support Updated proposal 4-2b. For the comments from the opponents that deleting the whole sentence would rather make the interpretation of specification unclear, FL thinks that this is incorrect because of other existing sentence below marked in cyan in Section 8.1.5A of TS 38.214. So, FL suggests to agree Updated proposal 4-2b as it is. 


· The set of preferred or non-preferred resources , is indicated by a reference slot  and  tuples ,  indicated by the ‘resource combination(s)’ field, where for each tuple  is indicated by the 9 MSBs, followed by  and  (if present). 

Updated proposal 4-2b (Moderator)
· Remove the sentence below in Section 8.1.5A of TS 38.214

	[When the set is a preferred resource set is indicated by an SCI format 2-C, if the transmission of the set was triggered by an explicit request, the value of the resource reservation interval  is omittedset to 0.]





8.2.4	Issue#5: Further clarification on conditions for UE to be UE-B when at least one of UEs scheduling conflicting TBs does not set indicationUEB flag to 1

The summary of companies’ inputs on Question 5-6-1 in 3rd round discussion is as follows. 

	3rd round discussion:

According to the summary of 2nd round discussion in Section 5.5, FL observed that it is clear that the majority of companies support Proposal 5-2a. FL suggests to adopt its modified version which reflects the editorial change commented by the company. FL would like to share some thoughts below (including the explanation on the updated parts) considering the inputs from the companies to help make the progress efficiently.

· I think that the current proposal itself sufficiently covers the situation that among multiple UEs scheduling the conflicting TBs, there is only one UE satisfying two conditions at the same time that ‘Conflict information receiver flag’ field is set to 1 and PSFCH occasion for resource conflict indication is not yet passed. Note that this proposal is to address the missing case that could not be covered by the following agreement (which covers the case when there are multiple UEs satisfying two conditions at the same time that ‘Conflict information receiver flag’ field is set to 1 and PSFCH occasion for resource conflict indication is not yet passed).

	· Agreement 
· Confirm the following working assumption with modification in RED. Note that the terminology of “indicationUEB flag” means the indication of whether UE scheduling a conflict TB can be UE-B or not.
· Working Assumption:
· For Condition 2-A-1 in Scheme 2, when “a non-destination UE of a TB transmitted by UE-B can be UE-A” is enabled or when “a non-destination UE of a TB transmitted by UE-B can be UE-A” is disabled and the destination UE of the conflicting TBs is UE-A, 
· for each pair of UEs scheduling the conflicting TBs whose PSFCH occasions for resource conflict indication are not yet passed and indicationUEB flag is set to 1 if the higher parameter of indicationUEBScheme2 is (pre)configured to ‘Enabled’, a UE with the higher priority value is UE-B. When the UEs in the pair have the same priority value, UE-A determines one of the UEs to be UE-B by its implementation. 
· UE-A considers the SCIs received earlier than or equal to sl-MinTimeGapPSFCH before the PSFCH occasion for conflict indication when determining UE-B.



· I would like to ask the opponent to check whether the suggestion of adding the wording of “if its priority value is the highest among all the UEs scheduling the conflict TBs” in the proposal could be acceptable as the compromise.

Updated Proposal 5-2b (Moderator)
· For Condition 2-A-1 in Scheme 2, when sl-TypeUE-A is enabled or when sl-TypeUE-A is disabled and the destination UE of the conflicting TBs is UE-A,
· If there is only one UE scheduling the conflicting TB whose PSFCH occasion for resource conflict indication is not yet passed and, if sl-IndicationUE-B is (pre)configured to ‘Enabled’, ‘Conflict information receiver flag’ field is set to 1 if sl-IndicationUE-B is (pre)configured to ‘Enabled’, that UE is UE-B.

[Question 5-6-1]: Companies please provide their views on whether Updated Proposal 5-2b can be agreed.



· Updated Proposal 5-2b
· [Support]: xiaomi, OPPO, Ericsson, Nokia, Lenovo, CATT, Huawei, Spreadtrum, Panasonic, Apple, DCM, LGE (12 companies)
· [Not support]: Samsung (1 company)
· Comments
· Adding the wording of “if its priority value is the highest among all the UEs scheduling the conflict TBs” 
· [Yes]: OPPO, Fraunhofer, Samsung, 
· [No]: Futurewei, Huawei, Panasonic, Apple, DCM
· Add “for each pair of UEs scheduling the conflicting TB” in the main bullet
· Futurewei

According to the summary of 3rd round discussion above, FL observed that it is clear that the majority of companies support Updated Proposal 5-2b. In addition, the views of companies on whether to add the sentence of “if its priority value is the highest among all the UEs scheduling the conflict TBs” in the proposal are still divergent. Considering this situation, FL’s suggestion is to adopt Updated Proposal 5-2b as it is.

Updated Proposal 5-2b (Moderator)
· For Condition 2-A-1 in Scheme 2, when sl-TypeUE-A is enabled or when sl-TypeUE-A is disabled and the destination UE of the conflicting TBs is UE-A,
· If there is only one UE scheduling the conflicting TB whose PSFCH occasion for resource conflict indication is not yet passed and, if sl-IndicationUE-B is (pre)configured to ‘Enabled’, ‘Conflict information receiver flag’ field is set to 1, that UE is UE-B.




List of RAN1 agreements on IUC for Mode 2 enhancements
1) RAN1#103-e meeting

· Conclusion:
· The schemes of inter-UE coordination in Mode 2 are categorized as being based on the following types of “A set of resources” sent by UE-A to UE-B:
· UE-A sends to UE-B the set of resources preferred for UE-B’s transmission
· e.g., based on its sensing result
· UE-A sends to UE-B the set of resources not preferred for UE-B’s transmission
· e.g., based on its sensing result and/or expected/potential resource conflict
· UE-A sends to UE-B the set of resource where the resource conflict is detected
· FFS: details of resource conflict, e.g., including type of resource conflict
· FFS: details of sensing operation at UE-A side
· FFS: which type(s) of resource set information is(are) beneficial/feasible to which cast type(s)
· Note: these different types may be used in combination with each other
· From RAN1 perspective, further study on the feasibility/benefit of inter-UE coordination is required
· Send an LS to RAN plenary
· Final LS in R1-2009841

· Conclusion:
· For the schemes of inter-UE coordination identified as feasible/beneficial, at least the following aspects are further discussed.
· How/when UE-A determines the contents of ”A set of resources”, including consideration of UL scheduling
· When UE-A sends ”A set of resources” to UE-B, including which UE(s) sends it
· How UE-A and UE-B are determined
· How UE-A sends ”A set of resources” to UE-B, including container used for carrying it, implicitly or explicitly or both
· How/when/whether UE-B receives “A set of resources” and takes it into account in the resource selection for its own transmission
· How/whether to define the relationship between support/signaling of inter-UE coordination and cast type


