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1. Overall Description:
In the current MAC specification TS 38.321, it is captured that	Comment by Seungmin Lee: [LG]: We think that for a better understanding of RAN1, it would be also necessary to capture the MAC specification contents relevant to the case where MAC entity instructs PHY layer to report ACK on PUCCH when the number of TXs of a MAC PDU using CG resources has been reached to the configured maximum value (i.e., Section 5.22.1.3.1a). The point here is that RAN2 should inform RAN1 that for this case, the UE assumes that the next reTX(s) of the MAC PUD is not required.

In addition, we suggest to include the following RAN2 agreements related to those mentioned above.  

Proposal 1	When FB is disabled and if sl-CG-MaxTransNumList is NOT configured, UE judges “next retransmission(s) of the MAC PDU is not required” based on its implementation.
 Agreed.

Proposal 2	When FB is disabled, for CG, if sl-CG-MaxTransNumList is configured with a value not larger than the number of CG resources, when sl-CG-MaxTransNum is reached, UE assumes that next retransmission(s) of the MAC PDU is not required
 Agreed.	Comment by OPPO (Qianxi): For the 1st point, not sure if I get your point correctly, but I try to put some thing related here. Please let me know if any misunderstanding.

For the 2nd point, I thought the online conclusion is a LS for the WA part only, although I am personally open to include the other two agreement, let’s wait to see if any objection from others.	Comment by Seungmin Lee: [LG2] My point was that as RAN2 is actually asking RAN1 what scenario(s) the sentence of “next reTX(s) of the MAC PDU is not required” targets, it would be desirable that the information on the scenario in which the next reTX(s) of the MAC PDU is not required from RAN2’s perspective is informed to RAN1. Again this information would be helpful for RAN1 to check whether RAN2’s WA is technically problematic or not. 

I think that if the following two agreements are captured in LS, it’s fine not to include additional relevant contents of MAC specification.

Proposal 1	When FB is disabled and if sl-CG-MaxTransNumList is NOT configured, UE judges “next retransmission(s) of the MAC PDU is not required” based on its implementation.
 Agreed.

Proposal 2	When FB is disabled, for CG, if sl-CG-MaxTransNumList is configured with a value not larger than the number of CG resources, when sl-CG-MaxTransNum is reached, UE assumes that next retransmission(s) of the MAC PDU is not required
 Agreed.
[bookmark: _Toc12569235][bookmark: _Toc46490382][bookmark: _Toc52752077][bookmark: _Toc52796539][bookmark: _Toc67931599]5.22.1.3.1a	Sidelink process
[…]
2>	if sl-PUCCH-Config is configured by RRC for the stored sidelink grant:
3>	determine transmission of an acknowledgement on the PUCCH as specified in clause 5.22.1.3.2.
5.22.1.3.2	PSFCH reception
[…]
If sl-PUCCH-Config is configured by RRC, the MAC entity shall for a PUCCH transmission occasion:
1>	if the timeAlignmentTimer, associated with the TAG containing the Serving Cell on which the HARQ feedback is to be transmitted, is stopped or expired:
[…]
1>	else if a MAC PDU has been obtained for a sidelink grant associated to the PUCCH transmission occasion in clause 5.22.1.3.1, the MAC entity shall:
2>	if the most recent transmission of the MAC PDU was not prioritized as specified in clause 5.22.1.3.1a:
[…]
2>	else if HARQ feedback has been disabled for the MAC PDU and next retransmission(s) of the MAC PDU is not required:
3>	instruct the physical layer to signal a positive acknowledgement corresponding to the transmission on the PUCCH according to clause 16.5 of TS 38.213 [6].
2>	else if HARQ feedback has been disabled for the MAC PDU and no sidelink grant is available for next retransmission(s) of the MAC PDU, if any:
3>	instruct the physical layer to signal a negative acknowledgement corresponding to the transmission on the PUCCH according to clause 16.5 of TS 38.213 [6].
[…]
In RAN2#113-bis, RAN2 discussed how to judge interpret the “next retransmission(s) of the MAC PDU is not required”, and reached the following working assumption:
Working assumption: “UE assumes that next retransmission(s) of the MAC PDU is required when FB is disabled, for CG, if sl-CG-MaxTransNumList is configured with a value not larger than the number of CG resources, when sl-CG-MaxTransNum is not reached”
Q1: RAN2 respectfully requests RAN1 to provide feedback if any concern on the working assumption above in case of any concern..

Besides, in the current MAC specification TS 38.321, it is captured for mode 2 that	Comment by OPPO (Qianxi): This is for

We will explain the current MAC status, what was RAN2 reasons to make it (including the history of this discussion), and simply ask RAN1 if RAN1 has any strong concern. 

