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Discussion Topics
[100e-NR-5G_V2X_NRSL-RA_Mode2-01] Email discussion/approval on the following issues related to re-evaluation/pre-emption:
· Condition to change resource(s) in re-evaluation
· Re-valuation triggering condition / restriction
· Pre-emption enabling/disabling RRC signalling (per priority and/or per pool)
· Pre-emption different overlapping conditions: time only, time and partial frequency, time and full frequency
· Timeline for pre-emption triggering
by 2/28; if there is a spec impact, endorsing the corresponding TP by 3/3 – Sergey (Intel)
Discussion Outcome
Proposal 1
· For re-evaluation of a pre-selected resource contained in a slot ‘k’ to be first time signaled in a slot ‘m’, where k ≥ m,
· Step 1 of the resource (re-)selection procedure is performed at least at the moment ‘m-T3’, and if the pre-selected resource is not in the identified candidate resource set, Step 2 is triggered for reselection of the resource
· Re-evaluations before the moment ‘m-T3’ or after ‘m-T3’ but before ‘m’ are not precluded and are up to UE implementation
· FFS whether to mandate a UE to perform Step 1 checking every slot before ‘m-T3’
· FFS whether evaluation of Step 2 has to ensure any introduced timing restrictions between pre-selected and re-selected resources when re-evaluation is triggered, and whether it is allowed to change the pre-selected but not reserved resources which are still in the candidate resource set in order to ensure the timing restrictions
· FFS whether for the case of enabled periodic reservation, already reserved resources in upcoming periods can be re-evaluated

Proposal 3
· For pre-emption, both full and partial frequency domain overlap in the same slot are considered as the overlapping condition to trigger resource reselection, wherein the whole resource is reselected even if the partial overlap happened
· (Re-)selection procedure for an already reserved but pre-empted resource to be used for transmission in a slot ‘m’ is not required to be triggered at moment > ‘m – T3’ 
· T3 here is identical to T3 introduced for the re-evaluation
· FFS whether re-selection of the already-reserved, but pre-empted resource applies only to the resource transmitted in slot ‘m’ or to other already-reserved and pre-empted resource(s) signaled in the SCI in slot ’m’ as well
Inputs to Discussion
Q1: Is the following condition to change resource(s) in re-evaluation of Step-1 and Step-2 agreeable? Please also provide any modifications, suggestions, concerns.

Proposal
· A resource is changed during current resource re-evaluation if the associated RSRP measurement is larger than the RSRP threshold used in current Step 1 evaluation


	Company
	Comment
	FL answer/comment

	Panasonic
	We agree with FL that RSRP should be used as a condition to change resource(s) in re-evaluation. We think the priority indicated in received SCI should also be taken into consideration when pre-emption is triggered for re-evaluation.
	Pre-emption is discussed separately

	NTT DOCOMO
	Agree
	

	vivo
	Do not agree, before discussion of this issue, we need to know how to reselect a new resource.
The principle should be that the same resource will not be reselected again, when re-evaluation triggers a new resource reselection
if a new resource is reselected from the candidate resource set (S_A) derived in step 1, then the proposal makes sense. However, if a new resource is reselected from a new candidate resource set (S_B), where S_B is obtained assuming that resource reselection is triggered after re-evaluation, then the associated RSRP threshold should be the RSRP threshold used to derive S_B.
	FL understanding that to decide RSRP threshold for the comparison with the RSRP measurement, a UE needs to run Step 1 first and take the final incremented RSRP threshold.
Effectively, this is equivalent to checking whether a resource is still in the candidate set every slot.
In my understanding, this is aligned with your explanation.

	Ericsson
	We are in general OK with the proposal as long as it is clarified that resources that have already been selected and for which a reservation has been sent in some SCI cannot be changed (except in the cases covered by the pre-emption agreements).
	It can be further clarified, but as pointed out by Samsung, the whole definition of re-evaluation itself is tied to the resource which is not yet signalled

	Intel Corporation
	Agree with proposal
	

	TCL Communications
	We agree with the spirit of the proposal from the feature lead.

