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1 Introduction

This document is a report on the following email discussion:
· [AT119-e][511][V2X/SL] UP discussion (OPPO)


Scope: Discuss and decide proposals in R2-2207029, R2-2207174, R2-2208150, R2-2208183, R2-2208605, R2-2207215, R2-2207248, R2-2207454, R2-2207455, R2-2207525, R2-2207526, R2-2207890, R2-2208055, R2-2208148, R2-2208149, R2-2208602, and R2-2208222. Prepare 38.321 CR (if needed)


Intended outcome: 38.321 CR in R2-2208858 (if needed) and discussion summary in R2-2208859. Email approval. 

Deadline: 8/22 13:00 (UTC) for discussion summary, 8/25 13:00 (UTC) for CRs.
2 Contact Information

	Company
	Name
	Email Address

	OPPO
	Bingxue Leng
	lengbingxue@oppo.com 

	xiaomi
	Li Zhao
	zhaoli6@xiaomi.com

	Nokia
	Jakob Buthler
	Jakob.buthler@nokia.com

	Lenovo
	Joachim Löhr
	jlohr@lenovo.com

	LG
	Giwon Park
	Giwon.park@lge.com

	CATT
	ShiJie
	Shijie@catt.cn

	Sharp
	Luochao
	chao.luo@cn.sharp-world.com

	Ericsson
	Min Wang
	min.w.wang@ericsson.com


3 Discussion

3.1 SL DRX

3.1.1 Issue 1:  RTT timer value in case no PSFCH
In the last RAN2 meeting, the following agreement leave one issue to be discussed

	Proposal 3b     RAN2 to discuss RTT timer for pools without PSFCH in the next meeting, via e.g., 1) configured time length, 2) fixing it to 0 without a configured timer.


The following contributions have discussed the 2 options, i.e., fix the RTT timer value to “0” or allow the configured value:

	R2-2207029
	OPPO
	Proposal 3: Rely on configured RTT timer length for resource pools without PSFCH as for the other cases.

	R2-2207525
	CATT
	Proposal 1: It is suggested to introduce a sl-drx-HARQ-RTT-Timer3 for resource pools without PSFCH.

	R2-2208148
	InterDigital
	Proposal 1: HARQ RTT for HARQ disabled and pools without PSFCH is fixed to 0 without a configured timer when the retransmission resource is not included in the SCI.


This issue has been discussed in last RAN2 meeting, but fail to achieve agreement since the various views among companies. According to the companies’ contributions the situation seems similar, and both sides have their points, so to conclude this issue, a compromise WF to combine the 2 options is suggested, which is we can have this sl-drx-HARQ-RTT-Timer3 but with only one code point “0” in this release.

The following Q is to check companies’ view on the 3 Options:
Question 1: What’s your view on the following options for the RTT timer length in case no PSFCH? 

· Option 1: configured timer length;

· Option 2: fix it to “0”;

· Option 3: have sl-drx-HARQ-RTT-Timer3 but with only one code point “0” in this release;
	Company
	Option
	Comments

	 OPPO
	Option 1 or 3
	We still think Option 1, i.e., a configured RTT timer-3 is better since the key point is that we do not need to add an additional UE behavior description in MAC spec, so simplified UE implementation with just two cases finally, either RTT is derived from SCI or RTT is configured. 
Yet we are fine with Option 3, i.e., to limit to a single code-point of 0ms in this release as a compromise with ellipsis for future proof.

	xiaomi
	Option 2
	We don’t see strong motivation to define two separate timers for HARQ disabled with PSFCH configured and without PSFCH configured cases. To us, fix the value to 0 for HARQ disabled without PSFCH configured case is sufficient and no problem is foreseen. 

In addition, for both option 1 and 3, we need to introduce a new parameter which should be avoided at this stage unless there is significant functionality issue. Also for option 3, it has no difference compared with option 2 since the value is set to 0 but as mentioned, we need to define a new parameter which is not useful at all.   

	Nokia
	Option 1, or 3 as compromise
	We agree with the motivation of 1 (and 3) in terms that we have the correct behaviour in MAC spec, whereas fixing it to one may cause inefficient UE behaviour. For the comment that we should “not add it in this stage”, this is only the case due to lack of agreements, and we think it is essential.

	Lenovo
	Option 2
	Agree with Xiaimi. We think the option suggested by Interdigital is simplest and most sensible 

	LG
	Option 1
	

	CATT
	Option 3
	Proponent

	Sharp
	Option 1
	

	Ericsson
	Option 2
	Agree with xiaomi and Lenovo, we don’t see the strong need to introduce yet another new parameter.


3.1.2 Issue 2: SL impact to Uu DRX
One issue is the using of Retransmission timer and RTT timer for CG grant. The issue has been discussed in last RAN2 meeting and it is about the handling of drx-RetransmissionTimerSL/drx-HARQ-RTT-TimerSL for CG resources (in case PUCCH is configured or not configured).
(8, 5) Proposal 7: RAN2 should discuss whether to agree or disagree with proposal 2 (“Capture in MAC spec, when the PUCCH resource is configured, the start time of drx-HARQ-RTT-TimerSL for configured sidelink grant reuses that for dynamic sidelink grant.”) of R2-2204865.  

(5, 7) Proposal 8: RAN2 discuss whether to agree or disagree with proposal 3 (“Capture in MAC spec, when the PUCCH resource is not configured, start the drx-HARQ-RTT-TimerSL for the corresponding HARQ process at the first symbol after end of PSSCH occasion for configured sidelink grant.”) in the R2-2204865.
The following contributions are discussing the configured HARQ RTT timer values for the 3 cases

	R2-2207029
	OPPO
	Proposal 1: For configured SL grant, when the PUCCH resource is configured, start drx-HARQ-RTT-TimerSL for configured sidelink grant at the first symbol after the end of the corresponding PUCCH resource.

Proposal 2: For configured SL grant, when the PUCCH resource is not configured, start the drx-HARQ-RTT-TimerSL for the corresponding HARQ process at the first symbol after the end of PSSCH occasion for configured sidelink grant.

	R2-2207525
	CATT
	Proposal 2: For SL CG, when PUCCH resource is configured, UE can start the drx-HARQ-RTT-TimerSL for the corresponding HARQ process in the first symbol after the end of the corresponding transmission carrying the SL HARQ feedback or after the end of the corresponding PUCCH resource for the SL HARQ feedback when the PUCCH is not transmitted.

Proposal 3: For SL CG, when PUCCH resource is not configured, UE can start the drx-HARQ-RTT-TimerSL for the corresponding HARQ process at the first symbol after end of PSSCH occasion for the SL CG.

