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Introduction
A revised work item on NR sidelink enhancement was approved in RAN#90-e meeting [1], with one of the objectives to study the feasibility and benefit of the enhancements in mode 2 for enhanced reliability and reduced latency, and specify the identified solution(s) if deemed feasible and beneficial, as follows:
	· Study the feasibility and benefit of solution(s) on the enhancement(s) in mode 2 for enhanced reliability and reduced latency in consideration of both PRR and PIR defined in TR37.885 (by RAN#91), and specify the identified solution(s) if deemed feasible and beneficial [RAN1, RAN2]
· Inter-UE coordination with the following.
· A set of resources is determined at UE-A. This set is sent to UE-B in mode 2, and UE-B takes this into account in the resource selection for its own transmission.
· Note: The solution should be able to operate in-coverage, partial coverage, and out-of-coverage and to address consecutive packet loss in all coverage scenarios.
· Note: RAN2 work will start after RAN#89.


And in RAN#94-e the following were endorsed,
	· Proposal 1: RAN1 is tasked to complete the remaining normative work for Rel-17 NR sidelink enhancement by Q1 of 2022
· All RAN1 decisions that impact other WGs should be finalized in RAN1#107bis-e
· Proposal 2: Use the list of open issues provided RP-212880 (status report of WI: NR sidelink enhancement) as a starting point for technical discussions in RAN1.
· This does not mean that all the issues included in the list are considered essential or the list is complete
· RAN1 should not spend additional effort to further refine the list


In this document, we share our views on a few open issues relating to inter-UE coordination.
Discussion
Inter-UE Coordination Scheme 1
1.1.1. [bookmark: _Ref92822978]Conditions of triggering an explicit request
We do not have a strong view on whether to specify conditions of triggering an explicit request, but if RAN1 does agree to specify those conditions, we think they should not be mandated for UE-B. Instead, one way forward would be to specify that UE-B is only allowed to trigger an explicit request if some conditions are satisfied, and leave it up to UE-B’s implementation whether to really trigger the explicit request if those conditions are satisfied. In fact, in our view, specification of these conditions clearly does not fall into the essential leftovers for Rel-17 sidelink enhancements for the system to work, so we are also fine to completely leave it up to UE-B’s implementation.
Proposal 1: For inter-UE coordination Scheme 1, it is up to UE-B’s implementation on whether/when to trigger an explicit request to UE-A.
· Discuss further whether UE-B is only allowed to trigger an explicit request to UE-A if some conditions are satisfied.

1.1.2. Container of an explicit request
Since it has been agreed to use MAC CE to convey the inter-UE coordination message, we do not think PC5-RRC is a good choice for the container of an explicit request (because in that case there is no reason not to use PC5-RRC as the container for the response of the explicit request, i.e. PC5-RRC for the inter-UE coordination message). We also saw some support for PSFCH in the last meeting, which was a surprise to us, because PSFCH is obviously not capable of conveying the information that had been agreed to be included in the explicit request.
On the choice between MAC CE and 2nd-stage SCI for the explicit request, we do not have a very strong opinion, although for the purpose of alleviating the workload in RAN2 at this late stage of Rel-17 we slightly prefer the latter.
In case RAN1 adopts 2nd-stage SCI as the container, we think it is strongly desirable to use a same 2nd-stage SCI format for both explicit request and corresponding inter-UE coordination information, i.e. SCI format 2-C as currently formulated in the Editor’s CR to TS 38.212 in [5]. Otherwise the four code points of 2nd-stage SCI formats would have been exhausted already in Rel-17, by specifying the inter-UE coordination Scheme 1, leaving no reserved code point for future releases.
We also felt it urgent for RAN1 to agree upon the container as early as possible during RAN1#107bis-e, because if RAN1 decides to use MAC CE to convey the explicit request, RAN2 has to be informed immediately such that discussion of the detailed MAC CE design is possible in the same week.
Proposal 2: For inter-UE coordination Scheme 1, for the container of an explicit request, down-select one of the following:
· Alt-1: MAC CE.
· Alt-2: 2nd-stage SCI.
· A same SCI format is used for explicit request and corresponding inter-UE coordination information.