We believe that RSRP conditioning is indeed a good measure to re-evaluate, though probably the condition can be used in a slightly different manner. RSRP measurement can be compared against an RSRP threshold to decide whether re-evaluation should be done. This RSRP threshold can be configurable. This can thus be configured to be equal to the RSRP of Step 1 or a different value as part of resource pool configuration.

In our view, the re-evaluation should allow change of resource even if they were reserved and indicated. The reason is if a nearby user missed the prior reservation, for mobility or whatever reason, and if the transmission is going to face severe interference, it’s better to re-evaluate and potentially change the resource.
	As may be checked in the response to vivo, the RSRP threshold is intentionally assumed to be the one used in Step 1 after any incrementation.

Regarding the change of already signalled resource, this is assumed to be handled by the pre-emption feature

	Fraunhofer
	We support the proposal. Since the RSRP threshold from the current step 1 is SL-ThresRSRP_pi_pj, which is associated to both the priority indicated in the received SCI and the priority of a given transmission, the proposal can be used as the condition to change a resource. 
	

	ZTE/Sanechips
	Agree.  In case that a resource is no longer included in the available resource set during the current resource re-evaluation followed by current sensing procedure(Step 1),  the resource should be changed.
	

	MediaTek
	We are OK with this proposal. We suggest a slight modification for clarification. Please find our suggestion highlighted in red:
Proposal
· A resource is changed during current resource re-evaluation if the associated RSRP measurement is larger than the final RSRP threshold with increment used in current Step 1 evaluation
	This was the original intention, and we can clarify it

	Xiaomi
	We understand the intention of the FL, but we think the wording is misleading.
In step 1, only the resource indicated by a SCI can be associated with RSRP measurement. There is no RSRP measurement defined for a resource partially overlapping with SCI reservation. Therefore, we propose to revise the wording to “ … if at least a part of the resource is excluded in step 1 of the current re-evaluation.”   
In addition, UE does not need to perform step 2 in re-evaluation if the resource is not changed.
	My understanding, that partial overlap is automatically accounted by linear RSRP averaging procedure, thus no need to explicitly mention it

	Futurewei
	Agree with the proposal
	

	Apple 
	We are generally fine with the proposal. However, the resource which has been reserved (i.e., via SCI) should not be re-evaluated, except in the pre-emption case. 
	See response to Ericsson

	Qualcomm
	We disagree with the proposal
If the resource has not been previously announced via SCI, the UE can change the resource without any restrictions.
If the resource was previously announced via SCI, then the UE can only change it in case of pre-emption of this reservation or another in signalled in the same upcoming SCI.
	I’m not sure it this is a common understanding that no condition is needed for resource change

	Nokia, NSB
	Agree
	

	Samsung
	We are generally fine with the proposal. 
Since we have a related agreement such that the re-evaluation is applied before transmission of SCI with reservation, Ericsson and Apple’s concern can be resolved. See the below agreement in RAN1#98bis: 
· Resource (re-)selection procedure supports re-evaluation of Step 1 and Step 2 before transmission of SCI with reservation
In addition, we agree with the vivo’s comment that some clarification is needed on how to reselect new resource. In our understanding, a new resource is reselected from a new candidate resource set (S_B), where S_B is obtained after re-evaluation triggering, then the associated RSRP threshold should be the RSRP threshold used to derive S_B. In other word, a new resource is not reselected from the candidate resource set (S_A) in the previous (re-)selection procedure.
	I share your understanding about procedure of resource reselection from S_B

	HW, HiSilicon
	The proposal is not clear. If the intention is to  specify the condition to determine whether resource collision happens on the reserved resource by detecting the SCI, then the condition should be the same as step 6 in the resource exclusion procedure in 8.1.4 of TS 38.214. Once the resource collision is confirmed, then the resource re-evaluation is triggered. In that sense, the descriptions of “during current resource re-evaluation” and “in current Step 1 evaluation” in the current proposal would lead to ambiguity. 
We share Ericsson’s view that the change of resource based on this condition should only be applicable to selected resources for which a reservation has not yet been signaled in SCI. The resource should not be changed after a corresponding reservation is already signaled in SCI except in the cases covered by the preemption agreements if supported.
	Agree about reusing 8.1.4 in 38.214.
Please see the response to vivo about interpretation of the proposal.
Please see the response to Ericsson about changing already signalled resource.

