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1
Overall description
RAN2 has reached the following agreement in RAN2 #117-e meeting:
Agreement on IUC:
5: The priority order of a MAC CE for UE-B’s explicit request is between SL CSI reporting MAC CE and SL DRX command MAC CE (when priority of IUC REQ MAC CE is fixed as “1”).

6: The priority order of a IUC Information MAC CE is between SL CSI reporting MAC CE and SL DRX command MAC CE (when priority of IUC Information MAC CE is fixed as “1”).

7: Send LS to RAN1 to inform RAN2 understanding on the priority of IUC INFO/IUC REQ MAC CE and RAN2 preference to fix the priority of IUC INFO/IUC REQ MAC CE as “1”.
RAN2 would like to inform RAN1 that RAN2 prefers to fix the priority value of IUC INFO
/IUC REQ MAC CE
 as “1”. 
 When the priority value is fixed as “1”, the priority order in LCP of a MAC CE for UE-B’s explicit request
 and of a MAC CE for UE-A’s IUC information
, are both between SL CSI reporting MAC CE and SL DRX command MAC CE.
In addition, RAN2 would like to ask RAN1 to confirm whether the priority value indicated by higher layer parameters priorityScheme1CoordInfoExplicit, priorityScheme1Request, and priorityScheme1CoordInfoCondition refers to the priority value which is used for LCP and multiplexing or the priority value

 which is used for sensing and/or candidate resource selection. RAN2 would like to ask RAN1 to obsolete these RRC parameters or update the field description of these parameters if needed. 
Besides, RAN2 has below agreements on the IUC mechanism

:

	· RAN2 introduces a mechanism of timer-based latency bound restriction for transmission of UE-A’s IUC information.

· Timer-based latency bound restriction is applied for the explicit request based UE-A’s IUC information transmission. 

· RAN2 introduces the timer-based latency bound restriction on the transmission of UE-A’s IUC information for both preferred resource set and non-preferred resource set in explicit request-based IUC.

· Working assumption: UE-B sets the timer value to UE-A through PC5 RRC signalling

· RAN2 supports that UE-A starts the timer for the transmission of UE-A's IUC information in the explicit request-based IUC when receiving an explicit request from UE-B and deciding to trigger IUC information to be transmitted UE-B.




2
Actions
To RAN1 

ACTION: 
RAN2 respectfully asks RAN1 to take the above RAN2 agreements into account and provide feedback if any concerns.
3
Dates of next TSG RAN WG2 meetings
RAN2#118-e
9th May – 20th May 2022

Electronic meeting
RAN2#119
22nd August – 26th August 2022
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�Ericsson-Min:





Generally, the current wording in the LS may cause confusion to RAN1.


Actually, the texts in the chairman notes are more helpful for RAN1 to really understand the RAN2 intention for this LS. We can just include the below texts in the LS, to ask RAN1 confirm which aspect/priority the RAN1 parameters refer to. In addition, we can inform RAN1 of RAN2 agreements for the first aspect/priority.





We have two aspects of priority. First one is priority of IUC INFO/IUC REQ MAC CE itself which is used for LCP and multiplexing. Second one is priority information included in IUC INFO/IUC REQ which is used for sensing and/or candidate resource selection


�Prefer to use “IUC MAC CE and IUC request MAC CE” to make it clear


�After some further check with RAN1, it seems these three parameters are intentionally introduced to indicate the priority for sensing and/or candidate resource selection, not the LCP priority value. But indeed the FD of these parameters are not clear and misleading. So we prefer to ask RAN1 to confirm this understanding and update the FD of these parameters. 


�We think the original text is better as the intention is to let RAN1 to obsolete those RRC parameters because RAN2 decides to use fixed priority value “1”.


�This is to tell RAN1 that we have already known the RRC parameters provided from RAN1 but we still made the decision to fix it to ‘1’, i.e. this RAN2 agreement is not based on unknown of RAN1 agreement.


�Prefer to use “IUC request MAC CE”


�Prefer to use “IUC MAC CE”


�I think in R1-2202541 it is already clear that these three parameters are for the IUC REQ MAC CE and IUC MAC CE themselves if you look at the description. 


The priority value used for candidate resource selection is given by priorityPreferredResourceSetScheme1 which is NOT listed here. So I don’t think updated field description is really needed here.


And I think RAN2’s intention should be clarified that even they defined the priority value for the IUC REQ MAC CE and IUC MAC CE and indicate it in RRC parameters, we still made the decision to fix it to ‘1’. With current modification, this RAN2 intention seems to be missed.


�I agree, the FD seems to configure the priority for the MAC CE itself, but I think there is also some voice that actually these parameters are used to configure the priority for sensing/resource selection. That’s why we suggest to check with RAN1 on the understanding. If their intention is to configure the priority for MAC CE itself, we agree to delete these parameters directly but if the intention is to configure the priority for sensing/resource selection, we think some update on FD is needed. So maybe we can ask if to delete directly in the sentence.


�Based on the guidance of the email scope of “Other question/information can be discussed and added if ok to companies”, we suggest to add these RAN2 information to RAN1, this reason is, RAN1 is discussing below parameter values, RAN2 agreements have relativity with them.


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








�The title of the LS needs to be updated if we include this part in the LS. BTW we think it is also OK for RAN1 to check our minutes directly. 





