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Overall description
RAN1 thanks RAN2 for the LS on the inter-UE coordination on how to use the priority values of IUC MAC-CE and IUC request MAC-CE in RAN1. RAN1 would provide response to the following question from RAN2.
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2][bookmark: _Hlk97716534][bookmark: OLE_LINK3][bookmark: OLE_LINK5][bookmark: OLE_LINK9][bookmark: OLE_LINK10]Q1: Whether the priority value indicated by higher layer parameters priorityScheme1CoordInfoExplicit, priorityScheme1Request, and priorityScheme1CoordInfoCondition refers to the priority value of the MAC CE itself which affects its priority order used for LCP and multiplexing, or refers to the priority value which is used for sensing and/or candidate resource (re-)selection?
In the former case (which is RAN2 assumption), RAN2 would like to ask RAN1 to remove these RRC parameters, or in the latter case, RAN2 would like to ask RAN1 to update the field description of these parameters if needed.



RAN1 response: 
From RAN1 perspective, the (pre-)configured priority values of priorityScheme1CoordInfoExplicit, priorityScheme1Request, and priorityScheme1CoordInfoCondition are used to determine the priority value in SCI format 1, it would be better to align with the priority values in LCP and multiplexing procedure. 
From this perspective, RAN1 think there are two options to deal with this issue. One is to respect RAN2 agreements that the priority values of priorityScheme1CoordInfoExplicit, priorityScheme1Request, and priorityScheme1CoordInfoCondition are fixed to “1”, and remove these RRC parameters. The other is to respect RAN1 agreements that the (pre-)configured priority values of priorityScheme1CoordInfoExplicit, priorityScheme1Request, and priorityScheme1CoordInfoCondition are used for LCP and multiplexing procedure. The latter one is preferred by RAN1 since RAN1 think the priority values of IUC MAC-CE and IUC request MAC-CE could be the same as that of a TB to be transmitted by UE-B. The related agreements in RAN1#107b-e meeting are provided as follows. 
Since the priority value in SCI format 1 is provided by MAC layer, RAN1 would like to leave this issue to RAN2 for final decision. 
	Agreement
For inter-UE coordination information triggered by an explicit request in Scheme 1, the priority value of the inter-UE coordination information is (pre)configured priority value if it is provided by (pre)configuration. Otherwise, the priority value is the same as indicated by UE-B’s explicit request.
· For the case when inter-UE coordination information is transmitted together with other data, the priority value of the multiplexed sidelink transmission is determined by the smallest priority value between the inter-UE coordination information and data
Agreement
For inter-UE coordination information triggered by an explicit request in Scheme 1, the priority value of explicit request is (pre)configured priority value if it is provided by (pre)configuration. Otherwise, the priority value is the same as that of a TB to be transmitted by UE-B.
· For the case when the explicit request is transmitted together with other data, the priority value of the multiplexed sidelink transmission is determined by the smallest priority value between the explicit request and data



Actions:
To RAN2:
RAN1 respectfully requests RAN2 to take the above responses into account in the future work.

Date of Next TSG-RAN1 Meetings:
RAN1#109-e			16th -27th May 2022	   			E-Meeting
RAN1#110			22th -26th Aug 2022				Toulouse, France