	OPPO
	A triggering condition for resource re-evaluation base on the associated SL-RSRP measurement larger than the SL-RSRP threshold is basically fine with us. However, in our understanding, the colliding/overlapping resource may not always change. In some instance, the colliding resource could be dropped/skipped due to there is no other available resource within the resource selection window. Furthermore, if the overlapping portion of resource is small, the UE can still use the non-overlapping portion of the resource for its own transmission. Therefore, we suggest to modify the proposal as:
“A resource can be changed or dropped during current resource re-evaluation if the associated RSRP measurement is larger than the RSRP threshold used in current Step 1 evaluation.”
And we propose to add another condition as:
“In resource re-evaluation, if the portion of a selected resource that overlap with a reserved resource is less than Y%, UE uses the remaining non-overlapping portion of the selected resource for transmission. Y is (pre-)configurable.”
	My understanding that iterative incrementation of RSRP threshold ensures there is always a resource in a selection window, thus no dropping procedure is needed.
About the overlapping portion, please see the response to Xiaomi. 

	ITRI
	We agree that RSRP should be used as a condition to change resource(s) in re-evaluation.
	

	CATT
	We can partially agree this proposal. 
From our understanding, especially for pre-emption cases, if a SCI with higher priority is decoded by Tx UE, and the reserved resource in SCI is indicated occupation by Tx UE regardless of the RSRP threshold.
	Pre-emption is discussed separately

	LG Electronics
	In general, we are fine with the proposal above.
	

	Sony
	Agree. If the RSRP measurement result is larger than the threshold, the resource cannot be selected in order to avoid resource collision.
	

	Convida
	Generally agree that a resource is re-evaluated or re-selected if the RSRP measurement is above a threshold, if the resource has not been scheduled or reserved or pre-empted before selecting the resource or sending reservation on the resource.
	

	Bosch
	In principle, we are fine with having the RSRP as a triggering condition to change resources for re-evaluation. However, we have two concerns: 
-1st: if the UE has already sent an SCI with reservation (within W=32), then the UE is only able to change the resources in case of pre-emption. However, for SPS reservations it is viable that re-evaluation may change resources to avoid consecutive collisions
-2nd we share vivo’s concerns that if a resource needs to be selected from a new candidate resource set (S_B), assuming Step 1 is triggered after re-evaluation. Hence, this may require reselection of resources based on a new RSRP threshold.
	For the 1st part,  my understanding that re-evaluation is not limited to non-SPS reservation
For the 2nd part, please refer to the response to vivo

	InterDigital
	We are ok with the proposal assuming that we have common understanding that sensing steps used for re-evaluation are the same as those used for initial resource selection
	




Q2: Is the following re-evaluation triggering condition / restriction agreeable? Please also provide any modifications, suggestions, concerns.

Proposal
· Re-evaluation for a resource in slot ‘m’ is assumed to be triggered every slot at least before the moment ‘m-T3’


	Company
	Comment
	FL answer/comment

	Panasonic
	We support with the proposal. However, we think the value T3 should be properly defined to be larger than or equal to the sum of expected UE decoding time of SCI and re-evaluation time. We propose the value to be 1 slot and we are also ok with 2 slots if necessary.
	

	NTT DOCOMO
	Agree
	

	vivo
	Do not agree 
It is not necessary to mandate a UE to perform re-evaluation so frequent, which will increase UE processing burden. This is not good product design.
Since the purpose of re-evaluation is to judge whether to re-selection is necessary before sending reservation signalling. It is more efficient for the UE to re-evaluate at a moment right before m-T3.
Even if UE perform re-evaluation per slot, only the re-evaluation result right before m-T3 is useful.
	Re-evaluation at the moment right before m-T3 excludes possibility to select a candidate resource before this resource, that is why it is essential to allow re-evaluation earlier.