2) RAN1#104-e meeting

· Conclusion:
· RAN1 concludes that the inter-UE coordination in Mode 2 is feasible, and is beneficial (e.g., reliability, etc.) compared to Rel-16 Mode 2 RA, and thus recommends specification of the feature.
· The detailed observations can be found in the attachment of the LS

· Draft LS in R1-2102165, along with the attachment R1-2102166, is approved (with a typo fix) 
· Final LS in R1-2102168


3) RAN1#104bis-e meeting

· Agreement:
· Support the following schemes of inter-UE coordination in Mode 2:
· Inter-UE Coordination Scheme 1: 
· The coordination information sent from UE-A to UE-B is the set of resources preferred and/or non-preferred for UE-B’s transmission
· FFS details including a possibility of down-selection between the preferred resource set and the non-preferred resource set, whether or not to include any additional information other than indicating time/frequency of the resources within the set in the coordination information
· FFS condition(s) in which Scheme 1 is used
· Inter-UE Coordination Scheme 2: 
· The coordination information sent from UE-A to UE-B is the presence of expected/potential and/or detected resource conflict on the resources indicated by UE-B’s SCI
· FFS details including a possibility of down-selection between the expected/potential conflict and the detected resource conflict
· FFS condition(s) in which Scheme 2 is used


· Agreement:
· Study further to determine the conditions for UEs to be UE-A(s)/UE-B(s) for inter-UE coordination:
· Details include applicable scenario(s)/inter-UE coordination scheme(s)
· E.g., only UE(s) among the intended receiver(s) of UE-B can be a UE-A, any UE can be a UE-A, high-layer configured, etc.
· Including the possibility of being subject to certain conditions and/or capability

· Agreement:
· When UE-B receives the inter-UE coordination information from UE-A, consider at least one of the following options (with details FFS including possibly down-selecting/merging one or more of the options below, applicable scenario(s)/condition(s) for each option, UE behavior) for UE-B’s to take it into account in the resource (re)-selection for its own transmission
· For scheme 1:
· Option 1-1: UE-B’s resource(s) to be used for its transmission resource (re)-selection is based on both UE-B’s sensing result (if available) and the received coordination information
· Option 1-2: UE-B’s resource(s) to be used for its transmission resource (re)-selection is based only on the received coordination information
· Option 1-3: UE-B’s resource(s) to be re-selected based on the received coordination information
· Option 1-4: UE-B’s resource(s) to be used for its transmission resource (re)-selection is based on the received coordination information
· For scheme 2:
· Option 2-1: UE-B can determine resource(s) to be re-selected based on the received coordination information
· Option 2-2: UE-B can determine a necessity of retransmission based on the received coordination information


4) RAN1#106-e meeting

· Agreement:
· For scheme 1, the following inter-UE coordination information signalling from UE-A is supported. FFS details including condition(s)/scenario(s) under which each information is enabled to be sent by UE-A and used by UE-B.
· Set of resources preferred for UE-B’s transmission
· Set of resources non-preferred for UE-B’s transmission

· Agreement:
· For scheme 2, the following inter-UE coordination information signalling from UE-A is supported. FFS details including condition(s)/scenario(s) under which each information is enabled to be sent by UE-A and used by UE-B
· Presence of expected/potential resource conflict on the resources indicated by UE-B’s SCI
· FFS: UE behaviour when the presence of expected/potential resource conflict is detected by the transmitter
· FFS: Whether to additionally support the presence of detected resource conflict on the resources indicated by UE-B’s SCI

· Agreement:
· In scheme 1, the following is supported for UE(s) to be UE-A(s)/UE-B(s) in the inter-UE coordination information transmission triggered by an explicit request in Mode 2:
· A UE that sends an explicit request for inter-UE coordination information can be UE-B
· A UE that received an explicit request from UE-B and sends inter-UE coordination information to the UE-B can be UE-A
· (Working assumption) At least a destination UE of a TB transmitted by UE-B can be UE A
· The above feature can be enabled or disabled or controlled by (pre-)configuration
· FFS: Details on how to support this, including (pre-)configuration signaling granularity
· FFS: Additional details and conditions on UE-A and UE-B
· (Working Assumption) In scheme 1, the following is supported for UE(s) to be UE-A(s)/UE-B(s) in the inter-UE coordination information transmission triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception in Mode 2:
· A UE that satisfies the condition mentioned in the main bullet and sends inter-UE coordination information is UE-A
· A UE that received inter-UE coordination information from UE-A and uses it for resource (re-)selection is UE-B
· The above feature can be enabled or disabled or controlled by (pre-)configuration
· FFS: Details on how to support this, including (pre-)configuration signaling granularity
· FFS: Additional details and conditions on UE-A and UE-B

· Agreement:
· In scheme 2, at least the following is supported for UE(s) to be UE-A(s)/UE-B(s) in the inter-UE coordination transmission triggered by a detection of expected/potential resource conflict(s) in Mode 2:
· A UE that transmitted PSCCH/PSSCH with SCI indicating reserved resource(s) to be used for its transmission, received inter-UE coordination information from UE-A indicating expected/potential resource conflict(s) for the reserved resource(s), and uses it to determine resource re-selection is UE-B
· A UE that detects expected/potential resource conflict(s) on resource(s) indicated by UE-B’s SCI sends inter-UE coordination information to UE-B, subject to satisfy one of the following conditions, is UE-A
· (Working assumption) At least a destination UE of one of the conflicting TBs, i.e., TBs to be transmitted in the expected/potential conflicting resource(s)  
· Whether a non-destination UE of a TB transmitted by UE-B can be UE-A is (pre-)configured
· FFS: Additional details and condition(s) on UE-A and UE-B
· The above feature can be enabled or disabled or controlled by (pre-)configuration
· FFS: Details on how to support this, including (pre-)configuration signaling granularity
· FFS: Definition of expected/potential resource conflict(s) and other details (if any)

· Agreement:
· In scheme 2, the following UE-B’s behavior in its resource (re)selection is supported when it receives inter-UE coordination information from UE-A:
· UE-B can determine resource(s) to be re-selected based on the received coordination information
· UE-B can reselect resource(s) reserved for its transmission when expected/potential resource conflict on the resource(s) is indicated
· FFS: Other details (if any) 

