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Introduction
RAN1 received an LS on positioning MAC agreements from RAN2 [1]. In this LS, RAN2 provide the following action for RAN1:
	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.



[bookmark: _Hlk157002337][bookmark: _Hlk510705081]Discussion
In Rel-16, WI 5G_V2X_NRSL, the following parameter was introduced:
	sl-MinTimeGapPSFCH

The minimum time gap between PSFCH and the associated PSSCH in the unit of slots.


Its purpose is to provide sufficient processing time for the RX UE to receive the PSSCH transmission, attempt to decode the TB and prepare the associated PSFCH transmission carrying HARQ-ACK feedback.
Rel-18 WI NR_pos_enh2 introduced the shared SL PRS resource pool, where SL PRS can be transmitted in addition to PSSCH. RAN2’s question now seems to be whether a new parameter is needed to provide processing time for the case that a RX UE receives both PSSCH and SL PRS and has to provide HARQ-ACK feedback.  
At RAN1#113, RAN1 reached the following conclusion:
	Conclusion
Do not support ACK/NACK feedback for SL-PRS or lower-layer feedback-based retransmissions in Release 18. 



It is therefore clear that, in preparing HARQ-ACK feedback for this case, the RX UE does not have to perform any additional processing compared to the Rel-16 legacy case and no new parameter is needed.
Moreover, since legacy UEs can use the shared SL PRS resource pool, introducing a new parameter with a separate time gap for SL PRS would be problematic since legacy UEs would not be aware of the new parameter.

[bookmark: Proposal97147]Proposal 1: Reply to RAN2 that a new RRC parameter for time gap between SL PRS and PSFCH is not needed.

A draft reply LS based on this proposal has been prepared [2].
Conclusion
In this contribution, we have made the following observations and proposals related to RAN2’s LS on positioning MAC agreements:
Proposal 1: Reply to RAN2 that a new RRC parameter for time gap between SL PRS and PSFCH is not needed.
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