Also, it is not a common understanding, that re-evaluation consumes additional UE processing given that it already does sensing/decoding/measurements every slot. Furthermore, a UE needs to run Step 1 every slot to obtain the RSRP threshold for re-evaluation condition checking discussed in Q1.

	Ericsson
	We do not see the need to re-evaluate more than once. Re-evaluation can be delayed to time ‘m-T3’. Consequently, we propose to modify the proposal to:

Proposal: If the corresponding conditions are met, re-evaluation for a resource reservation signalled in slot ‘m’ is triggered at time ‘m-T3’.
	See the response to vivo

	Intel Corporation
	We agree with proposal.
Regarding comment from vivo’s on implementation, UE anyway need to sense every slot in order to perform SCI decoding and measurements. In general, whether to perform re-evaluation each slot or for subset of slots can be left up to UE implementation if results are the same. However, before initial transmission UE need to do re-evaluation of candidate resources every slot. If evaluation is done only at ‘m-T3’, then all earlier resources will be excluded from consideration which is clearly sub-optimal, i.e. re-evaluation does not work properly in all cases.
	

	TCL Communications
	We are ok with the proposal.
	

	Fraunhofer
	Agree with Ericsson, frequent re-evaluation is avoided and is carried out when the UE has the maximum amount of resource allocation information.
	See the response vivo

	ZTE/Sanechips
	Agree. To determine whether the condition in Q1 is met, this assumption is necessary.
	

	MediaTek
	We are OK with triggering re-evaluation at any slot  before the moment  (i.e.,  ). 
However, UE should be not required to trigger re-evaluation unless at least one SCI is received in a slot before .
We suggest adding a sub-bullet as shown below:
Proposal
· Re-evaluation for a resource in slot ‘m’ is assumed to be triggered every slot at least before the moment ‘m-T3’
· UE is not required to trigger re-evaluation at slot  unless at least one SCI is received in a slot before 
	My understanding that current timeline ensures what you propose

	Xiaomi
	We do not agree the proposal as it introduces a lot of unnecessary UE complexity. From our point of view, the re-evaluation can be triggered if a new reservation from other UE overlaps with the selected resource. 
We can also accept Ericsson proposal assuming re-evaluation can be triggered up to UE implementation in other time slots.
	See the response vivo

	Futurewei
	Agree with the proposal
	

	Apple
	We do not agree the proposal. We think the re-evaluation can be triggered once at “m-T3” to simplify UE operation.  
	See the response vivo

	Qualcomm
	Agree with the principle. The wording should be updated to clarify that “re-evaluation of the resource selection procedure for resource in slot m is triggered …”
	It can be updated
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	Agree
	

	Samsung
	We think that triggering moment ‘nresel’ for the re-evaluation should be up to UE implementation under n< nresel≤ m-T3 where the moment ‘n’ is the moment when resource (re-)selection is triggered.
Then, by implementation, it is possible that the re-evaluation can be triggered in every slots or only in the last available slot.
	My understanding that implementation can be optimized to skip some re-evaluations, however the result should not be different if it is done every slot.

	HW, HiSilicon
	Re-evaluation for a resource in slot ‘m’  need not be triggered every slot before slot ‘m-T3’. The condition to trigger resource re-evaluation should be the resource collision is detected by the received SCI. This can be done once at a time right before ‘m-T3’.

We are not clear on the effect of the words “at least” in the proposal. It appears to imply that after ‘m-T3’, we might later agree that re-evaluation should continue to be every slot. It would seem at that point that the next ‘m-T3’ for the next resource applies.
	See the response to vivo for the first part.