	R2-2208055
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Proposal 1: Capture in MAC spec, when the PUCCH resource is configured, the start time of drx-HARQ-RTT-TimerSL for configured sidelink grant reuses the approach for dynamic sidelink grant.
Proposal 2: Capture in MAC spec, when the PUCCH resource is not configured, start the drx-HARQ-RTT-TimerSL for the corresponding HARQ process at the first symbol after end of PSSCH transmission for configured sidelink grant.


All the contributions are proposing to support drx-RetransmissionTimerSL/drx-HARQ-RTT-TimerSL for SL CG resources. The following Q:s are to check companies’ view on the above proposals about the handling of drx-RetransmissionTimerSL/drx-HARQ-RTT-TimerSL for CG resources:

Question 2-1: Do you agree “For configured SL grant, when the PUCCH resource is configured, start drx-HARQ-RTT-TimerSL for configured sidelink grant at the first symbol after the end of the corresponding PUCCH resource.”? 

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	 OPPO
	Yes
	

	xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	LG
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Sharp
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	


Question 2-2: Do you agree “For configured SL grant, when the PUCCH resource is not configured, start drx-HARQ-RTT-TimerSL for configured sidelink grant at the first symbol after the end of the PSSCH occasion for configured sidelink grant.”? 

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	 OPPO
	Yes
	

	xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	LG
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Sharp
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	


Another left issue from last meeting is that whether further include the case of measurement gap or LBT failure for PUCCH not transmitted case. In R2-2207525, it proposes in order to avoid adding other reasons for PUCCH not transmitted in future, they prefer to remove the reason part and only stress that PUCCH is not transmitted.
	R2-2207525
	CATT
	Proposal 4: UE should start HARQ RTT timer for the corresponding HARQ process in the first symbol after the end of corresponding PUCCH resource when the PUCCH is not transmitted, restrictions on why PUCCH is not transmitted does not need to be captured in the spec.


The proposed TP in R2-2207525 is as follows

	2>
if the PDCCH indicates an SL transmission:

3>
if the PUCCH resource is configured:
4>
start the drx-HARQ-RTT-TimerSL for the corresponding HARQ process in the first symbol after the end of the corresponding PUCCH transmission carrying the SL HARQ feedback; or

4>
start the drx-HARQ-RTT-TimerSL for the corresponding HARQ process in the first symbol after the end of the corresponding PUCCH resource for the SL HARQ feedback when the PUCCH is not transmitted;

4>
stop the drx-RetransmissionTimerSL for the corresponding HARQ process.

3>
else:

4>
start the drx-HARQ-RTT-TimerSL for the corresponding HARQ process at the first symbol after end of PDCCH occasion;

4>
stop the drx-RetransmissionTimerSL for the corresponding HARQ process.


The following Q is to check companies’ view on this issue.

Question 2-3: Do you agree on the above change?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	 OPPO
	Yes
	The reason why PUCCH is not transmitted can be removed

	xiaomi
	No
	Actually we fail to understand the motivation to remove this condition. Based on the explanation in the contribution, this is to avoid the PUCCH is not transmitted due to LBT failure or measurement gap.

Based on our understanding, unlicensed is not supported in R17, so LBT failure should not be considered at all. Even in R18, the Uu is required to be licensed. So there is no such a case that PUCCH is not transmitted due to LBT failure.
Regarding measurement gap, we think this should not be considered either since in NR Uu, we don’t consider measurement gap during the start of drx-HARQ-RTT-TimerDL. So to be aligned with Uu, measurement gap should not be considered for SL. 
[Rapp]: Is the view by Xiaomi that measurement-gap cannot be configured together with DRX in legacy Uu? We do not think so..
Based on the above analysis, we think there is no need to adopt this change and the original wording reflects the agreement perfectly.  
[Rapp]: Thanks for the comments, we understand the key motivation for this change is that it is not trying to exhaustively list each specific case (e.g. measurement gap….) but on the contrary, it highlights the condition is just that PUCCH being not transmitted. 

	Nokia
	No
	We don’t see a huge need for this change, as the agreements seems to be captured correctly

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	LG
	No
	Agree with xiaomi

	CATT
	Yes
	Proponent, the background is, if it is not removed, the other cases, such as measurement gap without PUCCH transmission or future case, needs to be added here.

	Sharp
	No
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	We think the changes are fine, to cover all cases where PUCCH may be not transmitted. In addition, unlicensed operation is supported in Rel-17, e.g., 71 GHz.


3.1.3 Issue 3: SR configuration of DRX command MAC CE
In last meeting, the following agreement is left for further RAN2 discussion.

	Proposal 5a  RAN2 aims at down-selection of SR configuration for SL DRX Command MAC CE between the following 2 options in next meeting:

•
Option 1: Reuse the SR configuration for SL logical channel, and which logical channel triggered a Scheduling Request for SL DRX command indication is up to UE implementation.

•
Option 2: Reuse the SR configuration for CSI report.


And in this meeting, the following contributions are discussing this issue

	R2-2207029
	OPPO
	Proposal 5: SR configuration for SL DRX Command MAC CE reuses the SR configuration for CSI report.

	R2-2207525
	CATT
	Proposal 5: The SL DRX Command MAC CE can use the same SR configuration as the SL CSI Reporting MAC CE.

	R2-2208149
	InterDigital
	Proposal 1: SR configuration for CSI report is re-used for DRX command MAC CE.

	R2-2208183
	Intel Corporation
	Proposal: RAN2 is proposed to agree that the SR configuration for SL CSI Report is reused for SL DRX command MAC CE.

	R2-2208605
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Proposal 1: RAN2 to agree on selecting the SR configuration of the CSI report to trigger the scheduling request.


All the above contributions are proposing to use the SR configuration for SL CSI report, so it is suggested to go for the majority view.

The following Q is to check companies’ view on this issue.

Question 3: Do you agree on SR configuration for SL DRX Command MAC CE reuses the SR configuration for CSI report?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	 OPPO
	Yes
	

	xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	YEs
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	LG
	commentYes
	When the SR configuration of CSI is reused, how does the gNB distinguish whether the received SR is for SL CSI Reporting MAC CE or SL DRX Command MAC CE? Because SL CSI reporting MAC CE has a fixed size, so BSR is not required, but for SL DRX command MAC CE, BSR is required. So it may be an inappropriate UE behaviour to reuse the SR configuration of the CSI for the SL DRX command MAC CE.
[Rapp]: It seems DRX command MAC CE also has the fixed size. Please correct if any misunderstanding.
· [LG] Thanks pointing this out. We changed the position.
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	CATT
	Yes
	

	Sharp
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	


3.1.4 Issue 4: Groupcast inactivity-timer
RAN2 has discussed the correction for relocating the down-selection of inactivity timer of groupcast in the last meeting with no consensus. 