	[bookmark: _Toc46490379][bookmark: _Toc52752074][bookmark: _Toc52796536][bookmark: _Toc60791815]5.22.1.2 TX resource (re-)selection check
[…]
1>	if retransmission of a MAC PDU on the selected sidelink grant has been dropped by either sidelink congestion control as specified in clause 8.1.6 of TS 38.214 or de-prioritization as specified in clause 16.2.4 of TS 38.213 [6], clause 5.4.2.2 of TS 36.321 [22] and clause 5.4.2.2:
2>	remove the resource(s) from the selected sidelink grant associated to the Sidelink process, if the resource(s) of the selected sidelink grant is indicated for re-evaluation or pre-emption by the physical layer;
2>	randomly select the time and frequency resource from the resources indicated by the physical layer as specified in clause 8.1.4 of TS 38.214 [7] for either the removed resource or the dropped resource, according to the amount of selected frequency resources, the selected number of HARQ retransmissions and the remaining PDB of either SL data available in the logical channel(s) by ensuring the minimum time gap between any two selected resources of the selected sidelink grant in case that PSFCH is configured for this pool of resources, and that a resource can be indicated by the time resource assignment of a SCI for a retransmission according to clause 8.3.1.1 of TS 38.212 [9];



Ii.e., the minimum time gap between any two selected resources of the selected sidelink grant is ensured in case thatas long as PSFCH is configured for the pool wherein the UE performs resource (re-)selection. The current text is specified considering that when the UE performs resource (re-)selection, UE it cannot may not predict the necessity of HARQ feedback until later when the MAC PDU is generated (as captured in TS 38.321 section 5.22.1.4.1.2). In other words, if the UE when performing resource (re-)selection decides that there is no need for HARQ feedback and thus no need to secure minimum gap, but later when generating MAC PDU realizes that HARQ feedback is actually needed for the MAC PDU, the it may drop transmissions on that (re-)selected resource may be dropped due to not satisfying the minimum time gap.	Comment by Seungmin Lee: [LG]: To avoid for RAN1 to have an unnecessary confusion on MAC specification, we think that it would be also necessary to directly capture the relevant contents of MAC specification (i.e., Section 5.22.1.4.1.2). Not sure that the current explanation is sufficient. 	Comment by OPPO (Qianxi): To me that might be too lengthy and detailed for RAN1.. Now I try to add a reference, to see if it works. Let’s wait for comments from others if any.	Comment by Apple - Zhibin Wu: This sentence implies that the TX UE has used the selected resource and retransmitted the TB, but the TB is dropped by RX UE…But I think the fact is that TX UE does not use this  resource because TX UE is still waiting or processing PSFCH. So, I think we need rephrase this sentence. 	Comment by Intel-AA: I tend to see the point by Apple and have tried rephrasing it a bit to hopefully imply that we are talking about the TX UE here	Comment by Seungmin Lee: [LG]: We think that this sentence should be removed because this kind of UE behaviour is not explicitly described in the current MAC specification. Rather it can lead to the confusion in RAN1’s understanding of MAC specification.	Comment by OPPO (Qianxi): I am fine to remove it, but I thought the we want to put some text here to show the reason why directly following R1 agreement is not feasible? Let’s wait a bit to see the view from others.	Comment by Seungmin Lee: [LG2] I know the intention of this sentence, but my point was that it is not desirable to include a certain solution to handle this problematic case. How about changing the current sentence as “it may not be possible to perform transmissions on that (re-)selected resource due to not satisfying the minimum time gap”?
RAN2 understands that it is not aligned with RAN1 agreement made in RAN1 #100-e meeting, and thus discussed the issue in RAN2#113, and but with no consensus to change MAC specification to align with RAN1 agreement.	Comment by OPPO (Qianxi): This is for

We will explain the current MAC status, what was RAN2 reasons to make it (including the history of this discussion), and simply ask RAN1 if RAN1 has any strong concern. 

RAN1 #100e Agreements:
· In Step 2, a UE ensures a minimum time gap Z = a + b between any two selected resources of a TB where a HARQ feedback for the first of these resources is expected 
· ‘a’ is a time gap between the end of the last symbol of the PSSCH transmission of the first resource and the start of the first symbol of the corresponding PSFCH reception determined by resource pool configuration and higher layer parameters of MinTimeGapPSFCH and periodPSFCHresource 
‘b’ is a time required for PSFCH reception and processing plus sidelink retransmission preparation including multiplexing of necessary physical channels and any TX-RX/RX-TX switching time and is determined by UE implementation
Q2: RAN2 respectfully requests RAN1 to provide feedback if in case of any concern on the MAC specification above.?	Comment by OPPO (Qianxi): This is for

We will explain the current MAC status, what was RAN2 reasons to make it (including the history of this discussion), and simply ask RAN1 if RAN1 has any strong concern. 
	Comment by Huawei_Li Zhao: Should be “.”

2. Actions:
To RAN1 group
RAN2 respectfully requests RAN1 to provide feedback on Q1 and Q2 above if in case of any concern.

3. Date of Next TSG-RAN2 Meetings:
3GPPRAN2#114-e	19-27 May 2021   	Online
3GPPRAN2#115-e	16-27 August 2021	Online