· Agreement:
· In scheme 1, at least following UE-B’s behavior in its resource (re-)selection is supported when it receives inter-UE coordination information from UE-A:
· For preferred resource set, the following two options are supported:
· Option A): UE-B’s resource(s) to be used for its transmission resource (re-)selection is based on both UE-B’s sensing result (if available) and the received coordination information
· UE-B uses in its resource (re-)selection, resource(s) belonging to the preferred resource set in combination with its own sensing result
· UE-B uses in its resource (re-)selection, resource(s) not belonging to the preferred resource set when condition(s) are met
· FFS: Details of condition(s)
· This option is supported when UE-B performs sensing/resource exclusion
· FFS: Other details (if any) 
· Option B): UE-B’s resource(s) to be used for its transmission resource (re-)selection is based only on the received coordination information
· UE-B uses in its resource (re-)selection, resource(s) belonging to the preferred resource set
· This option is supported at least when UE-B does not support sensing/resource exclusion
· FFS: Whether the support is conditional or UE capability
· FFS: Other details (if any)
· FFS: Other option(s), and other details (if any)
· For non-preferred resource set, 
· UE-B’s resource(s) to be used for its transmission resource (re-)selection is based on both UE-B’s sensing result (if available) and the received coordination information 
· UE-B excludes in its resource (re-)selection, resource(s) overlapping with the non-preferred resource set
· FFS: Details including
· Whether/how UE-B can use in its resource (re-)selection, resource(s) overlapping with the non-preferred resource set, definition of the overlap, and other details (if any)
· When UE-B excludes in its resource (re-)selection, resource(s) overlapping with the non-preferred resource set
· FFS: UE-B reselects in its resource (re-)selection, resource(s) to be used for its transmission when the resource(s) are fully/partially overlapping with the non-preferred resource set
· FFS: Other option(s), and other details (if any) 


· Agreement:
· In scheme 2, at least the following is supported to determine inter-UE coordination information:
· Among resource(s) indicated by UE-B’s SCI, UE-A considers that expected/potential resource conflict occurs on the resource(s) satisfying at least one of the following condition(s): 
· Condition 2-A-1:
· Other UE’s reserved resource(s) identified by UE-A are fully/partially overlapping with resource(s) indicated by UE-B’s SCI in time-and-frequency
· FFS: Other details (if any) 
· FFS: Whether/how to specify additional criteria and other details (if any) including signaling details of conflict indication
· (Working Assumption) Condition 2-A-2: 
· Resource(s) (e.g., slot(s)) where UE-A, when it is intended receiver of UE-B, does not expect to perform SL reception from UE-B due to half duplex operation
· FFS: Other details (if any)
· FFS: Other condition(s)
· FFS: Other details (if any)

· Agreement:
· In scheme 1, at least the following is supported to determine inter-UE coordination information of preferred resource set:
· UE-A considers any resource(s) satisfying all the following condition(s) as set of resource(s) preferred for UE-B’s transmission
· Condition 1-A-1:
· Resource(s) excluding those overlapping with reserved resource(s) of other UE identified by UE-A whose RSRP measurement is larger than a RSRP threshold
· FFS: Other details (if any)
· FFS: Condition 1-A-2:
· Resource(s) excluding slot(s) where UE-A, when it is intended receiver of UE-B, does not expect to perform SL reception from UE-B
· FFS: Other details (if any)
· FFS: Condition 1-A-3:
· Resource(s) satisfying UE-B’s traffic requirement (if available)
· FFS: Other details (if any)
· FFS: Other condition(s)
· FFS: Other details (if any)

· Agreement: 
· In scheme 1, at least the following is supported to determine inter-UE coordination information of non-preferred resource set:
· UE-A considers any resource(s) satisfying at least one of the following condition(s) as set of resource(s) non-preferred for UE-B’s transmission
· Condition 1-B-1:
· Reserved resource(s) of other UE identified by UE-A from other UEs’ SCI (including priority field) and RSRP measurement
· FFS: Other details (if any) 
· FFS: Condition 1-B-2:
· Resource(s) (e.g., slot(s)) where UE-A, when it is intended receiver of UE-B, does not expect to perform SL reception from UE-B
· FFS: Other details (if any)
· FFS: Other condition(s)
· FFS: Other details (if any)
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· Agreement: 
· For Scheme 2, PSFCH format 0 is used to convey the presence of expected/potential resource conflict on reserved resource(s) indicated by UE-B’s SCI

· Agreement: 
· For Condition 2-A-1 of Scheme 2, down-select one or more of following additional criteria to determine resource(s) where expected/potential resource conflict occurs
· Option 1: The resource(s) are fully/partially overlapping in time-and-frequency with other UE’s reserved resource(s) whose RSRP measurement is larger than a RSRP threshold according to the priorities included in the SCI:
· prio_TX and prio_RX are the priorities indicated in the SCI making the overlapping reservations 
· Strive to reuse Rel-16 specification wherever possible
· Option 2: The resource(s) are fully/partially overlapping in time-and-frequency with other UE’s reserved resource(s) whose RSRP measurement is within a (pre)configured RSRP threshold compared to the RSRP measurement of UE-B’s reserved resource. 
· FFS: Whether the threshold depends on priority
· Option 3: The resource(s) are fully/partially overlapping in time-and-frequency with other UE’s reserved resource(s) and the other UE is within a distance threshold of UE-B as determined by both UEs’ SCIs.
· Option 4: The resource(s) are fully/partially overlapping in time-and-frequency with other UE’s reserved resource(s) whose RSRP measurement is larger a (pre)configured RSRP threshold compared to the RSRP measurement of UE-B’s reserved resource. 
· FFS: Whether the threshold depends on priority
· FFS: In case of collisions of resources for two UEs having TBs with UE A as destination UE, if needed

· Working Assumption
· For Condition 1-B-1 of Scheme 1, the following two options are supported
· Option 1: Reserved resource(s) of other UE(s) identified by UE-A whose RSRP measurement is larger than a (pre)configured RSRP threshold which is determined by at least priority value indicated by SCI of the UE(s)
· Option 2: Reserved resource(s) of other UE identified by UE-A whose RSRP measurement is smaller than a (pre)configured RSRP threshold which is determined by at least priority value indicated by SCI of the UE(s) when UE-A is a destination of a TB transmitted by the UE(s)

· Working Assumption
· For Scheme 1 with non-preferred resource set, support following condition:
· Condition 1-B-2:
· Resource(s) (e.g., slot(s)) where UE-A, when it is intended receiver of UE-B, does not expect to perform SL reception from UE-B due to half duplex operation

· Agreement: 
· For Condition 1-A-1 of Scheme 1, the set of resources preferred for UE-B’s transmission is a form of candidate single-slot resource as specified in Rel-16 TS 38.214 Section 8.1.4
· When the inter-UE coordination information transmission is triggered by UE-B’s explicit request, the candidate single-slot resource(s) are determined in the same way according to Rel-16 TS 38.214 Section 8.1.4 with at least following parameters provided by signaling from UE-B. FFS whether or not to apply RSRP threshold increase in Step 7) of Rel-16 TS 38.214 Section 8.1.4.
· Priority value to be used for PSCCH/PSSCH transmission 
· It replaces prio_TX
· Number of sub-channels to be used for PSSCH/PSCCH transmission in a slot
· It replaces L_subCH
· Resource reservation interval 
· It replaces P_rsvp_TX
· FFS: Starting/ending time location of resource selection window
· FFS : In addition to Rel-16 procedure, use inter-UE coordination information from other UEs
· If there is no consensus in RAN1#106bis-e, no further discussions for Rel-17

· Conclusion:
· No consensus that UE-A uses inter-UE coordination information from other UEs when it determines the preferred resource set for Condition 1-A-1 of Scheme 1.