As proposed by R2-2207029, in current specification, the UE behaviors on the 1) down-selection of inactivity timer and 2) down-selection of on-duration/cycle is different, which is not reasonable, i.e., no reason to couple the down-selection of inactivity timer together with the SCI reception procedure. So, it proposes to align the down-selection of inactivity timer of groupcast with the down-selection of cycle/on-duration timer.  

	R2-2207029
	OPPO
	Proposal 4
RAN2 agrees on correction for aligning down-selection of inactivity timer length with the down-selection of cycle/on-duration timer length.


The proposed change is as follows

	When one or multiple SL DRX is configured, the MAC entity shall:

1>
if multiple SL DRX Cycles that are mapped with multiple SL-QoS-Profiles of a Destination Layer-2 ID and interested cast type is associated to groupcast or broadcast:
2>
select sl-drx-Cycle whose length of the sl-drx-cycle is the shortest one among multiple SL DRX Cycles that are mapped with multiple SL-QoS-Profiles associated with the Destination Layer-2 ID:

2>
select sl-drx-onDurationTimer whose length of the sl-drx-onDurationTimer is the longest one among multiple SL DRX onDuration timers that are mapped with multiple SL-QoS-Profiles associated with the Destination Layer-2 ID.

1>
if multiple sl-DRX-GC-InactivityTimer that are mapped with multiple SL-QoS-Profile of a Destination Layer-2 ID and interested cast type is associated to groupcast:

2> select sl-DRX-GC-InactivityTimer whose length is the longest one among multiple sl-DRX-GC-InactivityTimer that are mapped with multiple SL-QoS-Profile associated with the Destination Layer-2 ID. 
<skip>
1>
if an SL DRX is in Active Time:

2>
monitor the SCI (i.e., 1st stage SCI and 2nd stage SCI) in this SL DRX.

2>
if the SCI indicates a new SL transmission:

3>
if Source Layer-1 ID of the SCI is equal to the 8 LSB of the intended Destination Layer-2 ID and Destination Layer-1 ID of the SCI is equal to the 16 LSB of the intended Source Layer-2 ID and the cast type indicator in the SCI is set to unicast:

4>
start or restart sl-drx-InactivityTimer for the corresponding Source Layer-2 ID and Destination Layer-2 ID pair after the first slot of SCI reception.

3>
if Destination Layer-1 ID of the SCI (i.e., 2nd stage SCI) is equal to the 16 LSB of the intended Destination Layer-1 ID and the cast type indicator in the SCI is set to groupcast:


4>
start or restart sl-drx-InactivityTimer for the corresponding Destination Layer-2 ID after the first slot of SCI reception.


The following Q is to check companies’ view on this issue:

Question 4: Do you agree with the proposed “correction for aligning down-selection of inactivity timer length with the down-selection of cycle/on-duration timer length”?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	 OPPO
	Yes
	As explained in R2-2207029, there is no need to differ between down-selection of inactivity-timer and down-selection of cycle/on-duration timer.

Currently, the former is performed upon SCI reception, but the selection of cycle and on-duration timer is performed before SCI reception, we are not sure why.. The coupling of the down-selection procedure and the SCI reception procedure is unreasonable.

	xiaomi
	Yes
	Agree with rapp. 

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	LG
	No
	Current text is aligned with the RAN2 agreement. That is, UE down selects inactivity timer based on L2 ID not L1 ID.
[Rapp]: We are trying to follow the agreement, and we understand R2 conclusion means there is no need to consider L2 ID ambiguity for a same L1 ID in this Rel.

For GC, when performing the down-selection of the inactivity timer, select the inactivity timer whose inactivity timer length is the largest one (among multiple ones for the corresponding L2 id) as the selected inactivity timer.
Moreover, nature of Inactivity timer is different from cycle and ouduration timer. That is, the inactivity timer is a timer that should be started only after receiving the PSCCH/PSSCH from the TX UE. 
[Rapp]: We are not against this, i.e., it is to be STARTED upon SCI, but the timer length does not have to be decided at that time

Also, according to RAN2 agreement, RX UE starts inactivity timer based on 2nd SCI information (Layer-1 ID). In other words, considering the down-selection time as SCI reception time in the groupcast is more consistent with the RAN2 agreement. Also, if the RX UE succeeds in receiving the SCI but fails to decode the MAC PDU, the Destination Layer-2 ID cannot be known. 
[Rapp]: Again, we believe this issue was discussed before, and R2 conclusion is there is no need to consider L2 ID ambiguity for a same L1 ID in this Rel.

Proposal 13: RAN2 should further discuss whether / how to define UE behavior in case of MAC PDU decoding failure (i.e., only L1 DST ID is available).

· Reconfirmed no optimization at MAC PDU decoding failure (e.g. if the received L2 id is not RX UE’s actual interested L2 id).

[OPPO, Apple, InterDigital, Vivo]: There were clear majority companies not to reconsider this optimization during the email discussion. Note it was also discussed some meetings ago and it was decided not to support this option. It is now too late to reconsideration. [LG]: How to specify if decoding MAC PDU fails? [Session chair]: Guess no new UE behaviour, e.g. no change for the already started timer at the reception of L1 id in SCI.

RX UE behaviour of selecting the inactivity timer length in advance based on the Destination Layer-2 ID even though the L2 ID is not known is very strange behaviour.

For example, let's assume the L2 DST IDs that the UE is interested in are A, B, C. And suppose that each L2 DST ID has multiple QoS flows and multiple inactivity values are mapped to each L2 DST IDs.

for L2 DST ID A: A-1, A-2, A-3 -> A1 is the longest one.

for L2 DST ID B: B-1, B-2, B-3 -> B3 is the longest one.

for L2 DST ID C: C-1, C-2, C-3 -> C2 is the longest one.

And suppose that the UE selects inactivity timer lengths A-1, B-3 and C-2 for each L2 DST ID (A, B, C) in advance.
If the UE fails to obtain L2 DST ID due to TB decoding failure, which inactivity timer length should be used among the pre-selected A-1, B-3, and C-2? In other words, how can the UE select the inactivity timer value to use in advance among A-1, B-3, and C-2 before receiving the PSCCH/PSSCH (or before acquiring the L1 or L2 DST ID)?

Therefore, down-selection at the time of SCI reception is the correct behavior (“select sl-drx-InactivityTimer whose length of the sl-drx-InactivityTimer is the largest one among multiple SL DRX Inactivity timers that are mapped to multiple SL-QoS-Profiles of Destination Layer-2 ID associated with the Destination Layer-1 ID of the SCI”) and is consistent with RAN2 agreements below.

-
RAN2 agreements

For unicast, the RX UE (re)starts the inactivity timer based on information in SCI (SCI1+SCI2).  FFS if the MAC layer can stop the inactivity timer.