“at least” was intended to say that by implementation a UE can do faster and trigger re-evaluation even closer to ‘m’

	OPPO
	In our understanding, UE performs SCI decoding/reading and SL-RSRP measurement of the decoded SCI in every slot (when it is not transmitting) of a Tx pool. Then UE only triggers the resource exclusion of Step 1 and Step 2 when it detects the measured SL-RSRP is larger than the RSRP threshold of an indicated resource that overlaps with own selected resource. So, it is unclear the meaning or why re-evaluation for a resource is assumed to be triggered “every slot”. We suggest to modify the proposal as:
“Resource exclusion part of Step 1 and Step 2 of the resource re-evaluation procedure for a resource in slot ‘m’ is assumed to be triggered at least before the moment ‘m-T3’”
	

	ITRI
	We agree the proposal.
	

	CATT
	Agree with this proposal.
The UE complexity introduced by the resource re-evaluation triggered every slot at least before the moment ‘m-T3’ can be acceptable. If the resource re-evaluation triggered only before the moment ‘m-T3’, the candidate resources for the re-selection transmission will be decreased and the resource collision will be increased.
	

	LG Electronics
	We are fine with the proposal above.
	

	Sony
	Agree. This is exactly the meaning of introducing re-evaluation phase.
	

	Convida
	Agree that the re-evaluation is triggered at the moment ‘m-T3’, not every slot before ‘m-T3’ to avoid complexity.
	

	Bosch
	The proposal is not acceptable for us. In our understanding, triggering the re-evaluation has to be done at slot  and can additionally be done at any slot up to . 
	

	InterDigital
	We don’t agree with the proposal. When to trigger the resource re-evaluation should be up to UE implementation, e.g., how often the UE trigger the re-evaluation before m-T3.
	




Given the views for Q1 and Q2, it is more constructive to handle Q1 and Q2 in a single proposal, since those are quite related. There are in general two different understandings, where the first one has majority according to replies for Q1 and Q2:
· Understanding 1:
· Re-evaluation is a process of running Step 1 every slot and checking whether the pre-selected resource(s) are still in the candidate set. If not in the set, Step 2 is performed on this candidate set.
· In this case, the RSRP threshold is the one after performing Step 1 on a given slot on a given resource selection window
· In this case, every slot re-evaluation is natural at least to obtain the RSRP threshold
· Understanding 2:
· Re-evaluation is a process of detecting a collision by comparing the RSRP measurement with a-priori known RSRP threshold which can be obtained w/o running Step 1
· In this case, the RSRP threshold is either the initial threshold before any incrementation, or the threshold after Step 1 at the slot when this resource was originally selected in past
· In this case, Step 1 and Step 2 may be triggered only when the collision condition triggered

Assuming Understanding 1 is preferred by the majority (from analysis of the responses), the following updated and combined proposal covering Q1 and Q2 is made:

Updated proposal covering Q1 and Q2
· For re-evaluation of a resource in a slot ‘m’, Step 1 of the resource (re-)selection procedure is performed every slot at least before ‘m-T3’ and if the re-evaluated resource is not in the identified candidate resource set, Step 2 is triggered for reselection of the resource(s) which are not in the candidate resource set


Q3: Which of the following pre-emption enabling/disabling options is agreeable? Please also provide any modifications, suggestions, concerns.

Proposal
· Option 1
· RRC signalling of pre-emption enabling in a resource pool supports priority dependent pre-emption activation
· For a given priority prioTX within a UE, configure a priority level pi associated with the resource indicated in SCI, pj > prioTX, which can trigger pre-emption
· Option 2
· RRC signalling of pre-emption enabling in a resource pool does not support priority dependent pre-emption activation
· For a given priority prioTX within a UE, any priority level pi associated with the resource indicated in SCI, pi > prioTX, can trigger pre-emption


	Company
	Comment

	Panasonic
	We support option 2.

	NTT DOCOMO
	Support option 2. Motivation of option 1 is unclear for us.
In addition, we have one concern on pre-emption, that one TX may be pre-empted more than once. No need to address this case? For example, if a TX is pre-empted, the next TX of the TB can have higher priority. Or, current spec allows the behaviour already?

