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Introduction
In an LS on positioning MAC agreements [1], RAN2 asks RAN1 the following question,
	To RAN1:
ACTION: RAN2 would like to ask RAN1, regarding the minimum time gap between the last symbol of SL-PRS and the start of the first symbol of PSFCH reception that is associated with the PSSCH transmission on SL-PRS shared resource pool, whether a new RRC parameter is needed.


In this contribution, we discuss how to address the technical aspects of the RAN2 question.
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In the latest version of TS 38.321, the minimum time gap between any two selected resources of a TB, as mentioned in the RAN2 question, is defined as follows,
	5.22.1.1	SL Grant reception and SCI transmission
For a selected sidelink grant, the minimum time gap between any two selected resources comprises:
-	a time gap between the end of the last symbol of a PSSCH transmission of the first resource and the start of the first symbol of the corresponding PSFCH reception determined by sl-MinTimeGapPSFCH and sl-PSFCH-Period for the pool of resources; and
-	For SL operation with shared spectrum channel access, the time gap between the end of the last symbol of a PSSCH transmission of the first resource and the start of the first symbol of the last corresponding PSFCH reception determined by sl-MinTimeGapPSFCH and sl-PSFCH-Period for the pool of resources; and
-	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.
NOTE 4:	How to determine the time required for PSFCH reception and processing plus sidelink retransmission preparation is left to UE implementation.


The RAN2 question on the need for “a new RRC parameter” seems to stem from a misinterpretation of the first part (see the yellow highlight above) of the “minimum time gap” as specified in TS 38.321, i.e. the legacy RRC parameters sl-MinTimeGapPSFCH and sl-PSFCH-Period were used to derive a PSSCH-to-PSFCH offset, hence a potential need for new RRC parameter(s) to derive a SL-PRS-to-PSFCH offset...
But in fact the PSSCH-to-PSFCH offset derived from the legacy RRC parameters sl-MinTimeGapPSFCH and sl-PSFCH-Period is a slot offset (rather than a symbol offset), and is applicable for both PSSCH-to-PSFCH and SL-PRS-to-PSFCH, in case PSSCH and SL-PRS are multiplexed in the same slot. Therefore, no additional RRC parameter is necessary for a SL-PRS-to-PSFCH offset.
On the other hand, the RAN2 question does somehow highlight a potential problem in the definition of the first part of the “minimum time gap”, i.e. in case a SL PRS transmission is multiplexed with a PSSCH transmission in a slot, and is located after the last symbol of the PSSCH transmission, the current definition may impose a unnecessarily more stringent UE processing time requirement than the legacy one. We think some updates are necessary in TS 38.321 to fix this, assuming that there is consensus in RAN1 that no new UE requirement should be introduced, i.e. the legacy minimum time gap as perceived by the UE should be kept when SL PRS is multiplexed in the slot of a shared SL PRS resource pool. A TP for TS 38.321 (i.e. TP#1 in section 5.1) was drafted based on this understanding. We propose to endorse the TP and inform RAN2 about the TP.
Proposal 1: Endorse TP#1 in section 5.1 of this document.
· Inform RAN2 about the update of the definition of minimum time gap endorsed by RAN1.
· Reply to RAN2 that no new RRC parameter is needed.
Conclusion
In this contribution, we presented our views on the impact of minimum time gap between two selected resource(s) due to multiplexing of SL PRS in a shared SL PRS resource pool, and made the following proposal:
Proposal 1: Endorse TP#1 in section 5.1 of this document.
· Inform RAN2 about the update of the definition of minimum time gap endorsed by RAN1.
· Reply to RAN2 that no new RRC parameter is needed.
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------------------------------------------------------ Start of TP#1 ----------------------------------------------------
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< Unchanged parts are omitted >
For a selected sidelink grant, the minimum time gap between any two selected resources comprises:
-	a time gap between the end of the last symbol of a PSSCH transmission or a SL PRS transmission (if any) of the first resource and the start of the first symbol of the corresponding PSFCH reception determined by sl-MinTimeGapPSFCH and sl-PSFCH-Period for the pool of resources; and
-	For SL operation with shared spectrum channel access, the time gap between the end of the last symbol of a PSSCH transmission of the first resource and the start of the first symbol of the last corresponding PSFCH reception determined by sl-MinTimeGapPSFCH and sl-PSFCH-Period for the pool of resources; and
-	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.
NOTE 4:	How to determine the time required for PSFCH reception and processing plus sidelink retransmission preparation is left to UE implementation.
< Unchanged parts are omitted >
------------------------------------------------------- End of TP#1 ----------------------------------------------------
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