For unicast, the RX UE (re)starts the inactivity timer in the first slot after SCI (SCI1+SCI2) reception.

For GC, when performing the down-selection of the inactivity timer, select the inactivity timer whose inactivity timer length is the largest one (among multiple ones for the corresponding L2 id) as the selected inactivity timer.
[Rapp]: We are not against this, what we are saying is just the length of timer can be decided in advance, and the timer can be started upon SCI, as usual.

	CATT
	Yes
	The change is to describe how to select the length of inactivity timer not to start the inactivity timer, the length of sl-drx-Cycle and sl-drx-onDurationTimer based on L2 ID are all in the same place to perform the length selection, so we are fine to the change.

	Sharp
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	


3.1.5 Issue 5: Duplicated/redundant text in MAC spec
The following removing redundant text correction has been discussed in last meeting and proposed by R2-2207029 again. 

	Proposal 6
RAN2 agrees on removing the text “5> if selected resource for initial transmission occasion is not in the SL DRX Active time as specified in clause 5.28.1 of any destination that has data to be sent: 6> use retransmission occasion(s) for initial transmission of PSCCH and PSSCH. ” in 5.22.1.1 of 38.321.


The proposed change is as follows:

	3>
if not configured by RRC, sl-InterUE-CoordinationScheme1 enabling reception of preferred resource set and non-preferred resource set:

4>
if transmission based on random selection is configured by upper layers:

5>
randomly select the time and frequency resources for one transmission opportunity from the resource pool which occur within the SL DRX Active time as specified in clause 5.28.2 of the destination UE selected for indicating to the physical layer the SL DRX Active time above, according to the amount of selected frequency resources and the remaining PDB of SL data available in the logical channel(s) allowed on the carrier;



4>
else:
5>
randomly select the time and frequency resources for one transmission opportunity from the resources indicated by the physical layer as specified in clause 8.1.4 of TS 38.214 [7] which occur within the SL DRX Active time as specified in clause 5.28.2 of the destination UE selected for indicating to the physical layer the SL DRX Active time above, according to the amount of selected frequency resources and the remaining PDB of SL data available in the logical channel(s) allowed on the carrier;





The reason is the LCP ensures the MAC PDU can only be assembled when the destination is in SL active time; and if there is no MAC PDU obtained for initial transmission (e.g., the destination is not in SL active time), UE can associate a new sidelink process to this grant which allows initial transmission in re-transmission occasions. 

For the concern for this change raised in last meeting “even after the MAC PDU generation (after LCP), the initial transmission occasion can be reselected due to pre-emption/re-evaluation which may result in “initial transmission occasion is not in the SL DRX Active time”, 7029 explains according to the legacy specification, UE can already use the next transmission occasion for the transmission of newly generated MAC PDU in its buffer, i.e., no additional spec impact is needed.

The following Q is to check companies’ view on this correction:

Question 5-1: Do you agree with the proposed correction above?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	 OPPO
	Yes
	As explained in R2-2207029, 

· The text (if …use retransmission occasion…) does not provide additional clarification since as analyzed, following the current spec, the UE can already use the immediately next available transmission occasion for the transmission of the MAC PDU in its buffer;

· The text is in the resource selection procedure, which is before LCP procedure, it is meaningless since actually UE can only judge whether the resource“… in the SL DRX Active time … of any destination that has data to be sent” assuredly during LCP afterwards. I.e., the active time determination at resource selection procedure is not reliable and it may change when LCP is performed.
· The text instead introduces more confusion due to the definition of “initial/re-” transmission occasion is not very clear between MAC and PHY layer ( i.e., whether the first selected occasion or the front occasion in time domain is the “initial” transmission occasion), and it is even not clear in MAC specification during resource selection procedure (the initial/retransmission occasion is defined after the occasions have been selected).

	xiaomi
	Yes
	Agree with rapp. 

	Nokia
	No strong view
	

	Lenovo
	No strong view
	We don’t have a strong opinion here. Since this has been already discussed in the last meeting, we don’t actually see a need to rediscuss this again. However, if majority wants to remove it, we would be ok to go with the majority.

	LG
	No
	In terms of clearly specifying the RAN2 agreement, it is preferable to keep the current text. 

	CATT
	No strong view
	

	Ericsson
	No strong view
	


Another change proposed by R2-2207029 is as follows

Proposal 7
RAN2 agrees on the correction of removing the text “2> if all PSCCH duration(s) and PSSCH duration(s) for initial transmission of a MAC PDU of the dynamic sidelink grant or the configured sidelink grant is not in SL DRX Active time as specified in clause 5.28.3 of the destination that has data to be sent: 3> ignore the sidelink grant.” in 5.22.1.3.1 of 38.321.

	1>
if the sidelink grant is a dynamic sidelink grant or selected sidelink grant and no MAC PDU has been obtained in the previous sidelink grant when PSCCH duration(s) and 2nd stage SCI on PSSCH of the previous sidelink grant is not in SL DRX Active time as specified in clause 5.28.3 of any destination that has data to be sent:

NOTE 1:
Void.

2>
(re-)associate a Sidelink process to this grant, and for the associated Sidelink process:



NOTE 1A:
The Sidelink HARQ Entity will associate the selected sidelink grant to the Sidelink process determined by the MAC entity.
3>
obtain the MAC PDU to transmit from the Multiplexing and assembly entity, if any;

3>
if a MAC PDU to transmit has been obtained:
4>
if a HARQ Process ID has been set for the sidelink grant:

5>
(re-)associate the HARQ Process ID corresponding to the sidelink grant to the Sidelink process.

<skip>
3>
else:

4>
flush the HARQ buffer of the associated Sidelink process.




It is explained in R2-2207029 that the duplicated text, i.e., the ignoring behavior is just the result of the LCP procedure, and in R16, we have already specified the case (other than due to SL DRX) where the MAC PDU may not be obtained, and we use this “flush the HARQ buffer” behavior for the “ignoring SL grant” purpose. I.e., there is no additional UE action needed at all.

The following Q is to check companies’ view on this correction:

Question 5-2: Do you agree with the proposed correction above?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	 OPPO
	Yes
	Firstly, the text is duplicated since the “ignore grant” is just a result of LCP procedure, and in R16, WE use this “flush the HARQ buffer” behavior for the “ignoring SL grant” purpose. So in R17, the “ignore” behavior is not aligned with the R16 design, not only duplicate the buffer flushing step, but also brings no additional information;

Besides, if we keep the text (ignore SL grant) as it is, yet considering the following level-3 steps are to be performed subsequently after the grant-ignoring, it means the UE will still obtain MAC PDU although the SL grant is ignored, which is clearly an error

	xiaomi
	Yes
	Agree with rapp. 