· Working Assumption
· For Scheme 1 with preferred resource set, support following condition:
· Condition 1-A-2:
· Resource(s) excluding slot(s) where UE-A, when it is intended receiver of UE-B, does not expect to perform SL reception from UE-B due to half duplex operation
· This can be disabled by RRC (pre-)configuration

· Agreement: 
· For allocating PSFCH resources in Scheme 2, at least following can be (pre)configured separately from those for SL HARQ-ACK feedback.
· Set of PRBs for PSFCH transmission/reception (sl-PSFCH-RB-Set) 

· Agreement: 
· For Scheme 2, 
· Index of a PSFCH resource for inter-UE coordination information transmission is determined in the same way according to Rel-16 TS 38.213 Section 16.3 with at least following modification
· P_ID is L1-Source ID indicated by UE-B’s SCI
· M_ID is 0
· FFS: How to set m_CS
· FFS: How to set m_0
· FFS: Whether M_ID can be (pre)configured
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· Agreement: 
· A resource pool level (pre-)configuration uses either of the following options
· Option 1: PSFCH occasion is derived by a slot where UE-B’s SCI is transmitted
· Reuse PSSCH-to-PSFCH timing as specified in TS 38.213 Section 16.3 to determine the PSFCH occasion for resource conflict indication
· Time gap between the PSFCH and a slot where expected/potential resource conflict occurs is larger than or equal to T_3
· [bookmark: _Hlk88088593]Option 2: PSFCH occasion is derived by a slot where expected/potential resource conflict occurs on PSSCH resource indicated by UE-B’s SCI
· UE-A transmits the PSFCH in a latest slot that includes PSFCH resources for inter-UE coordination information and is at least T_3 slots of the resource pool before the PSSCH resource indicated by UE-B’s SCI in which expected/potential resource conflict occurs
· FFS: How to account for processing timeline
· Note that it is possible not to configure either option1 or option 2.

· Agreement: 
· For Condition 1-A-2 of Scheme 1, the set of resources preferred for UE-B’s transmission is a form of candidate single-slot resource as specified in Rel-16 TS 38.214 Section 8.1.4
· UE-A excludes candidate single-slot candidate(s) belonging to “slot(s) where UE-A, when it is intended receiver of UE-B, does not expect to perform SL reception from UE-B due to half duplex operation” after Step 6) of TS 38.214 Section 8.1.4

· Agreement: 
· When PSFCH TX/RX for Scheme 2 is overlapping with LTE SL TX/RX and/or UL in a UE, reuse prioritization rule as specified in TS 38.213 Section 16.2.4.1 and 16.2.4.3.1.


· Conclusion:
· For Scheme 2, the values of the following parameters are the same as those for SL HARQ-ACK feedback in the same resource pool
· Period of PSFCH resources (sl-PSFCH-Period)
· Number of cyclic shift pairs used for a PSFCH transmission that can be multiplexed in a PRB (sl-NumMuxCS-Pair)
· Number of PSFCH resources available for multiplexing information in a PSFCH transmission (sl-PSFCH-CandidateResourceType)

· Agreement: 
· For Scheme 1, a resource pool level (pre-)configuration can enable one of the following alternatives:
· Alt 1 (Working Assumption): MAC CE or 2nd SCI are used as the container of inter-UE coordination information transmission from UE A to UE B.
· For the indication of resource set, the following is supported:
· N combinations of TRIV, FRIV, resource reservation period as specified in Rel-16 TS 38.214 Section 8.1.5 with following modification. The value of resource reservation period is omitted at least when the transmission of preferred resource set is triggered by UE-B’s explicit request.
· First resource location of each TRIV is separately indicated by the inter-UE coordination information
· If [N <= 3], MAC CE is used and it is up to UE implementation to additionally use 2nd SCI. When 2nd SCI and MAC CE are both used, the same resource set is indicated in the 2nd SCI and the MAC CE. If [N > 3], only MAC CE is used.
· FFS: UE capability details
· 2nd SCI is UE RX optional
· Alt 2: MAC CE is used as the container of inter-UE coordination information transmission from UE A to UE B.
· For the indication of resource set, the following is supported:
· N combinations of TRIV, FRIV, resource reservation period as specified in Rel-16 TS 38.214 Section 8.1.5 with following modification. The value of resource reservation period is omitted at least when the transmission of preferred resource set is triggered by UE-B’s explicit request.
· First resource location of each TRIV is separately indicated by the inter-UE coordination information
· FFS: Whether/How to use resource reservation information as coordination information

· Working Assumption:
· A resource pool level (pre-)configuration can enable one of the following options: 
· Option 1:
· For Condition 2-A-1 of Scheme 2, support following additional criteria to determine resource(s) where expected/potential resource conflict occurs
· For the case when UE-A is a destination UE of a TB transmitted by UE-B
· The resource(s) are fully/partially overlapping in time-and-frequency with other UE’s reserved resource(s) whose RSRP measurement is larger than a RSRP threshold according to the priorities included in the SCI:
· prio_TX and prio_RX are the priorities indicated in the SCI making the overlapping reservations for UE-B and other UE respectively
· For the case when UE-A is a destination UE of a TB transmitted by another UE
· The resource(s) are fully/partially overlapping in time-and-frequency with other UE’s reserved resource(s) when RSRP measurement of UE-B’s reserved resource is larger than a RSRP threshold according to the priorities included in the SCI:
· prio_TX and prio_RX are the priorities indicated in the SCI making the overlapping reservations for other UE and UE-B respectively
· Option 4:
· For Condition 2-A-1 of Scheme 2, support following additional criteria to determine resource(s) where expected/potential resource conflict occurs
· For the case when UE-A is a destination UE of a TB transmitted by UE-B
· The resource(s) are fully/partially overlapping in time-and-frequency with other UE’s reserved resource(s) whose RSRP measurement is larger than a (pre)configured RSRP threshold compared to the RSRP measurement of UE-B’s reserved resource. 
· For the case when UE-A is a destination UE of a TB transmitted by another UE
· The resource(s) are fully/partially overlapping in time-and-frequency with other UE’s reserved resource(s) when RSRP measurement of UE-B’s reserved resource is larger than a (pre)configured RSRP threshold compared to the RSRP measurement of the resource(s). 
· Support of Option 4 is subject to UE capability
· FFS: Whether/how RSRP threshold depends on priority, MCS, overlap

· Agreement: 
· For Scheme 1 with non-preferred resource set, 
· Physical layer at UE-B excludes in its resource (re-)selection, candidate single-slot resource(s) obtained after Step 6) of Rel-16 TS 38.214 Section 8.1.4 overlapping with the non-preferred resource set