1.1.3. Contents of an explicit request
The following were agreed in past RAN1 meetings:
	· RAN1#106bis-e Agreement: 
· For Condition 1-A-1 of Scheme 1, the set of resources preferred for UE-B’s transmission is a form of candidate single-slot resource as specified in Rel-16 TS 38.214 Section 8.1.4
· When the inter-UE coordination information transmission is triggered by UE-B’s explicit request, the candidate single-slot resource(s) are determined in the same way according to Rel-16 TS 38.214 Section 8.1.4 with at least following parameters provided by signaling from UE-B. FFS whether or not to apply RSRP threshold increase in Step 7) of Rel-16 TS 38.214 Section 8.1.4.
· Priority value to be used for PSCCH/PSSCH transmission 
· It replaces prio_TX
· Number of sub-channels to be used for PSSCH/PSCCH transmission in a slot
· It replaces L_subCH
· Resource reservation interval 
· It replaces P_rsvp_TX
· FFS: Starting/ending time location of resource selection window
· FFS : In addition to Rel-16 procedure, use inter-UE coordination information from other UEs
· If there is no consensus in RAN1#106bis-e, no further discussions for Rel-17
· RAN1#107-e Agreement: 
· For Scheme 1, at least following parameters are provided by UE-B’s request:
· Priority value to be used for PSCCH/PSSCH transmission 
· Number of sub-channels to be used for PSSCH/PSCCH transmission in a slot
· Resource reservation interval


