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1. Overall Description:
During RAN2#125, RAN2 discussed whether SL IUC or SL DRX would be supported in co-channel co-existence and companies think that this discussion and decision is up to RAN1. Therefore, RAN2 would like to ask RAN1 the following questions:	Comment by Huawei, HiSilicon: Suggest to add "SL" before "DRX" overall. 	Comment by Xiaomi_Li Zhao: OK
Question Question-1: Is the SL IUC supported in co-channel co-existence?  
Question Question-2: Is the SL DRX supported in co-channel co-existence?

Meanwhile, although RAN2 agreed the following in Rel-17	Comment by Apple - Zhibin Wu 1: Suggest to change “simultaneously supported” to “ used by a Sidelink UE simultaneously” 
	Comment by Xiaomi_Li Zhao: OK	Comment by OPPO (Qianxi Lu) - POST125: What about the addition to follow R2 agreements as follows?

	Send a LS to RAN1 to ask whether IUC or DRX is supported in co-channel coexistence. 
	For both IUC and DRX case, explain what RAN2 agreed and RAN2’s current status (e.g. looking whether it can be supported with simple text changes in MAC spec) or not. RAN2 will not support it if it requires any functional change or modification.	Comment by Xiaomi_Li Zhao: For IUC and DRX, my original thinking is to firstly check the feasibility in R17 in next meeting based on TPs, so did not include this case in the LS. But OK to add according to the agreement. 

3. 	IUC in SL DRX is deprioritized in Rel-17 from RAN2 point of view
RAN2 is discussing whether both SL IUC and SL DRX can be used by a Sidelink UE simultaneously from Rel-17 with simple text changes in MAC spec, i.e., RAN2 will not support it if it requires any functional change or modification.	Comment by Xiaomi_Li Zhao: Add from Rel-17 here to make it more clear that the coexistence of IUC and DRX is for R17 not for the co-channel case. 


2. Actions:
To SA RAN WG2WG1
ACTION: 	RAN2 would like to ask RAN1 to provide feedback to the above questionsQuestion-1 and Question-2.RAN1 can take the RAN2 status into consideration on the potential work for the co-existence of SL IUC and SL DRX from Rel-17.  	Comment by Apple - Zhibin Wu 1: Feedback-> answers	Comment by Huawei, HiSilicon: There is no mentioning in Chair Note RAN2 will ask RAN1 on the both IUC and DRX case, instead of "explain...",  which is done in "Overall Description". We can ask RAN1 to take the status into consideration if companies really want to add something here. I don't see a point to ask RAN1 now if RAN2 has no agreement on which way to go (before checking it next meeting). The wording "RAN1 can feedback.." used here to soften it won't help much as "can" seems to be vague from required "Action" PoV. 	Comment by ZTE(Weiqiang Du): Although “explain” is used in chair Note, we think the motivation of “explain current RAN2 status” is to check whether they have any concern on it implicitly. So, OK to keep current text.	Comment by Xiaomi_Li Zhao: As commented by Apple, “potential work” is used here and with the explanation above, the current status in RAN2 is clear. With “can”, it is not required but up to RAN1 whether to provide feedback or not, so also aligned with the agreement. Otherwise, RAN1 may be confused why we explain the status in RAN2 but without any action to them. So would like to keep this text.  	Comment by Huawei, HiSilicon: Thanks for the discussion and the suggestion on "potential work". Nevertheless I want to remind the LS drafting during short email discussion is to be based on the existing meeting agreement and asking RAN1 on both IUC and DRX case is not in the meeting agreement. So we are not OK to ask RAN1 now. 
RAN2 is to check the simple MAC change next meeting. If the simple MAC change works, this case can be closed as this case has been only discussed in RAN2 so far. If companies still want to ask for RAN1 concern, RAN2 can discuss whether to ask RAN1 after checking MAC simple change. 
I understand companies intention however the working procedure has to be followed.  
	Comment by Apple - Zhibin Wu 1: Regarding HW’s concern, I think it is fine to include the meeting agreement and ask another WG to “take into account and feedback if any concerns”, so I think the last sentence in the action part is OK. The intention is not to proactively solicit feedback… Maybe we can rephrase the action part as follow:
1) provide answers to Q1 and Q2 above
2) take the status of RAN2 discussion of IUC+DRX coexistence into account and feedback if any concern.  	Comment by Apple - Zhibin Wu 1: “work for” ==> “potential work on”	Comment by Xiaomi_Li Zhao: OK

3. Date of Next TSG-RAN WG2 Meeting:
TSG-RAN WG2 Meeting #125bis	April 2024		Changsha, CN
TSG-RAN WG2 Meeting #126	May 2024		Fukuoka, JP