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	No
	This has been already discussed several times and agreed to be kept. Majority of companies saw a benefit to keep it. We shouldn’t rediscuss proposals several times. Also, we don’t agree with Oppo’s analysis that there would be an error if the text is kept in spec. Ignoring a sidelink grant means that UE acts as not having received the Sidelink grant. 

	LG =
	No
	Agree with Lenovo.
Majority view is to keep the current text. 
Result of [AT118-e][707][V2XSL]
[Summary Q17] Out of 13 companies

Yes: 3

No: 10 (keep current text)

No strong view: 0

No majority view on the correction.

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	yes
	


3.2 IUC

3.2.1 Issue 6: resource pool impact considering IUC-info/IUC-REQ MAC CE

The following agreement has been made for the resource pool selection considering IUC-info/IUC-REQ MAC CE in scheme-1 IUC:

Proposal 8(18/18): Tx resource pool selection shall take the transmission of request MAC CE/IUC MAC CE into consideration. FFS to implement this as normative text or NOTE in the MAC spec.
The left issue in this meeting would be whether we use normative text or NOTE based solution to capture the above agreement.

In the following contributions, this issue has been discussed.

	R2-2207029
	OPPO
	Proposal 8: RAN2 not pursue normative text for Scheme-1 IUC-based TX resource pool selection.

Proposal 9: RAN2 discuss capturing the NOTE as “The MAC entity can create a selected sidelink grant for IUC-information or IUC-request MAC CE based on the corresponding IUC-information and/or IUC-request MAC CE trigger condition configuration, if any, in the resource pool”.

	R2-2207215


	ZTE Corporation, Sanechips
	Proposal1: Resource pool selection shall take the transmission of request MAC CE/IUC MAC CE into consideration. (the proposed TP is normative text based solution)

	R2-2207454
	Apple
	1.Added a NOTE to indicate how to select TX pool for IUC MAC CEs.


The following Q is to check companies’ view on the above issue.

Question 6-1: What is your view on using the NOTE-based approach or normative-text based approach to capture Tx resource pool selection considering IUC-info/IUC-REQ?

· Option 1: Using NOTE-based approach;

· Option 2: Using normative-text based approach.

	Company
	Option
	Comments

	 OPPO
	Option 1
	We still hold our position on the resource pool selection should be before IUC-info generation, and to compromise, we can accept so a NOTE for scheme-1 IUC in resource pool selection procedure.

	xiaomi
	Option 1
	A note is enough. 

	Nokia
	Option 2
	We believe that this is a functional description, and is better suited for normative text. Although we have sympathy for OPPOs comment, we think that the agreement should be captured in normative text.

	Lenovo
	Option 1
	

	LG
	Option 2
	

	CATT
	Option1
	

	Sharp
	Option 2
	Agree with Nokia that this is a functional description. The RAN1 agreements should be captured in one way or another.

	Ericsson
	Option 1
	


Then, if selected Option 1 in Question 6-1, there are 2 proposed TP (R2-2207029/ R2-2207454) for the NOTE, the following question is to check companies’ view on the 2 proposed NOTE.

Question 6-2: If Option 1 is selected in Question 6-1, for the following NOTE-based approaches to capture Tx resource pool selection considering IUC-info/IUC-REQ, which do you prefer?

· Option 1: The MAC entity can create a selected sidelink grant for IUC-information or IUC-request MAC CE based on the corresponding IUC-information and/or IUC-request MAC CE trigger condition configuration, if any, in the resource pool
· Option 2: For the transmission of Sidelink Inter-UE Coordination Request MAC CE, the MAC entity selects the TX pool of resource where the IUC resource set is required. For the transmission of Sidelink Inter-UE Coordination Information MAC CE, the MAC entity selects the TX pool of resource where the enclosed IUC resource set is located.
	Company
	Option
	Comments

	 OPPO
	Option 1
	Please note that we shall not violate RAN1 agreement on the pool level configuration of IUC generation

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.

Based on above RAN1 agreement, we still think the resource pool selection procedure should not be impacted by IUC-info /IUC-REQ MAC CE transmission since it happens before the IUC-info /IUC REQ is triggered. And Option 1 to find some way to capture the related RAN2 agreement as a NOTE which is not against RAN1 agreement for compromise.

	Xiaomi
	Option 2 
	Option 2 is more aligned with the RAN1 agreement. Not sure if I understand option 1 clearly but the wording seems not critical clear. It is hard to interpret what is the meaning of “based on the corresponding IUC-information and/or IUC-request MAC CE trigger condition configuration”

	Lenovo
	No strong view
	

	CATT
	No strong view
	Both are ok

	Ericsson
	No strong view
	


Then, if selected Option 2 in Question 6-1, R2-2207215 has proposed TP as follows,

	2>
if the MAC entity has not selected a pool of resources allowed for the logical channel:
3>if Inter-UE Coordiantion Information MAC CE is generated:

4> select the resource pool from which the Inter-UE Coordiantion Information MAC CE is generated.

3> else if Inter-UE Coordiantion Request MAC CE is generated:

4> select the resource pool for which the Inter-UE Coordiantion request MAC CE is used for reqeust the preferred or non-preferred resource. 
3> else if sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to enabled for the logical channel:
4> if UE is allowed and prefer to use inter-UE coordination scheme2:
5>
select any pool of resources configured with PSFCH resources for HARQ feedback and PSFCH resources for scheme2 among the pools of resources;
4> else:

5> select any pool of resources configured with PSFCH resources for HARQ feedback among the pools of resources;
3>  else if UE is allowed and prefer to use inter-UE coordination scheme2:

4> select any pool of resources configured with PSFCH resources for scheme2 resources among the pools of resources;
3>
else:

4>
select any pool of resources among the pools of resources;

2>
perform the TX resource (re-)selection check on the selected pool of resources as specified in clause 5.22.1.2;

NOTE 3:
The MAC entity continuously performs the TX resource (re-)selection check until the corresponding pool of resources is released by RRC or the MAC entity decides to cancel creating a selected sidelink grant corresponding to transmissions of multiple MAC PDUs.
<skip>
1>
if the MAC entity has selected to create a selected sidelink grant corresponding to transmission(s) of a single MAC PDU, and if SL data is available in a logical channel, or a SL-CSI reporting is triggered:

2>
if SL data is available in the logical channel:
3>if Inter-UE Coordiantion Information MAC CE is generated:

4> select the resource pool from which the Inter-UE Coordiantion Information MAC CE is generated.