Regarding the FFS on “Starting/ending time location of resource selection window”, there were intensive email discussions during RAN1#107-e, without any conclusion. In our view, first of all, indication of “remaining PDB” is definitely not an option, since it will break the Rel-16 assumption that the “resource selection window” (i.e.  in section 8.1.4 of TS 38.214) is derived by UE implementation, e.g., if UE-A and UE-B are asked to derive a “” based on a same “remaining PDB”, they will most likely not get the same value of “”. Therefore, it does not make any sense for UE-B to signal its “remaining PDB” to UE-A.
Secondly, the “resource selection window” defined in Rel-16 is tightly bounded to slot  where the procedure specified in section 8.1.4 of TS 38.214 is triggered. Therefore, UE-A (rather than UE-B) has the best knowledge on selecting a suitable “slot ” to trigger the procedure to identify preferred/non-preferred resources for UE-B. In fact, what UE-B really cares about when requesting the set of preferred/non-preferred resources is a “window for preferred/non-preferred resources” that these resources should fall into. Therefore, it is highly desirable to leave it up to UE-B how to derive the “window for preferred/non-preferred resources” based on its own remaining PDB, and signal the window to UE-A, and up to UE-A how to choose its “resource selection window” as specified in section 8.1.4 of TS 38.214 for identifying resources falling into the “window for preferred/non-preferred resources” as indicated by UE-B.
Details on how to indicate the first slot of the “window for preferred/non-preferred resources” are also missing in RAN1 agreements so far. In our understanding, from UE-A perspective, regardless of whether other parts of the request are included in MAC CE or 2nd-stage SCI, it is better to indicate the first slot of the “window for preferred/non-preferred resources” in SCI, as an offset from the slot of the SCI to the first slot of the window. Otherwise (i.e. if it is included in MAC CE), there is ambiguity in indicating the first slot of the window as a slot offset, due to potential re-transmission(s) of the TB containing the MAC CE, and an “absolute slot index” (e.g. within a SFN period) may have to be used instead which takes a lot of bits.
Furthermore, from both UE-A and UE-B perspective, there should be a “response window” associated with the explicit request such that once the “response window” expires,
· UE-B stops waiting for any response from UE-A; and
· UE-A stops (re)transmitting the inter-UE coordination information (if not yet successfully transmitted).
And it is clear that UE-A and UE-B should be aligned on at least the last slot of the “response window” (in case the explicit request is conveyed by MAC CE, the first slot of the “response window” can be different between UE-A and UE-B, as UE-A may miss the initial SL transmission carrying the MAC CE). For simplicity the last slot of the “response window” can be a slot derived from the first slot of the “window for preferred/non-preferred resources”, or vice versa. One of these two slots should be indicated in the explicit request.
Proposal 3: For inter-UE coordination Scheme 1, a “window for preferred/non-preferred resources” [rsc_a, rsc_b] is associated with the set of preferred/non-preferred resources, i.e. the earliest resource in the set is not earlier than slot rsc_a, and the latest resource in the set is not later than slot rsc_b.
· Slot rsc_a and the length of the window are part of the explicit request.
· Slot rsc_a is indicated in SCI.
Proposal 4: For inter-UE coordination Scheme 1, a “response window” [resp_a, resp_b] is associated with an explicit request such that once the window expires, UE-B stops waiting for any response from UE-A, and UE-A stops (re)transmitting the inter-UE coordination information.
· Slot resp_b can be derived from slot rsc_b.
In recent RAN1 meetings, there were also discussions on whether any of the following should be included in an explicit request,
· Resource set type 
· C_resel
· sl-TxPercentageList (X)
· Message size 
· Number of resources to be reported 
· Resoruces to be used for inter-UE coordination information signaling
· Number of time resrouces for a TB
We think only the first one (i.e. “resource set type”) is justified, as both “set of preferred resources” and “set of non-preferred resources” have been designed in parallel, and there should be no workload issues pertaining to specification of a resource set type in the explicit request. As to the rest items, we do not think any of them is essential for completing Scheme 1. For example, in Rel-16, C_resel is self-determined by a TX UE as a maximum number of “periods” for periodic resources that the TX UE assumes for the same sidelink grant; on the other hand, value of C_resel is not known by any UE performing sensing / reception of SL transmissions from the TX UE. Now for inter-UE coordination in Rel-17, 
· UE-A performs sensing on e.g. SCI transmitted by UE-C in order to report results based on sensing to UE-B;
· UE-C self-determines a C_resel value (denoted as C1 here) as a maximum number of “periods” for periodic resources for its own sidelink grant;
· UE-B self-determines a C_resel value (denoted as C2 here) as a maximum number of “periods” for periodic resources for its own sidelink grant, and indicates it to UE-A;
· C1 is most likely not equal to C2.
Then, it is unclear how UE-A can obtain by applying the C2 indicated by UE-B when trying to figure out the periodic resources selected (but not yet signalled to reserve) by UE-C.
Proposal 5: For inter-UE coordination Scheme 1, discuss further whether to include “resource set type” in an explicit request.
Proposal 6: For inter-UE coordination Scheme 1, do not discuss further whether to include any of the following in an explicit request.
· C_resel
· sl-TxPercentageList (X)
· Message size 
· Number of resources to be reported 
· Resoruces to be used for inter-UE coordination information signaling
· Number of time resrouces for a TB

1.1.4. Resources and priority for transmitting an explicit request
In the past RAN1 discussions there were proposals to use dedicated resources for transmitting an explicit request. We do not support this kind of resource segregation as it jeopardizes the resource utilization of UEs not supporting or not enabling the Rel-17 inter-UE coordination feature. In our view, unless significant problem is identified, the Rel-16 resource (re)selection mechanism for PSCCH/PSSCH transmissions should be reused.
Proposal 7: For inter-UE coordination Scheme 1, no dedicated resources are configured for transmission of an explicit request.
The priority for transmitting an explicit request should be (pre-) configured, in order for the priority of the signalling for inter-UE coordination to be controllable.
Proposal 8: For inter-UE coordination Scheme 1, the priority for transmitting an explicit request is (pre-) configured