	NEC
	Option 2

	vivo
	Option 2. The benefit of option 1 is not clear

	Ericsson
	We support option 2. In our view, there is no need of doing priority-dependent pre-emption and once the pre-emption is enabled in a resource pool, any priority level can pre-empt any transmission with lower priority level.

	Intel Corporation
	We support Option 1. We do not foresee scenario when all priority combinations trigger pre-emption. More practical scenario is when one only highest priority trigger pre-emption or starting from the certain priority level. Otherwise, frequent yielding of resources may lead to degradation of overall sensing procedure.

	TCL Communications
	We support Option 2 as it seems to be much simpler solution compared to Option 1.

	Fraunhofer
	We support option 2. As long as pre-emption is enabled for the given resource pool, for a given resource, if the priority of the received SCI is greater than the priority of the intended transmission, pre-emption is triggered and the UE will have to select another resource.

	ZTE/Sanechips
	We prefer to option 2.  Besides, as agreed in RAN1#98bis, SL-RSRP measurement associated with the resource should be taken into consideration. We prefer to reuse the current sensing procedure (Step 1) to judge whether this resource is still available or not .

	MediaTek
	We support Option-1. Sometimes it is not preferable to trigger pre-emption unless the higher priority is greater than the lower priority by a certain margin/value depending on network configuration.

	Xiaomi
	Option 2

	Futurewei
	Option 2

	Apple
	We support Option 1. We prefer that pre-emption is only triggered if the pre-empting data has very high priority, or the pre-empted data has very low priority.   

	Qualcomm
	We prefer Option 2 
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	Option 2

	Samsung
	We prefer Option 2

	HW, HiSilicon
	We do not see the need for such an agreement (option 1 or option 2). It is clearly agreed in meeting #99 that whether pre-emption is supported can be configured per resource pool. This was the condition upon which the pre-emption feature was agreed to be supported by companies. It does not make a lot of sense for us to revisit this agreement in a maintenance phase in order to add a priority dependent activation. In any case, whether a resource is actually pre-empted is already a function of priorities, so adding this extra function is not needed. With the existing agreement, pre-emption is configured per resource pool, independent of priority, which means option 2 is already implicitly supported, and there is no need for a new agreement. If this understanding is incorrect, we would welcome some further discussion and explanation of the difference expressed via Option 2.

If option 1 is to be considered, it needs to be preceded by a discussion on whether to revert the existing agreement.

	OPPO
	Our choice is Option 1. In our view, resource pre-emption should not be allowed for any priority level as long as pi > prioTX, as it should not be used as a common selection mechanism to gain access to/reserve a SL resource. If this behaviour is allowed, many UEs may be forced to use the pre-emption mechanism to select resources and subsequently many other Ues will be forced to trigger resource re-evaluation to re-select/pre-emption other resources. In the end, this will lead to instability of the whole NR-V2X system.

	ITRI
	We prefer option 2.

	CATT
	We support Option 2.
If the pre-emption is enabled in the resource pool, the higher priority UEs can pre-empt the transmission with lower priority. The pre-emption activation is not necessary to be priority dependent.

	LG Electronics
	Our preference is Option 2.

	Sony
	Support option 2. Unnecessary to further configure a priority associated with the resource via RRC signalling.

	Convida
	Support Option 2. UE decides pre-emption if the priority is above a priority threshold if the UE is enabled for pre-emption by higher layer.

	Bosch
	In our understanding, pre-emption is agreed to be configured per resource pool. However, if Option 2 is considered, we do not foresee that pre-emption is valid for all priority values. We support to define a certain priority threshold (PThreshold, which may be configured per resource pool) where a UE triggers pre-emption only if PThreshold > prioTX. 

	InterDigital
	We support Option-1 to avoid too frequent resource re-selection/pre-emption occurred unnecessarily for lower priority data.