3> else if Inter-UE Coordiantion Request MAC CE is generated:

4> select the resource pool for which the Inter-UE Coordiantion request MAC CE is used for reqeust the preferred or non-preferred resource. 
3> else if sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to enabled for the logical channel:
4> if UE is allowed and prefer to use inter-UE coordination scheme2:
5>
select any pool of resources configured with PSFCH resources for HARQ feedback and PSFCH resources for scheme2 among the pools of resources;
4> else:

5> select any pool of resources configured with PSFCH resources for HARQ feedback among the pools of resources;
3>  else if UE is allowed and prefer to use inter-UE coordination scheme2:

4> select any pool of resources configured with PSFCH resources for scheme2 resources among the pools of resources;
3>
else:

4>
select any pool of resources among the pools of resources;


the following question is to check companies’ view on the proposed change for normative text.

Question 6-3: If Option 2 is selected in Question 6-1, Do you agree with the proposed TP above?
	Company
	Option
	Comments

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Sharp
	No
	The “resource pool selection” text here is to select a resource pool for whatever (data, MAC CE) is going to be transmitted.

And the resource pool from which the “set of preferred/non-preferred resources” (i.e. the contents of the MAC CE) is to be generated, is irrelevant here. Instead, the pool should be indicated to PHY (the PHY procedures in TS 38.214 expects such an indication).


3.2.2 Issue 7: resource selection/LCP impacts considering IUC-info from UE-B’s perspective
Firstly, there is one left issue for the using of received multiple-preferred resource set from UE-B’s perspective, 

	IUC-based resource allocation and LCP (e.g. in R2-2204968)? 

R2-2204968:
Proposal 4: Destination selection step within the LCP needs to consider the IUC information used for sensing/resource selection. For example, PHY of UE-B indicates to MAC layer, that IUC information from UE-A was taking into account during the sensing/resource selection procedure. Correspondingly MAC would set the destination to the destination ID of UE-A while performing the LCP procedure.

· We can revisit it next meeting. 


This issue is from the following RAN1 agreement

	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




And in this meeting, the following contributions are discussing this issue

	R2-2207029
	OPPO
	Proposal 11
RAN2 not pursue IUC-aware LCP change at maintenance stage now. And leave the IUC-info utilization at resource selection to UE implementation, i.e., not pursue normative text change.

Proposal 12
RAN2 discuss to capture the NOTE as “When UE-B receives multiple preferred resource sets from the different UE-A, it is up to UE-B implementation to decide preferred resource set from which UE-A to be used during resource selection.”

	R2-2207248
	Ericsson
	Proposal 1
Add a note in the LCP procedure to capture how the MAC layer considers a destination ID provided by the physical layer.

	R2-2207455
	Apple
	1.
Added a NOTE to indicate it is up to UE implementation how to select Destination to comply with IUC agreement.

	R2-2207526
	CATT
	Proposal 1: No RAN2 specification effort is needed to reflect the RAN1 agreement that 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. ‎

	R2-2207890
	Lenovo
	Proposal 1: sensing operation when considering IUC information and destination selection during LCP needs to be synchronized.

Proposal 2: When using IUC information during selection of SL grant, UE shall select a destination that is matching the source of the IUC information MAC CE considered when selecting the SL grant. (normative text in LCP)

	R2-2208602
	vivo
	Proposal 1: LCP procedure is changed to ensure UE-A is selected as the final destination by UE-B if UE-A provides preferred resource set to UE-B. (normative text in LCP)


The issue is due to the gap between resource selection and LCP, which is similar with SL DRX, i.e., the input/parameter being used during resource selection may not match the final destination selection in LCP.

In the above contributions, the proposed approaches can be divided into 2 directions:
· No normative text, i.e., leave UE implementation to handle the gap between resource selection and LCP just like we did for SL DRX;

· Use normative text to restrict UE to select the destination from which the preferred resource set has been received and used during resource selection procedure.

In R2-2208602, the issue for not using normative text has been analysed, if we use e.g. a NOTE to solve this problem (an example as follows) in MAC specification, the problem is that the NOTE is anyway just informative and the UE behaviour defined by normative procedure text would remain the same, i.e., the UE behaviour is not restricted well. However, in R2-2207526, it proposes the preferred resource sets from UE-A(s) is (are) not mandatory, but only a reference for UE-B’s resource selection. If there are no intersection resources of the received preferred resource set and the UE-B’s own sensing result, UE-B performs the resource selection based on its own sensing result.
The following Q is to check companies’ view on the above issue.

Question 7-1: What’s your view on the way to capture UE-B’s behaviour on the multiple preferred resource set?

· Option 1: Use normative text in LCP;

· Option 2: No normative text in LCP;

	Company
	Option
	Comments

	 OPPO
	Option 2
	We understand this issue is quite similar to the issue for SL DRX, i.e., the information being used during resource selection anyway cannot always match the destination been selected in LCP. More specifically, in SL DRX, the restriction comes from the active time information, while in IUC, it comes from the preferred resource set information. So we suggest to follow the same spirit as we agreed for DRX, which is leave to UE implementation to handle the mismatch between resource selection and LCP.

And there are some further issues for changing LCP 
· Firstly, it violates the legacy LCP principle on the priority based data transmission and also the fairness, to be more specific, a RX UE can occupy the Tx resources by sending IUC-info so that Tx UE can only transmit data to the Rx UE since the preferred resource has been used even there is higher priority data to be transmitted to the other Rx UEs;

· Then, there are some ambiguity on “using the preferred resource set in resource selection procedure”, i.e., how to define the preferred resource set has been used, for example, how to define the case been discussed in R2-2207526, i.e., there are no intersection resources of the received preferred resource set and the UE-B’s own sensing result.
Therefore, considering R17 has been freezing, and leaving it to UE implementation can work well, we should avoid introducing the LCP impact which may cause more issues.

	xiaomi
	Option 2
	A note is enough. We should avoid huge change on the LCP procedure at this stage. 

	Nokia
	Option 2
	We don’t really believe in that this can be fixed in a good way without significant more agreements, and thus would prefer to having no text. However, we can agree to a note stating it is “up to UE implementation”. As an example of the reason not to specify, the TP proposed in R2-2208602 violates the destination selection procedure, as it basically makes LCP a RAN1 procedure, since it is now based on RAN1 input, and only those which supports IUC will be prioritised.
Likewise, the TP R2-2207890 is ambiguous, as it does not explain what happens if the destination does not have a matching source of IUC information.

As a compromise, if option 1 is preferred, at least we think 7890 should be used as baseline



	Lenovo
	Option 1
	A NOTE is only used to clarify the behaviour which is specified by the normative text. However, clearly the normative text only specifies the UE behaviour. Hence, when we follow the 3GPP rules, we would need to have normative text to capture the behaviour agreed by RAN1. This is same as for DRX, where it’s also in the normative text, i.e. select a Destination associated to one of unicast, groupcast and broadcast, that is in the SL Active time for the SL transmission occasion if SL DRX is applied for the destination.