1.1.5. UE-A behaviour upon reception of an explicit request
Similarly to transmission of an explicit request where UE-B should have the freedom to decide whether to perform the transmission or not at a specific slot, see section 2.1.1, UE-A should also have the freedom to decide whether to respond to a particular explicit request or not, at least when e.g. multiple explicit requests from different UE-Bs are received imposing a large negative impact to UE-A. We think the detailed conditions of not responding to an explicit request should be totally left to UE-A’s implementation.
Proposal 9: For inter-UE coordination Scheme 1, upon reception of an explicit request, it is up to UE-A’s implementation whether to provide a response.
1.1.6. Conditions of generating inter-UE coordination information
Up to now, interests in (and maturity of) the non-request-based triggering of inter-UE coordination information has been relatively low comparing to the request-based one. In our view this is a clear indication that the latter should be prioritized in the remaining meeting time, for the sake of completing inter-UE coordination Scheme 1. The non-request-based one can also be discussed if time does allow.
Proposal 10: For inter-UE coordination Scheme 1, discussion on request-based triggering of inter-UE coordination information is prioritized over non-request-based triggering of inter-UE coordination information.
1.1.7. Contents of inter-UE coordination information
The following were agreed in past RAN1 meetings:
	· Agreement: 
· For Scheme 1, a resource pool level (pre-)configuration can enable one of the following alternatives:
· Alt 1 (Working Assumption): MAC CE or 2nd SCI are used as the container of inter-UE coordination information transmission from UE A to UE B.
· For the indication of resource set, the following is supported:
· N combinations of TRIV, FRIV, resource reservation period as specified in Rel-16 TS 38.214 Section 8.1.5 with following modification. The value of resource reservation period is omitted at least when the transmission of preferred resource set is triggered by UE-B’s explicit request.
· First resource location of each TRIV is separately indicated by the inter-UE coordination information
· If [N <= 3], MAC CE is used and it is up to UE implementation to additionally use 2nd SCI. When 2nd SCI and MAC CE are both used, the same resource set is indicated in the 2nd SCI and the MAC CE. If [N > 3], only MAC CE is used.
· FFS: UE capability details
· 2nd SCI is UE RX optional
· Alt 2: MAC CE is used as the container of inter-UE coordination information transmission from UE A to UE B.
· For the indication of resource set, the following is supported:
· N combinations of TRIV, FRIV, resource reservation period as specified in Rel-16 TS 38.214 Section 8.1.5 with following modification. The value of resource reservation period is omitted at least when the transmission of preferred resource set is triggered by UE-B’s explicit request.
· First resource location of each TRIV is separately indicated by the inter-UE coordination information
· FFS: Whether/How to use resource reservation information as coordination information


The “first resource location” should be indicated as an offset to the first slot of the “window for preferred/non-preferred resources”. Considering that a TRIV can indicate resources in a time window of 31 logical slots, the “window for preferred/non-preferred resources” can be divided into a number of consecutive blocks of 31 logical slots, with each block containing none, one or more TRIVs. The slot of the “first resource” of a TRIV can be indicated as the index of a corresponding block.
Proposal 11: For inter-UE coordination Scheme 1, the “window for preferred/non-preferred resources” is divided into a number of consecutive blocks of 31 logical slots, and a “first resource location” of a TRIV within a block is indicated as an index of the block.
A combination of TRIV, FRIV and resource reservation period may need up to 9+13+4=26 bits, and an associated “first resource location” may need up to 8 ~ 9 bits assuming a maximum length of the “window for preferred/non-preferred resources” of about one second, resulting in about 35 bits per combination. With a value of N in proportion to the total number of slots within the window, the size of the MAC CE and the corresponding TB may be very large, in which case the system-level gains of inter-UE coordination may be eliminated by the cost (in terms of negative impact to other UEs in the system) of signalling of the set of preferred/non-preferred resources. Therefore, we propose to restrict the max payload size of the N combinations of TRIV, FRIV and resource reservation period to a (pre-) configured payload threshold. Note that (pre-) configuring a payload threshold is much better than (pre-) configuring a maximum value of “N” because in the former case the maximum value of N can scale (in inverse proportion) with the number of sub-channels in the resource pool.
Furthermore, conditions for indicating the set of preferred/non-preferred resources in 2nd-stage SCI (if supported by TX UE) can also be formulated in a similar way, i.e. based on another (pre-) configured payload threshold.
Proposal 12: For inter-UE coordination Scheme 1, 
· The total number of bits of the N combinations of (TRIV, FRIV and resource reservation period) shall not exceed a (pre-) configured value.
· The N combinations of (TRIV, FRIV and resource reservation period) can only be indicated in 2nd-stage SCI if the total number of bits does not exceed another (pre-) configured value.