· Agreement: 
· For Condition 1-A-1 of Scheme 1, when UE-A determines the set of resources preferred for UE-B’s transmission, apply RSRP threshold increase in the same way according to Rel-16 TS 38.214 Section 8.1.4.
· FFS: Whether/how to introduce the maximum limit of RSRP threshold increase

· Agreement: 
· For Scheme 1, at least following parameters are provided by UE-B’s request:
· Priority value to be used for PSCCH/PSSCH transmission 
· Number of sub-channels to be used for PSSCH/PSCCH transmission in a slot
· Resource reservation interval 

· Agreement: 
· For Scheme 2, when PSFCH occasion is derived by a slot where expected/potential resource conflict occurs on PSSCH resource indicated by UE-B’s SCI, 
· Time gap between the PSFCH and SCI(s) scheduling conflicting TBs is larger than or equal to X value. 
· FFS: Details of X

· Working Assumption:
· For Condition 2-A-1 in Scheme 2, when “a non-destination UE of a TB transmitted by UE-B can be UE-A” is enabled or when “a non-destination UE of a TB transmitted by UE-B can be UE-A” is disabled and the destination UE of the conflicting TBs is UE-A, for each pair of UEs scheduling the conflicting TBs, a UE with the higher priority value is UE-B.
· FFS whether/how to set additional condition for UE-A to send PSFCH.
· Conclude on whether/how to handle, or differently handle, the case when at least one of UEs scheduling conflicting TBs doesn’t support Scheme 2 at the subsequent meetings

· Agreement: 
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by an explicit request in Scheme 1,
· UE-A uses a TX resource pool used for UE-B’s request transmission to determine the set of resources and to transmit the set of resources to UE-B

· Agreement: 
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by a condition rather than request reception in Scheme 1,
· UE-A transmitting in a resource pool provides inter-UE coordination information associated with the same resource pool
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· Agreement:
· For Scheme 1, when the inter-UE coordination information transmission is triggered by UE-B’s explicit request,  
· Starting/Ending time locations of resource selection window is provided by UE-B’s explicit request
· Starting/Ending time locations of resource selection window is a form of combination of DFN index and slot index

· Agreement:
· When PSFCH occasion is derived by a slot where expected/potential resource conflict occurs on PSSCH resource indicated by UE-B’s SCI, time gap between the PSFCH and SCI(s) scheduling conflicting TBs is larger than or equal to X value
· X = sl-MinTimeGapPSFCH
· UE does not transmit the conflict indicator or receive the conflict indicator if the timeline is not satisfied

· Agreement:
· For Scheme 1, a resource pool level (pre-)configuration can enable one of the following alternatives:
· (Working assumption) Alt1: MAC CE and 2nd SCI are used as the container of an explicit request transmission from UE-B to UE-A
· A single format SCI 2-C is used for inter-UE coordination information and request
· 1 bit in format 2-C is used to indicate whether the SCI is used for request to coordination information or for conveying coordination information 
· SCI 2-C is UE RX optional
· It is up to UE implementation to additionally use 2nd SCI (for UE-B).
· Alt2: MAC CE is used as the container of an explicit request transmission from UE-B to UE-A

· Conclusion:
· For Scheme 2, there is no consensus to support indication of the following
· Condition type of a resource conflict
· Time location of a resource conflict

· Agreement:
· For Scheme 2, 
· The PHY layer reports S_A after Step 7) of TS 38.214 Section 8.1.4 to higher layer.
· When UE-B receives a conflict indicator for resource(s) indicated by its SCI,
· PHY layer at UE-B reports resources overlapping with the next reserved resource indicated by the corresponding UE-B’s SCI for current TB transmission to higher layer.
· If (pre)configured, the PHY layer reports resources in a slot including the next reserved resource indicated by the corresponding UE-B’s SCI for current TB transmission to higher layer.
· Higher layer at UE-B re-selects the resource(s) indicated by the conflict indicator among the S_A excluding the reported resources.
· FFS: Whether/How the conflict in periodic transmission is indicated by UE-A and handled by UE-B

· Agreement:
· [bookmark: _Hlk93613508]For PSFCH TX/RX or TX/TX prioritization in Scheme 2, 
· Priority value of PSFCH TX for a resource conflict indication is the smallest priority value of the conflicting TBs 
· Priority value of PSFCH RX for a resource conflict indication is priority value indicated by UE-B’s SCI 
· For PSFCH TX/RX or TX/TX prioritization between SL HARQ-ACK feedback(s) and resource conflict indication(s), PSFCH TX/RX for SL HARQ-ACK feedback is always prioritized over PSFCH TX/RX for a resource conflict indication

· Agreement:
· For Scheme 1, unicast is supported for an explicit request transmission for inter-UE coordination information
· Unicast is used for the inter-UE coordination information transmission triggered by the explicit request

· Working Assumption:
· For Scheme 1, following cast type(s) are supported for inter-UE coordination information transmission triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception
· Groupcast/Broadcast for non-preferred resource set, FFS for preferred resource set
· FFS: Under which conditions groupcast/broadcast can be supported
· Unicast
· FFS: Under which conditions unicast can be supported

· Agreement:
· For determining preferred resource set in Scheme 1, the value of Cresel is determined by UE-A according to Rel-16 procedure.
· This information is not conveyed to/from UE-B
· When inter-UE coordination information is triggered by UE-B’s request, P_rsvp_TX used for determining SL_RESOURCE_RESELECTION_COUNTER according to Rel-16 procedure is provided by resource reservation interval indicated by UE-B’s request 

· Agreement:
· For the indication of resource set in Scheme 1, the value of Sl-MaxNumPerReserve is fixed to 3.

· Agreement:
· The following working assumption is confirmed with modification in RED.
· MAC CE or 2nd SCI are used as the container of inter-UE coordination information transmission from UE A to UE B.
· For the indication of resource set, the following is supported:
· N combinations of TRIV, FRIV, resource reservation period as specified in Rel-16 TS 38.214 Section 8.1.5 with following modification. The value of resource reservation period is omitted at least when the transmission of preferred resource set is triggered by UE-B’s explicit request.
· First resource location of each TRIV is separately indicated by the inter-UE coordination information
· If [N <= 3], MAC CE is used and it is up to UE implementation to additionally use 2nd SCI. When 2nd SCI and MAC CE are both used, the same resource set is indicated in the 2nd SCI and the MAC CE. If [N > 3], only MAC CE is used.
· FFS: UE capability details
· 2nd SCI is UE RX optional
· The field size of the indication of resource set in a SCI format 2-C is determined by [N=3]

· Agreement:
· For inter-UE coordination information transmission in Scheme 1, 
· Inter-UE coordination information can be multiplexed with other data only if the source/destination ID pair is the same
· Retransmission of the TB carrying inter-UE coordination information is supported
· For explicit request transmission in Scheme 1, 
· Explicit request can be multiplexed with other data only if the source/destination ID pair is the same
· Retransmission of the TB carrying request is supported