	LG
	Option 2
	

	CATT
	Option2
	It is up to UE implementation. No need to specify

	Ericsson
	Option 2
	


Then, for the detailed solutions, for Option 1 in Question 7-1 (normative text based approach), R2-2207890 and R2-2208602 have proposed TP.

TP proposed by R2-2207890,

	2>
select a Destination associated to one of unicast, groupcast and broadcast, that is in the SL Active time for the SL transmission occasion if SL DRX is applied for the destination and that is matching the source of the IUC information MAC CE considered when selecting a sidelink grant if IUC information has been considered, and having at least one of the MAC CE and the logical channel with the highest priority, among the logical channels that satisfy all the following conditions and MAC CE(s), if any, for the SL grant associated to the SCI:

3>
SL data is available for transmission; and

3>
SBj > 0, in case there is any logical channel having SBj > 0; and
3>
sl-configuredGrantType1Allowed, if configured, is set to true in case the SL grant is a Configured Grant Type 1; and

3>
sl-AllowedCG-List, if configured, includes the configured grant index associated to the SL grant; and

3>
sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to disabled, if PSFCH is not configured for the SL grant associated to the SCI.


TP proposed by R2-2208602,

	1>
else:
2>
if the new transmission is associated to a sidelink grant which is created based on reception of preferred resource set from a destination which is enabled by sl-InterUE-CoordinationScheme1, if configured by RRC:

           3> the destination is selected;
2>
else:
3> select a Destination associated to one of unicast, groupcast and broadcast, that is in the SL Active time for the SL transmission occasion if SL DRX is applied for the destination, and having at least one of the MAC CE and the logical channel with the highest priority, among the logical channels that satisfy all the following conditions and MAC CE(s), if any, for the SL grant associated to the SCI:

4>
SL data is available for transmission; and

4>
SBj > 0, in case there is any logical channel having SBj > 0; and
4>
sl-configuredGrantType1Allowed, if configured, is set to true in case the SL grant is a Configured Grant Type 1; and

4>
sl-AllowedCG-List, if configured, includes the configured grant index associated to the SL grant; and

4>
sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to disabled, if PSFCH is not configured for the SL grant associated to the SCI.



The following Q is to check companies’ view if you choose Option 1 for Question 7-1.

Question 7-2: If choose Option 1 in Question 7-1, What’s your view on the following proposed solution?

· Option 1: TP proposed by R2-2207890;

· Option 2: TP proposed by R2-2208602;

	Company
	Option
	Comments

	Lenovo
	Option 1
	Approach taken for DRX is reused


And for the detailed solutions for Option 2 in Question 7-1 (no normative text based approach), R2-2207029, R2-2207248, R2-2207455, R2-2207526 have proposed different solutions

In R2-2207029, the NOTE in resource selection section is proposed as follows,

NOTE X: When UE-B receives multiple preferred resource sets from the different UE-A, it is up to UE-B implementation to decide preferred resource set from which UE-A to be used during resource selection.

In R2-2207248/7455, the NOTE in LCP section is proposed as follows,

(R2-2207248) NOTE X:
If a Destination has been provided by the physical layer when the physical layer indicates the resources to the MAC layer, the Destination can be selected for the SL transmission by the MAC layer.

(R2-2207455) NOTE X: For a selected SL resource which has been chosen due to being part of preferred resource set(s) received in one or more Sidelink Inter-UE Coordination Information MAC CE(s) sent by other UE(s), it is up to UE implementation to ensure the selected Destination is among the senders of those Sidelink Inter-UE Coordination Information MAC CE(s).

In R2-2207526, it proposes no spec impact is needed.
The following Q is to check companies’ view if you choose Option 2 for Question 7-1.

Question 7-3: If choose Option 2 in Question 7-1, What’s your view on the following proposed solution?

· Option 1: TP proposed by R2-2207029;

· Option 2a: TP proposed by R2-2207248;

· Option 2b: TP proposed by R2-2207455;

· Option 3: No spec impact 

	Company
	Option
	Comments

	OPPO
	Option 1 or 3
	As replied in Q7-1, we are reluctant for the LCP impact since it introduces more issues, and violates the legacy LCP principle which may have great impact to QoS. 

	xiaomi
	Option 2b
	Option 1 seems not reflecting the restriction on DST selection during LCP. The proposed note seems to describe how to handle multiple preferred resource set during resource selection. 

Option 2a: Some bits of the DST is carried by MAC sub-header so the PHY alone is not able to determine the DST. Actually there is no need to emphasize which layer is to determine the DST, no matter MAC or PHY.
Option 2b matches the RAN1 agreement well. 

	Nokia
	Option 3
	We prefer to have no spec impact, but can agree to option 1 if majority.

	LG
	Option 1
	

	CATT
	Option 3
	Other options will have impact to legacy LCP principle, which also have impact to resource selection part if we hope this new LCP procedure work well. So, we prefer option 3. Also fine to option 1 if majority.

	Ericsson
	Option 2a (proponent)
	


3.2.3 Issue 8: resource selection/LCP impacts considering IUC-info from UE-A’s perspective

Another issue proposed by companies in this meeting is the LCP impact due to the relationship between IUC-info transmission and resource pool, i.e, IUC-info need to be transmitted in the pool where IUC-REQ is received or the condition has been met according to the following RAN1 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
· 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


The following contribution proposes to capture this RAN1 agreement in LCP procedure in MAC spec

	R2-2207215


	ZTE Corporation, Sanechips
	Proposal3: During LCP, the IUC MAC CE can only use the SL grant associated to the resource pool where the IUC is generated. (normative text in LCP)


	The MAC entity shall for each SCI corresponding to a new transmission:

1>
if sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfig or sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfigCommon is configured according to TS 38.331 [5]:

2>
if the new transmission is associated with a sidelink grant in sl-DiscTxPoolSelected or sl-DiscTxPoolScheduling configured in sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfig or sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfigCommon:

3>
select a Destination associated with sidelink discovery as specified in TS 23.304 [26], having at least one of the logical channel with the highest priority, among the logical channels that satisfy all the following conditions for the SL grant associated to the SCI:

4>
SL data is available for transmission; and

4>
SBj > 0, in case there is any logical channel having SBj > 0; and
4>
sl-configuredGrantType1Allowed, if configured, is set to true in case the SL grant is a Configured Grant Type 1; and

4>
sl-AllowedCG-List, if configured, includes the configured grant index associated to the SL grant.

2>
else:
2> select the candidate logical channels satisfying all the following conditions:

3>
SL data is available for transmission; and

3>
SBj > 0, in case there is any logical channel having SBj > 0; and
3>
sl-configuredGrantType1Allowed, if configured, is set to true in case the SL grant is a Configured Grant Type 1; and

3>
sl-AllowedCG-List, if configured, includes the configured grant index associated to the SL grant; and

3>
sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to disabled, if PSFCH is not configured for the SL grant associated to the SCI.