1.1.8. Resources and priority for transmitting inter-UE coordination information
Similarly to the explicit request, it is sufficient to reuse the Rel-16 resource (re)selection mechanism for PSCCH/PSSCH transmissions conveying the inter-UE coordination information. And the priority for transmitting the inter-UE coordination information should also be (pre-) configured, in order for the priority of the signalling for inter-UE coordination to be controllable.
Proposal 13: For inter-UE coordination Scheme 1, no dedicated resources are configured for transmission of inter-UE coordination information.
Proposal 14: For inter-UE coordination Scheme 1, the priority for transmitting inter-UE coordination information is (pre-) configured.

Inter-UE Coordination Scheme 2
1.1.9. Determination of PSFCH resource/index for conflict indication
The following were agreed in past RAN1 meetings:
	· RAN1#107-e Agreement: 
· A resource pool level (pre-)configuration uses either of the following options
· Option 1: PSFCH occasion is derived by a slot where UE-B’s SCI is transmitted
· Reuse PSSCH-to-PSFCH timing as specified in TS 38.213 Section 16.3 to determine the PSFCH occasion for resource conflict indication
· Time gap between the PSFCH and a slot where expected/potential resource conflict occurs is larger than or equal to T_3
· [bookmark: _Hlk88088593]Option 2: PSFCH occasion is derived by a slot where expected/potential resource conflict occurs on PSSCH resource indicated by UE-B’s SCI
· UE-A transmits the PSFCH in a latest slot that includes PSFCH resources for inter-UE coordination information and is at least T_3 slots of the resource pool before the PSSCH resource indicated by UE-B’s SCI in which expected/potential resource conflict occurs
· FFS: How to account for processing timeline
· Note that it is possible not to configure either option1 or option 2.
· RAN1#107-e Agreement: 
· For Scheme 2, when PSFCH occasion is derived by a slot where expected/potential resource conflict occurs on PSSCH resource indicated by UE-B’s SCI, 
· Time gap between the PSFCH and SCI(s) scheduling conflicting TBs is larger than or equal to X value. 
· FFS: Details of X


Regarding the FFS on details of X, we think it is sufficient to reuse T_proc,0 defined in Rel-16.
Proposal 15: For inter-UE coordination Scheme 2, when PSFCH occasion is derived by a slot where expected/potential resource conflict occurs on PSSCH resource indicated by UE-B’s SCI, time gap between the PSFCH and SCI(s) scheduling conflicting TBs is larger than or equal to T_proc,0.
And as we commented during the review of Editor’s CR to TS 38.213 [6], for both Option 1 and Option 2, there are two conditions respectively restricting the earliest slot and latest slot of a PSFCH occasion for conflict indication, and it is unclear yet whether/how to ensure that there is always a PSFCH occasion satisfying both conditions.
The situation is in fact very similar to ensuring a “minimum time gap between any two selected resources” for switching from PSSCH transmission (corresponding to a first resource) to PSFCH reception and then to PSSCH retransmission (corresponding to an immediately following resource) in Rel-16, therefore, the two conditions mentioned above can be ensured in a similar way as in Rel-16, i.e. by UE-B when performing resource (re)selection, if configured with inter-UE coordination Scheme 2. Alternatively, the situation can also be handled by UE-A by simply dropping the PSFCH transmission if no PSFCH occasion satisfying both conditions is found for a reserved resource in a conflict.
Proposal 16: For inter-UE coordination Scheme 2, for both options of deriving a PSFCH occasion for conflict indication, adopt one of the following:
· Alt-1: UE-B ensures the conditions for PSFCH occasion for conflict indication are satisfied for any reserved resource when performing resource (re)selection for that resource.
· Alt-2: in case no PSFCH occasion for conflict indication satisfying the conditions is found for a reserved resource, UE-A drops the conflict indication for that resource.