· Agreement:
· For inter-UE coordination triggered by an explicit request in Scheme 1, whether or not to transmit the inter-UE coordination information upon the request reception is determined by UE-A’s implementation subject to the following procedures. 
· Rel-16 procedure of UL/SL prioritization, LTE SL/NR SL prioritization, and congestion control

· Agreement:
· For inter-UE coordination triggered by a condition rather than request reception in Scheme 1, 
· A resource pool level (pre-)configuration can enable one of the following alternatives:
· Alt 1: it is up to UE-A’s implementation whether or not to trigger the inter-UE coordination information generation. 
· Alt 2: the inter-UE coordination information generation can be triggered only when UE-A has data to be transmitted together with the inter-UE coordination information to UE-B
· Note: Rel-16 procedure of UL/SL prioritization, LTE SL/NR SL prioritization, and congestion control is applied to the transmission of the inter-UE coordination information triggered by a condition.

· Agreement:
· For inter-UE coordination triggered by UE-B’s explicit request in Scheme 1, 
· A resource pool level (pre-)configuration can enable one of the following alternatives:
· Alt 1: it is up to UE-B’s implementation whether or not to trigger the request generation 
· Alt 2: the request generation can be triggered only when UE-B has data to be transmitted to UE-A
· Note: Rel-16 procedure of UL/SL prioritization, LTE SL/NR SL prioritization, and congestion control is applied to the transmission of the request transmission.

· Agreement:
· For Scheme 1 with preferred resource set Option A,
· MAC layer selects resources using S_A and the received preferred resource set
· MAC layer firstly selects resources for transmissions within the intersection of S_A and the preferred resource set until it becomes impossible to select a resource within the intersection under the constraint defined in Rel-16.
· It is up to the UE whether to use the preferred resource set from SCI format 2-C and/or MAC CE
· After this, if the number of selected resources is smaller than the required number of transmissions for a TB, MAC layer selects resources for the remaining transmissions outside the intersection but inside S_A under the constraint defined in Rel-16.

· Agreement:
· For Scheme 1 with preferred resource set Option B,
· MAC layer selects resources belonging to the received preferred resource set under the constraint defined in Rel-16
· It is up to the UE whether to use the preferred resource set from SCI format 2-C and/or MAC CE

· 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

· Agreement:
· For sidelink transmission carrying inter-UE coordination information in Scheme 1, 
· UE-A performs its resource (re)selection according to the same procedure in TS 38.214 Section 8.1.4 to transmit the inter-UE coordination information to UE-B.
· For sidelink transmission carrying request in Scheme 1, 
· UE-B performs its resource (re)selection according to the same procedure in TS 38.214 Section 8.1.4 to transmit the request for the inter-UE coordination information to UE-A if UE-B performs sensing/resource exclusion. Otherwise, at least UE-B can perform random selection
· Note: RAN1 does not pursue specific enhancement of Rel-17 resource (re)selection for the transmission of inter-UE coordination information and its request.

· Working assumption:
· First resource location of each TRIV is a slot offset with respect to a reference slot
· Alt 2: 
· The slot offset is the number of logical slots from the reference slot
· The value range of slot offsets is from 0 to maximum value that is (pre)configurable up to [256]
· FFS: The detailed value range including granularity
· Slot offset for each TRIV to indicate the set of resources is separately indicated by inter-UE coordination information
· For the reference slot, 
· The reference slot is the slot indicated by the inter-UE coordination information in a form of combination of DFN index and slot index

· Agreement:
· For determining preferred resource set in Scheme 1, when inter-UE coordination information transmission is triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception, 
· Values of following parameters are (pre)configured for a resource pool. If there is no (pre)configuration, UE-A determines by its implementation the values of the following parameters
· prio_TX
· L_subCH
· P_rsvp_TX
· UE-A determines by its implementation values of following parameters 
· n+T_1, n+T_2
· FFS: Whether/how to support (pre)configuration of n+T_1 and n+T_2
· Note that it is up to RAN2 decision whether/how the values of these parameters are provided by PC5-RRC signaling from UE-B to UE-A and UE-A uses the received information to determine the preferred resource set

· Agreement:
· For inter-UE coordination information is triggered by UE-B’s request, 
· A resource pool level (pre-)configuration can enable one of the following alternatives:
· Alt 1:
· Resource set type to be provided by inter-UE coordination information transmission is determined by UE-A’s implementation and its information is indicated by UE-A’s inter-UE coordination information
· UE-A’s inter-UE coordination information indicates either preferred resource set or non-preferred resource set
· Alt 2:
· Resource set type to be provided by inter-UE coordination information transmission is indicated by UE-B’s request
· UE-B’s request indicates either preferred resource set or non-preferred resource set
· Note that it is up to RAN2 decision whether/how UE-B provides its support of sensing/resource exclusion to UE-A via PC5-RRC signaling and UE-A uses the received information to determine the type of resource set to be transmitted to UE-B

· Agreement:
· For inter-UE coordination information is triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception, 
· Resource set type to be provided by inter-UE coordination information transmission is determined by UE-A’s implementation and its information is indicated by UE-A’s inter-UE coordination information
· UE-A’s inter-UE coordination information indicates either preferred resource set or non-preferred resource set

· Working assumption:
·  For Scheme 2, (pre)configuration is supported to enable or disable that 1 LSB of reserved bits of a SCI format 1-A is used to indicate of whether UE scheduling a conflict TB can be UE-B or not.
· FFS: UE-A's behavior for the case when at least one of UEs scheduling conflicting TBs is not capable of receiving the conflict indication
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· Agreement:
· For a slot offset that is (pre)configured to indicate the first resource location of each TRIV with respect to a reference slot,
· Granularity of the slot offset is 1 logical slot
· (Pre)configured maximum value of the slot offset is up to 8000
· When both SCI format 2-C and MAC CE are used as the container of inter-UE coordination information, the maximum value of the slot offset is 255
· When MAC CE only is used as the container of inter-UE coordination information, the maximum value of the slot offset is the (pre)configured maximum value

· Agreement:
· A SCI format 2-C includes all the fields present in SCI format 2-A except cast type indicator

· Conclusion:
· For cast type(s) of inter-UE coordination information with preferred resource set triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception, there is no consensus in RAN1 on the support of groupcast or broadcast for preferred resource set

· Agreement
· For Scheme 2, m_CS for a resource conflict indication for the next reserved resource indicated by the corresponding UE-B’s SCI for either current TB transmission or next TB transmission is 0

· Agreement
· For Scheme 2, when UE-B receives a conflict indicator for resource(s) indicated by its SCI, it up to UE-B’s implementation whether/how to set the reservation periodicity in the re-selected resource.