2> select the candidate MAC CE satisfying all the following conditions:

3> The MAC CE is available; and

3> if the MAC CE is Inter-UE Coordination Request MAC CE, the resource pool which is requested in the MAC CE includes the SL grant; and

3> if the MAC CE is Inter-UE Coordination Information MAC CE, the resource pool generating the MAC CE includes the SL grant.
3>
select a Destination associated with one of unicast, groupcast and broadcast (excluding the Destination(s) associated with sidelink discovery as specified in TS 23.304 [26]), having at least one of the MAC CE and the logical channel with the highest priority, among the selected candidate logical channels and MAC CE(s), if any, for the SL grant associated to the SCI.





1>
else:
2> select the candidate logical channels satisfying all the following conditions:
3>
SL data is available for transmission; and

3>
SBj > 0, in case there is any logical channel having SBj > 0; and
3>
sl-configuredGrantType1Allowed, if configured, is set to true in case the SL grant is a Configured Grant Type 1; and

3>
sl-AllowedCG-List, if configured, includes the configured grant index associated to the SL grant; and

3>
sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to disabled, if PSFCH is not configured for the SL grant associated to the SCI.

2> select the candidate MAC CE satisfying all the following conditions:

3> The MAC CE is available; and

3> if the MAC CE is Inter-UE Coordination Request MAC CE, the resource pool which is requested in the MAC CE includes the SL grant; and

3> if the MAC CE is Inter-UE Coordination Information MAC CE, the resource pool generating the MAC CE includes the SL grant.

2>
select a Destination associated to one of unicast, groupcast and broadcast, that is in the SL active time for the SL transmission occasion if SL DRX is applied for the destination, and having at least one of the MAC CE and the logical channel with the highest priority, among the selected candidate  logical channels and MAC CE(s), if any, for the SL grant associated to the SCI.




 
NOTE 1:
If multiple Destinations have the logical channels satisfying all conditions above with the same highest priority or if multiple Destinations have either the MAC CE and/or the logical channels satisfying all conditions above with the same priority as the MAC CE, which Destination is selected among them is up to UE implementation.

1>
select the logical channels satisfying all the following conditions among the logical channels belonging to the selected Destination:

2>
SL data is available for transmission; and

2>
sl-configuredGrantType1Allowed, if configured, is set to true in case the SL grant is a Configured Grant Type 1; and.

2>
sl-AllowedCG-List, if configured, includes the configured grant index associated to the SL grant; and

3>
if PSFCH is configured for the sidelink grant associated to the SCI:

4>
sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to enabled, if sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to enabled for the highest priority logical channel satisfying the above conditions; or
4>
sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to disabled, if sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to disabled for the highest priority logical channel satisfying the above conditions.

3>
else:

4>
sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to disabled.

NOTE 2:
HARQ feedback enabled/disabled indicator is set to disabled for the transmission of a MAC PDU only carrying CSI reporting MAC CE or Sidelink DRX Command MAC CE or Sidelink Inter-UE Coordination Request MAC CE or Sidelink Inter-UE Coordination Information MAC CE.

1> select the MAC CE satisfying all the following conditions among the MAC CEs belonging to the selected Destination:

2> The MAC CE is available; and

2> if the MAC CE is Inter-UE Coordination Request MAC CE, the resource pool which is requested in the MAC CE includes the SL grant; and

2> if the MAC CE is Inter-UE Coordination Information MAC CE, the resource pool generating the MAC CE includes the SL grant.


The following Q is to check companies’ view on the above TP.

Question 8: Do you agree with the proposed TP in R2-2207215 as above?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	 OPPO
	No
	For the LCP impact, as explained before, we are negative on the impact to LCP considering R17 has been freezing, the impact may be complex and also introduce more problem here and there.
So we would like to leave it to UE implementation to handle the IUC-info to be transmitted in the correct resources.

	xiaomi 
	No
	See our reply above. 

	Nokia
	No
	See above

	Lenovo
	No
	

	LG
	No
	

	CATT
	No
	

	Sharp
	No
	

	Ericsson
	No
	


3.3 Other Proposals

	Tdoc
	Company
	Proposals 
	Moderator’s recommendation

	R2-2207174
	Xiaomi
	Proposal 1: Start RTT timer if no SCI is received for the corresponding Sidelink process during associated sl-drx-RetransmissionTimer running
	Since only one proposal on this direction, and it is an optimization, suggest not to prioritize for now

	R2-2207215


	ZTE Corporation, Sanechips
	Proposal2：If UE-B select scheme2 for inter-UE coordination, UE-B select the resource pool configured with PSFCH.
	Since this issue has been discussed in last meeting and majority companies agree it is a RAN1 issue, suggest not to prioritize now

	R2-2207526
	CATT
	Proposal 2: Add the description of the criterion on when to not use the preferred resource set in TS 38.321 and adopt the TP1 in the Annex.
	Since RAN1 will discuss this issue in the coming RAN1 meeting, suggest to wait for RAN1 conclusion first and not to prioritize now

	
	
	Proposal 3: Capture the SR procedures of SL Inter-UE Coordination Request MAC CE or SL Inter-UE Coordination Information MAC CE in TS 38.321 and adopt the TP2 in the Annex.
	Since IUC only applies to mode-2, so the SR for IUC MAC CE seems not needed

	R2-2208150
	InterDigital
	Proposal 1:
For SL transmissions by a UE to NW relay UE, direct comparison of Uu priority of UL transmissions and equivalent Uu priority of relayed SL transmissions is used for UL/SL prioritization.

Proposal 2:
For SL transmissions by a UE to NW relay UE, the equivalent Uu priority of relayed SL transmissions is the priority of Uu LCH corresponding to the received (in the adaptation layer header) remote UE’s bearer ID 


	Since only one paper on this direction, and it is an optimization, suggest not to prioritize for now

	R2-2208222
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Proposal 1: Consider MCS-dependent RSRP threshold(s) in determining resource conflict in IUC scheme 2.

Proposal 2: Consider fraction of overlapping subchannels dependent RSRP threshold(s) in determining resource conflict in IUC scheme 2.
	Since Scheme-2 IUC is in RAN1 scope, and the proposals are optimization, so suggest not to prioritize for now

	R2-2208602
	vivo
	Proposal 3: After sending an IUC request MAC CE, UE-B shall not send a new IUC request MAC CE within the latency bound of IUC request transmission corresponding to the prior request.

Proposal 4: After receiving an IUC request MAC CE, UE-A shall not transmit a new IUC information MAC CE which is not corresponding to the request within the latency bound (e.g. condition-based IUC information).
	Since they are optimization, suggest not to prioritize for now


4 Conclusion

We have the following proposals:
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