1.1.10. Determination of UE-B among UEs scheduling conflicting TBs
We think it is crucial to ensure, in a system enabling inter-UE coordination Scheme 2, that a “UE-A” does NOT abuse its “power” of transmitting conflict indications, especially to UEs not capable of receiving conflict indications, because in that case it would not only bring zero benefit to the intended “UE-B” (in terms of resolving the conflict), but also impose negative impact to UE-A itself (in terms of transmit power, opportunity cost of other PSFCH transmissions/receptions in the same slot if any, etc.), and to nearby UEs (in terms of added interference, potential conflict of PSFCH transmissions due to the nature of PSFCH resource determination mechanism, etc.).
One simple way to avoid unnecessary conflict indications is that PSFCH TX is only allowed for SCIs indicating PSFCH RX has been enabled; for other SCIs, PSFCH TX for conflict indication should be simply dropped by UE-A, and PSFCH RX for conflict indication should never be scheduled.
Proposal 17: For inter-UE coordination Scheme 2, PSFCH TX/RX for conflict indication is only allowed for a resource reserved by SCI format 1-A indicating that PSFCH RX for conflict indication has been enabled.

1.1.11. Behaviour of UE-B receiving a conflict indication from UE-A
The following was agreed in past RAN1 meetings,
	· RAN1#106-e Agreement:
· In scheme 2, the following UE-B’s behavior in its resource (re)selection is supported when it receives inter-UE coordination information from UE-A:
· UE-B can determine resource(s) to be re-selected based on the received coordination information
· UE-B can reselect resource(s) reserved for its transmission when expected/potential resource conflict on the resource(s) is indicated
· FFS: Other details (if any) 


It has been specified in the Editor’s CR to TS 38.213 [6] that a received conflict indication will be reported to higher layers, so it seems sufficient for RAN2 to specify the resource (re)selection behaviour based on the conflict indication from the physical layer, e.g. add it as one additional condition in resource (re)selection check.

1.1.12. Prioritization of conflict indication
There was quite some support in RAN1#107-e for a proposal that PSFCH TX/RX for SL HARQ-ACK feedback is always prioritized over PSFCH TX/RX for conflict indication. Although we still think the system level gains of resolving a conflict for a priority TB is higher than transmitting a lower priority PSFCH TX/RX for SL HARQ-ACK, for the sake of completing inter-UE coordination Scheme 2 we are fine to accept such a proposal.
For determination of a priority value for PSFCH TX/RX for conflict indication, in RAN1#107-e there was a proposal to directly use the value indicated in SCI reserving the corresponding resource in conflict. If this proposal is adopted, in case of UE-B1 and UE-B2 involved in a conflict, the UE with a higher priority TB (e.g. UE-B1) would be indicated by a UE-A to perform resource re-selection in order to make way for UE-B2 with a lower priority TB. This does not seem to be the right way of prioritization (because now UE-B1 with a higher priority TB may have to re-select to a resource with potentially higher interference). In fact, this is contradictory to the rationale behind Rel-16 pre-emption, where a UE with a low-priority TB makes way for another UE with a high-priority TB, by means of reselecting to another resource for its own TB.
Proposal 18: For inter-UE coordination Scheme 2, a PSFCH TX corresponding to a conflicting TB with a lower priority is prioritized over another PSFCH TX corresponding to a conflicting TB with a higher priority.

