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1. Overall Description:
In RAN2#113bis, RAN2 made the following working assumption
19:	Working assumption: SL HARQ RTT timer can be derived from the retransmission resource timing when the SCI indicates a retransmission resource. FFS whether explicitly configured SL HARQ RTT timer may be still required. If big problem is identified next meeting, we can revisit it.
[bookmark: _Hlk73621407][bookmark: _GoBack]This working assumption was made based on the assumption that the RX UE can determine the time location of the next retransmission resource(s) of the TX UE (assuming that resource reserved by SCI is not reselected by the TX UE due to e.g. pre-emption/UL-SL prioritization) based on the “time resource assignment” field in SCI.  In RAN2#114bis, some companies believed this is not feasible had the concern as to whether this is always possible since there might not be one-to-one mapping between Tx resource pool at Tx UE side and Rx resource pool at Rx UE side. , while others believed that the network always guarantees that this is feasible. RAN2 would therefore like to confirm its understanding withask RAN1.	Comment by Seungmin Lee: To make it more clearer, we think that this wording should be changed to “resource reserved by SCI”.	Comment by Seungmin Lee: To make it more clearer, we think that this wording should be changed to “field in SCI”.	Comment by Seungmin Lee: Considering the current RAN2’s situation, this wording should be changed to “However, in RAN2#114, RAN2 has failed to consensus on whether ~”.	Comment by Seungmin Lee: It seems that this is the typo. It should be changed to “RAN2#114”.
Q1: For R17 SL DRX design, Ffrom RAN1 perspective, whether it is feasible for the Rx-UE to determine the time location of the next retransmission resource(s) of the TX UE (assuming that resource is not reselected by the TX UE) based on the “Time resource assignment” field in SCI for the case 	Comment by OPPO (Qianxi): Although I understand your intention is to have a wording leaning towards RAN1 confirming this, yet I think the LS scope concluded from online meeting is to simply ask RAN1 if it is can be done

Ask RAN1 if RX-UE can be aware of TX-UE’s timing information. For the cases when PSFCH is configured and when PSFCH is not configured. 

We do not mind even simply copy the Q in the agreement to the LS even though it is not comprehensive but if it is helpful to end the debate here.

1) when PSFCH is configured; 	Comment by OPPO (Qianxi): As commented by HW.
2) when PSFCH is not configured? 
	Comment by ZTE (Weiqiang): it seems the main divergence is whether the resource pool relationship can be 1-1 mapping or 1-N mapping. In consequence, except Q1, we can also directly ask RAN1 about this issue to remove all following doubts associated to this issue, i.e. whether the RX pool and TX pool is 1-1 mapping or 1-N mapping?	Comment by OPPO (Qianxi): Let’s start from a simply wording as suggested by Chairman.

2. Actions:
To RAN WG1: RAN2 respectfully requests RAN1 to feedback on Q1 above.

3. Dates of Next TSG-RAN WG2 Meetings:
TSG RAN WG2 Meeting #115-e	16 August – 27 August 2021	eMeeting
TSG RAN WG2 Meeting #116-e	1 November– 12 November 2021	eMeeting