Given that most companies prefer Option 2, the following is proposed as a conclusion since Option 2 complies with previous agreements, although not yet implemented in RRC:

Conclusion
· RRC signalling of pre-emption enabling in a resource pool does not support priority dependent pre-emption activation


Q4: Which overlapping conditions are supported for pre-emption triggering? Please indicate which bullet should be supported

A. Only full frequency overlap
B. Full and partial frequency overlap
C. Full and partial frequency overlap, and time only overlap (w/o frequency overlap)
a. Condition/configurability when time only overlap is used needs to be decided as well. If this option is selected, please provide views about condition/configurability.


	Company
	Comment

	Panasonic
	We support option C as the condition for pre-emption triggering. For the time only overlap (w/o frequency overlap) in option C, we think the only scenario is that the UE needs to receive high priority transmission from other UEs thus to trigger pre-emption for another slot is necessary.

	NTT DOCOMO
	We share views with Panasonic.

	Vivo
	Option B. The definition should be align w/ operation for candidate resource set identification.

	Ericsson
	We support Option B. However, it should be clear that in case of partial frequency overlap, the reselection should be done for all the reserved resources in the corresponding slot.

	Intel Corporation	
	Option C. Overlap type should be also configured per priority pair, so that UE may yield transmission on a whole slot or only on overlapped part of resource.

	TCL Communications
	We support Option B.
We believe that time only and no frequency overlap need not be discussed here as UE will prioritize transmit or receive operation appropriately independent of the pre-emption mechanism.

	Fraunhofer
	We support option B. 

	ZTE/Sanechips
	We support option B. As in the current sensing procedure (Step 1), both full and partial frequency overlap are considered.

	MediaTek
	Option-B is preferred. The pre-emption decisions should be similar to re-evaluation mechanism. Triggering should be based on RSRP measurements compared to initial RSRP threshold. Full and partial frequency overlap can impact RSRP, hence should be included as overlapping conditions for pre-emption triggering.
In our view time-only overlap (without frequency overlap) is not needed as pre-emption triggering condition. We should try to avoid unnecessary pre-emption triggering to minimize interference.

	Xiaomi
	Option B. From our opinion, Tx-Rx collision handling should not be mixed with pre-emption, otherwise we do not see why SL-RSRP measurement beyond a threshold is useful.

	Futurewei
	Option B

	Apple
	We support Option B. We think the time-only overlap should not be discussed in the context of pre-emption.  

	Qualcomm
	We support Option B, the UE should avoid any collision, even partial, with another transmission. Pre-emption without an overlap in frequency resources could lead to an unnecessarily large number of pre-emption operations. 

	Nokia, NSB
	Option B

	Samsung
	We prefer Option B. BTW, we are not clear on Option C. How is time only overlap possible without frequency overlap?

	HW, HiSilicon
	We think pre-emption should only be triggered in the case of full-frequency overlap, i.e. option A is preferred, otherwise, too many resources would be pre-empted. In Option B, pre-emption could be triggered by the smallest amount of overlap which would be an undesirable behaviour compared to both Ues transmitting and relying on FEC  (or, we have to discuss how to parameterize the degree of overlap, which priorities it applies to, the nature of the configuration, etc.). We don’t think this is practical to conclude in the e-meeting, and we should not put new open issues on the table at this point of the WI maintenance. In option C, the same problem exists in the frequency domain, and the reason to pre-empt resources that do not overlap in frequency but do in time is not apparent to us (they could be 100s of PRBs apart). The sub-bullet to option C reveals how much extra work this route would take, on top of that needed in option B.

	OPPO
	Our choice is B. As commented earlier, partial resource overlap (in frequency) is possible and if the overlapping portion of reserved/selected resource is less than Y%, it is still possible for the UE to utilize the remaining non-overlapping portion of the resource for its own transmission.

	ITRI
	We support option B.

	CATT
	Option B.

	LG Electronics
	We prefer Option B

	Sony
	If the pre-emption triggering means to trigger resource reselection, we support C. For example, when the UE detects that it needs to receive a high-priority packet.