· Agreement
· For Scheme 2, 
· m_0 for a resource conflict indication is derived in the same way as specified for HARQ-ACK information in TS 38.213 Section 16.3
· A UE expects that different PRBs are (pre)configured between conflict indication and HARQ-ACK information

· Agreement:
· For Scheme 1, when both SCI format 2-C and MAC CE are used as the container of an explicit request for inter-UE coordination information, the same bit field size for the request in a SCI format 2-C is applied to MAC CE 

· Agreement:
· For Scheme 1, when MAC CE only is used as the container of an explicit request for inter-UE coordination information, the same bit field size for the request in a SCI format 2-C is applied to MAC CE

· Conclusion:
· For inter-UE coordination operation in Rel-17, RAN1 understands that only UE(s) in mode 2 can be UE-A
· Note that RAN1 does not pursue specific enhancement of Rel-17 inter-UE coordination operation for handling the case where UE(s) in mode 1 can be UE-A

· Agreement
· Confirm the following working assumption with modification in RED

	· Working assumption made in RAN1#107bis-e:
· First resource location of each TRIV is a slot offset with respect to a reference slot
· Alt 2: 
· The slot offset is the number of logical slots from the reference slot
· The value range of slot offsets is from 0 to maximum value that is (pre)configurable up to [8000256]
· FFS: The detailed value range including granularity
· Slot offset for each TRIV except for first TRIV to indicate the set of resources is separately indicated by inter-UE coordination information
· Slot offset for first TRIV is 0
· For the reference slot, 
· The reference slot is the slot indicated by the inter-UE coordination information in a form of combination of DFN index and slot index



· Agreement
· MAC CE or 2nd SCI are used as the container of inter-UE coordination information transmission from UE A to UE B.
· For the indication of resource set, the following is supported:
· N combinations of TRIV, FRIV, resource reservation period as specified in Rel-16 TS 38.214 Section 8.1.5 with following modification. The value of resource reservation period is omitted at least when the transmission of preferred resource set is triggered by UE-B’s explicit request.
· First resource location of each TRIV is separately indicated by the inter-UE coordination information
· If N <= 2, MAC CE is used and it is up to UE implementation to additionally use 2nd SCI. When 2nd SCI and MAC CE are both used, the same resource set is indicated in the 2nd SCI and the MAC CE. If N > 2, only MAC CE is used.
· FFS: UE capability details
· 2nd SCI is UE RX optional
· The field size of the indication of resource set in a SCI format 2-C is determined by N=2

· Agreement
· For Scheme 1, each bit field size of a SCI format 2-C for inter-UE coordination information is given by following table:
· Note that lowest subchannel index for the first resource location of each TRIV is separately indicated by inter-UE coordination information

	Field name
	Field size (in bits)

	Providing/requesting indicator 
	1

	Resource combination(s)
	

Where  is provided by the higher layer parameter sl-NumSubchannel, 
 with that   is the number of entries in the higher layer parameter sl-ResourceReservePeriodList, if higher layer parameter sl-MultiReserveResource is configured;  otherwise.

	First resource location(s) 
	8


	Reference slot location
	
Where  is 0, 1, 2, 3 for SCS of 15kHz, 30kHz, 60kHz, 120kHz, respectively. 

	Resource set type
	1

	Lowest subchannel indices for the first resource location of each TRIV
	
where  is provided by the higher layer parameter sl-NumSubchannel

	(FFS) Actual number of resource combination
	1 

Note: Support of this field is to be concluded by Feb 28. 



· Agreement 
· For Scheme 1, each bit field size of a SCI format 2-C for an explicit request for inter-UE coordination information is given by following table:

	Field name
	Field size (in bits)

	Providing/requesting indicator
	1

	Priority
	3

	Number of subchannels
	

Where  is provided by the higher layer parameter sl-NumSubchannel

	Resource reservation period
	

Where with that   is the number of entries in the higher layer parameter sl-ResourceReservePeriodList, if higher layer parameter sl-MultiReserveResoure is configured;  otherwise.

	Resource selection window location
	
Where  is 0, 1, 2, 3 for SCS of 15kHz, 30kHz, 60kHz, 120kHz, respectively.

	Resource set type
	1 bit if determineResourceSetTypeScheme1 is set to ‘UE-B’s request’, otherwise, 0 bit



· This agreement does not imply that new field requested by RAN2 cannot be further added.

· Agreement 
· For Scheme 1, when MAC CE only is used as the container of inter-UE coordination information, each bit field size for inter-UE coordination information is given by following table from RAN1’s perspective, and RAN1 understands that the maximum value of N resource combinations to be conveyed in inter-UE coordination information is bounded so that the total payload size of inter-UE coordination information leads not to exceed the size of TB including the MAC CE
· Details (e.g., whether/how to separately indicate the value of N in the inter-UE coordination information, how to put the following fields into MAC CE and the related field sizes in MAC CE) are up to RAN2

	Field name
	Field size (in bits)

	Providing/requesting indicator 
	1

	Resource combination(s)
	

Where  is provided by the higher layer parameter sl-NumSubchannel, 
with that   is the number of entries in the higher layer parameter sl-ResourceReservePeriodList, if higher layer parameter sl-MultiReserveResoure is configured;  otherwise.

	First resource location(s) 
	
Where X is provided by the (pre)configured maximum value of slot offset for the case when MAC CE only is used as a container of inter-UE coordination information 

	Reference slot location
	
Where  is 0, 1, 2, 3 for SCS of 15kHz, 30kHz, 60kHz, 120kHz, respectively. 

	Resource set type
	1

	Lowest subchannel indices for the first resource location of each TRIV
	
Where  is provided by the higher layer parameter sl-NumSubchannel.



· Conclusion:
· There is no consensus in RAN1 on indicating actual number of resource combination in a SCI format 2-C for inter-UE coordination information. 
· Note: Different resource combinations can indicate the same set of resources for the case when only one resource combination is actually used

· Agreement 
· For Scheme 2, 
· The PHY layer reports S_A after Step 7) of TS 38.214 Section 8.1.4 to higher layer.
· When UE-B receives a conflict indicator for resource(s) indicated by its SCI,
· PHY layer at UE-B reports resources overlapping with the next reserved resource indicated by the corresponding UE-B’s SCI for current TB transmission to higher layer.
· If (pre)configured, the PHY layer reports resources in a slot including the next reserved resource indicated by the corresponding UE-B’s SCI for current TB transmission to higher layer.
· Higher layer at UE-B re-selects the resource(s) indicated by the conflict indicator among the S_A excluding the reported resources.