Conclusion
In this contribution, we discuss a few aspects relating to inter-UE coordination, and make the following proposals.
Proposal 1: For inter-UE coordination Scheme 1, it is up to UE-B’s implementation on whether/when to trigger an explicit request to UE-A.
· Discuss further whether UE-B is only allowed to trigger an explicit request to UE-A if some conditions are satisfied.
Proposal 2: For inter-UE coordination Scheme 1, for the container of an explicit request, down-select one of the following:
· Alt-1: MAC CE.
· Alt-2: 2nd-stage SCI.
· A same SCI format is used for explicit request and corresponding inter-UE coordination information.
Proposal 3: For inter-UE coordination Scheme 1, a “window for preferred/non-preferred resources” [rsc_a, rsc_b] is associated with the set of preferred/non-preferred resources, i.e. the earliest resource in the set is not earlier than slot rsc_a, and the latest resource in the set is not later than slot rsc_b.
· Slot rsc_a and the length of the window are part of the explicit request.
· Slot rsc_a is indicated in SCI.
Proposal 4: For inter-UE coordination Scheme 1, a “response window” [resp_a, resp_b] is associated with an explicit request such that once the window expires, UE-B stops waiting for any response from UE-A, and UE-A stops (re)transmitting the inter-UE coordination information.
· Slot resp_b can be derived from slot rsc_b.
Proposal 5: For inter-UE coordination Scheme 1, discuss further whether to include “resource set type” in an explicit request.
Proposal 6: For inter-UE coordination Scheme 1, do not discuss further whether to include any of the following in an explicit request.
· C_resel
· sl-TxPercentageList (X)
· Message size 
· Number of resources to be reported 
· Resoruces to be used for inter-UE coordination information signaling
· Number of time resrouces for a TB
Proposal 7: For inter-UE coordination Scheme 1, no dedicated resources are configured for transmission of an explicit request.
The priority for transmitting an explicit request should be (pre-) configured, in order for the priority of the signalling for inter-UE coordination to be controllable.
Proposal 8: For inter-UE coordination Scheme 1, the priority for transmitting an explicit request is (pre-) configured
Proposal 9: For inter-UE coordination Scheme 1, upon reception of an explicit request, it is up to UE-A’s implementation whether to provide a response.
Proposal 10: For inter-UE coordination Scheme 1, discussion on request-based triggering of inter-UE coordination information is prioritized over non-request-based triggering of inter-UE coordination information.
Proposal 11: For inter-UE coordination Scheme 1, the “window for preferred/non-preferred resources” is divided into a number of consecutive blocks of 31 logical slots, and a “first resource location” of a TRIV within a block is indicated as an index of the block.
Proposal 12: For inter-UE coordination Scheme 1, 
· The total number of bits of the N combinations of (TRIV, FRIV and resource reservation period) shall not exceed a (pre-) configured value.
· The N combinations of (TRIV, FRIV and resource reservation period) can only be indicated in 2nd-stage SCI if the total number of bits does not exceed another (pre-) configured value.
Proposal 13: For inter-UE coordination Scheme 1, no dedicated resources are configured for transmission of inter-UE coordination information.
Proposal 14: For inter-UE coordination Scheme 1, the priority for transmitting inter-UE coordination information is (pre-) configured.
Proposal 15: For inter-UE coordination Scheme 2, when PSFCH occasion is derived by a slot where expected/potential resource conflict occurs on PSSCH resource indicated by UE-B’s SCI, time gap between the PSFCH and SCI(s) scheduling conflicting TBs is larger than or equal to T_proc,0.
Proposal 16: For inter-UE coordination Scheme 2, for both options of deriving a PSFCH occasion for conflict indication, adopt one of the following:
· Alt-1: UE-B ensures the conditions for PSFCH occasion for conflict indication are satisfied for any reserved resource when performing resource (re)selection for that resource.
· Alt-2: in case no PSFCH occasion for conflict indication satisfying the conditions is found for a reserved resource, UE-A drops the conflict indication for that resource.
Proposal 17: For inter-UE coordination Scheme 2, PSFCH TX/RX for conflict indication is only allowed for a resource reserved by SCI format 1-A indicating that PSFCH RX for conflict indication has been enabled.
Proposal 18: For inter-UE coordination Scheme 2, a PSFCH TX corresponding to a conflicting TB with a lower priority is prioritized over another PSFCH TX corresponding to a conflicting TB with a higher priority.
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