	Convida
	Option B

	Bosch
	We support option B. Even though option C may avoid a half-duplex condition, it may result in wasting resource unnecessarily.

	InterDigital
	Option B



Given the majority view is Option B, the following updated proposal is made:


Updated proposal
· For pre-emption, both full and partial frequency domain overlap in the same slot are considered as the overlapping condition to trigger resource reselection
· Time domain only overlap is not considered as a triggering condition


Q5: Is the following timeline for pre-emption triggering agreeable? Please also provide any modifications, suggestions, concerns.

Proposal
· (Re-)selection procedure for a pre-empted resource signalled in a moment ‘m’ is not required to be triggered at moment > ‘m – T3’
· T3 here is identical to T3 introduced for the re-evaluation


	Company
	Comment
	FL comment/answer

	Panasonic
	We support this proposal.
	

	NTT DOCOMO
	Agree.
	

	Vivo
	The proposal is not clear, what is “resource signalled in a moment ‘m’”. does it means a reserved resource at ‘m’ or the resource reservation signalling for the resource is transmitted at ‘m’? if a prior one is your intention, I can agree. Otherwise, I do not see a motivation to support this proposal. 
	Agree, it needs to be clarified 

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Intel Corporation
	We agree with proposal
	

	TCL Communications
	We are supportive of this proposal.
	

	Fraunhofer
	Agree.
	

	ZTE/Sanechips
	Agree
	

	MediaTek
	We agree with this proposal. Pre-emption and re-evaluation mechanisms should be similar as much as possible.
	

	Xiaomi
	We share the concern from Vivo. Moment ‘m’ here should be the moment of pre-empted resource, but not the moment when pre-empted resource is signalled. Note that pre-emption is for already signalled resource. 
	Agree, it needs to be clarified

	Futurewei
	Agree
	

	Apple
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	Agree with the principle. It should be further clarified that the UE is not required to perform the transmission at time m.
	It is unclear why this additional clarification is needed. If pre-emption happened, a UE will select other resource, if not, a UE will transmit

	Nokia, NSB
	Agree
	

	Samsung
	We are find with the proposal
	

	HW, HiSilicon
	It is not clear what is meant by “signalled in a moment ‘m’ is”, i.e. whether it is a resource to be transmitted at ‘m” that has been reserved by an earlier SCI, or the moment the SCI carrying the reservation is sent.

In addition, since a SCI can only reserve up to W=32 slots, UE only needs to check whether there is a reservation signal in SCI that may pre-empt the resource within a certain window [m-W, m-T3], where “m” is the moment a previously signalled reserved resource is to be transmitted.
	As commented to vivo and Xiaomi, I agree, the wording needs to be clarified.

The second part seems already covered in general procedures of sensing and resource selection, is not it?

	OPPO
	Agree. But one additional issue should be also treated is relating to the resource selection window to select another resource. In R1-2000493 (section 2.3), we pointed out due to other already reserved resource(s) for the same TB, the resource re-selection window should be time bounded so that the new resource can still be indicated by the already reserved resource(s) using “time resource assignment” field in the 1st SCI.
	My understanding, the Step 2 details we discuss in another thread will ensure what you suggest, i.e. a UE will ensure Nmax resources to lay in a window of 32 slots

	ITRI
	We agree this proposal
	

	CATT
	Agree
	

	LG Electronics
	We are fine with this proposal.
	

	Sony
	Support
	

	Convida
	Agree that re-evaluation/re-selection of a pre-empted resource at m is triggered prior to ‘m – T3’, like Q1~2 for RSRP based re-evaluation triggering
	

	Bosch
	We agree with this proposal
	

	InterDigital
	Agree
	




Seems majority is fine with the intention of the proposal. As also pointed out by several companies, definition of the resource and slot ‘m’ should be clarified taking into account the specifics of pre-emption.

Updated proposal
· (Re-)selection procedure for an already reserved but pre-empted resource to be used for transmission in a slot ‘m’ is not required to be triggered at moment > ‘m – T3’
· T3 here is identical to T3 introduced for the re-evaluation