· Agreement 
· Confirm the following working assumption with modification in RED. Note that the terminology of “indicationUEB flag” means the indication of whether UE scheduling a conflict TB can be UE-B or not.
· Working Assumption:
· For Condition 2-A-1 in Scheme 2, when “a non-destination UE of a TB transmitted by UE-B can be UE-A” is enabled or when “a non-destination UE of a TB transmitted by UE-B can be UE-A” is disabled and the destination UE of the conflicting TBs is UE-A, 
· for each pair of UEs scheduling the conflicting TBs whose PSFCH occasions for resource conflict indication are not yet passed and indicationUEB flag is set to 1 if the higher parameter of indicationUEBScheme2 is (pre)configured to ‘Enabled’, a UE with the higher priority value is UE-B. When the UEs in the pair have the same priority value, UE-A determines one of the UEs to be UE-B by its implementation. 
· UE-A considers the SCIs received earlier than or equal to sl-MinTimeGapPSFCH before the PSFCH occasion for conflict indication when determining UE-B.

· Agreement 
· A UE performs PSFCH TX/RX or TX/TX prioritization between SL HARQ-ACK feedback(s) and resource conflict indication(s) first, and then the UE performs prioritization between prioritized PSFCH TX(s) or RX(s) and LTE SL TX/RX or UL by reusing prioritization rule as specified in TS 38.213 Section 16.2.4.1 and 16.2.4.3.1. 

· Conclusion:
· RAN1 does not pursue specific enhancement of Rel-17 inter-UE coordination operation for handling the overlapping between UL with SL-HARQ-ACK information and PSFCH for a conflict indication, i.e., there is no case in Rel-17 where the overlapping between UL with SL-HARQ-ACK information and PSFCH for a conflict indication occur at a UE performing inter-UE coordination operation

· Conclusion:
· There is no consensus in RAN1 to further introduce enhancement in Rel-17 on Mode 2 resource selection procedure to ensure the timeline (i.e., minimum time gap between PSFCH and a slot where a SCI is transmitted of sl-MinTimeGapPSFCH, minimum time gap between PSFCH and a slot where expected/potential resource conflict occurs on PSSCH resource indicated by a SCI of T_3) for a conflict indication.

· Agreement 
· For Scheme 1, when both SCI format 2-C and MAC CE are used as the container of inter-UE coordination information, the same inter-UE coordination information is indicated in the SCI format 2-C and the MAC CE 
· Details (e.g., how to put the fields of SCI format 2C for inter-UE coordination information into MAC CE and the related field sizes in MAC CE) are up to RAN2

· Conclusion:
· When PSFCH occasion is derived by a slot where UE-B’s SCI is transmitted, 
· if there is a PSFCH occasion satisfying “the minimum time gap (sl-MinTimeGapPSFCH) between the PSFCH occasion and a slot where the SCI is transmitted” but not satisfying “the minimum time gap (T_3) between the PSFCH occasion and a slot of the earliest reserved PSSCH resource indicated by the corresponding SCI after the PSFCH occasion”, 
· the PSFCH occasion cannot be used by UE-A for a conflict indication for reserved PSSCH resource other than the earliest reserved PSSCH resource indicated by the corresponding SCI after the PSFCH occasion

· Agreement
· (Pre)configuration of parameters related to n+T_1 and n+T_2 for determining the set of preferred resources in inter-UE coordination information triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception is not supported. 
· Note that T_2 is no smaller than T_2,min and 0 <= T_1 <= Tproc,1 as specified in TS 38.214 section 8.1.4.

· Agreement
· For inter-UE coordination information transmission, only when the cast type of inter-UE coordination information is unicast regardless of whether or not it is multiplexed with other data, a SCI format 2-C can be used in addition to MAC CE 

· Agreement
· For UE-B’s behavior when UE-B receives multiple preferred resource sets from the same UE-A
· It is up to UE-B implementation to use one or multiple of them in its resource (re)selection
· Conclusion: UE-B’s behavior when UE-B receives multiple non-preferred resource sets from the same UE-A 
· No RAN1 specification change to TS38.214 is deemed necessary in RAN1#108-e
· For UE-B’s behavior when UE-B receives both a single preferred resource set and a single non-preferred resource set from the same UE-A
· FFS: It is up to UE-B implementation to use one or multiple of them in its resource (re)selection

· 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

· Agreement
· Notations:
· (n+T_1) – Start slot of resource selection window for determining the set of resources
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by UE-B’s explicit request, this value of (n+T_1) is provided by UE-B’s request as per the existing agreement
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception, this value of (n+T_1) is determined by UE-A’s implementation as per the existing agreement
· (n+T_2) – End slot of resource selection window for determining the set of resources
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by UE-B’s explicit request, this value of (n+T_2) is provided by UE-B’s request as per the existing agreement
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception, this value of (n+T_2) is determined by UE-A’s implementation as per the existing agreement
· (n’+T’_1) – Start slot of resource selection window used for sidelink transmission carrying inter-UE coordination information 
· (n’+T’_2) – End slot of resource selection window used for sidelink transmission carrying inter-UE coordination information 
· n' is the slot where UE procedure of determining TX resources of sidelink transmission carrying inter-UE coordination information is triggered
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by UE-B’s explicit request 
· Alt 1-1: 
· X1 ≤ (n’+T’_1)
· (n’+T’_2) ≤ X2
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception,
· Alt 2-2:
· (n’+T’_2) < X3
· FFS: Values for X1, X2, X3
[bookmark: _Hlk97247529]
· Agreement
· For sensing window for determining the set of resources in Scheme 1, 
· Notations: 
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by UE-B’s explicit request, the values of (n+T_1) and (n+T_2) are provided by the request as per the existing agreement.
· For inter-UE coordination information triggered by a condition other than explicit request reception, the values of (n+T_1) and (n+T_2) are determined by UE-A’s implementation as per the existing agreement. 
· T’’_1 is up to UE-A’s implementation under 0 <= T’’_1 <= Tproc,1
· (n’+T’_1) – Start slot of resource selection window used for sidelink transmission carrying inter-UE coordination information
· n' is the slot where UE procedure of determining TX resources of inter-UE coordination information is triggered
· Alt 1:
· No further change is supported. Note that the sensing window for determining the set of resources is already derived based on the location (n+T_1) and (n+T_2) used for determining the set of resources in TS38.214 section 8.1.4, i.e., sensing window is defined by the range of slots [(n+T_1) – T_0 – T’’_1, (n+T_1) – T_proc,0 – T’’_1].

· Agreement
· For the case when it is not possible that the number of candidate single-slot resources after applying the received non-preferred resource set as per the existing agreement meets the requirement of X*M_total in step 7), 
· It is up to UE-B’s implementation whether to take the received non-preferred resource set in its resource selection after step 6) to meet this requirement 


8) RAN1#109-e meeting 

· Agreement:
· TP#1 (for TS38.213 v17.1.0, clause 16.4) in section 8.1 of R1-2203717 is endorsed.
· TP#2 (for TS38.213 v17.1.0, clause 16.2.3) in section 8.2 of R1-2203717 is endorsed.
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