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Introduction
[bookmark: Proposal36321][bookmark: _Hlk510705081]In LS [1] RAN2 informs RAN1 that the following WA has been confirmed in RAN#124:
Agreements on CSI reporting MAC CE
1. Working assumption: It is up to UE implementation in which carrier the UE sends CSI reporting MAC CE.
The action to RAN1 is to take the above RAN2 agreement into, and feedback if any concern.

Discussion
The issue of carrier specific vs. UE specific CSI feedback reporting has been discussed in RAN2#123bis and RAN#124 meetings and in RAN1#115 meeting. In our RAN1 Tdoc [2] we proposed to specify that triggering of sidelink CSI reports is limited so that the CSI triggering-UE cannot trigger another CSI report in the same carrier before the completion of the ongoing report. Intention of the proposal was to clarify that CSI feedback transmissions operate per-carrier as stated in the objectives of the WID. The conclusion related to our proposal in RAN1#115 was that since RAN2 is already discussing the issue, RAN1 should wait RAN2 outcome and not make agreements that potentially conflict with RAN2 agreements or working assumptions. 
RAN2 agreement above is not according to the objective of the WID which states that CSI feedback operation is per-carrier. However, from RAN1 specification perspective the agreement is not problematic. There is no need to modify RAN1 specifications due to the agreement.
Observation 1: RAN1 specification changes are not needed due to the RAN2 agreement.
The main concern related to RAN2 agreement is that it increases delays in the CSI reporting when reports from multiple carriers are needed simultaneously. This is because the requesting UE must wait for the completion of the ongoing report before it can trigger a new CSI report request in another carrier. However, it should be noted that delay of the CSI report can be controlled with the higher layer parameter sl-LatencyBoundCSI-Report. If a UE needs very quick CSI reporting it can set a very low sl-LatencyBoundCSI-Report value.
Observation 2: Current specifications support configuration of latency bound for SL CSI reports.
The other concern is that the agreement is not according to the objective stated in the WID.
RAN2 was aware of these concerns when it made the agreement. But their view was that additional RAN2 specification work would have been necessary to support carrier specific CSI feedback operation. It would not have been possible to specify all the additional details in the RAN2#124 meeting in November, and then the completion of the SL work item in December RAN plenary might not have been possible.
Besides of smaller specification effort the other benefit of UE specific CSI feedback reporting is that since the sidelink CSI reporting MAC CE can be sent on any carrier, it becomes more likely that it can be piggybacked on data, resulting in more efficient resource usage.
Observation 3: UE specific CSI feedback reporting is more resource efficient than carrier specific reporting.
Carrier specific CSI feedback reporting has its pros and cons. From RAN1 perspective the needed specification work is small. From delay performance perspective some improvements could be achieved. RAN1 should discuss whether the concerns on delay performance need to be communicated to RAN2. In any case, it is up to RAN2 to decide if they want to further optimize delay performance.
Proposal 1: RAN1 should discuss whether a reply LS to RAN2 is needed.
Proposal 2: If a reply LS to RAN2 is sent, the following statement is included in the LS: 
“Specifications changes are not needed in RAN1 due to the RAN2 agreement. If RAN2 decides to revert the agreement and optimize delay performance of the CSI reporting by specifying carrier specific operation, RAN2 should inform RAN1 so that necessary specification changes can be done in RAN1.”
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Conclusion
[bookmark: ConclusionsPObsInSeq]In this contribution, we discussed RAN2 LS on Sidelink CSI Reporting MAC-CE for SL-CA. We have the following observations and proposals:
Observation 1: RAN1 specification changes are not needed due to the RAN2 agreement.
Observation 2: Current specifications support configuration of latency bound for SL CSI reports.
Observation 3: UE specific CSI feedback reporting is more resource efficient than carrier specific reporting.
Proposal 1: RAN1 should discuss whether a reply LS to RAN2 is needed.
Proposal 2: If a reply LS to RAN2 is sent, the following statement is included in the LS: 
“Specifications changes are not needed in RAN1 due to the RAN2 agreement. If RAN2 decides to revert the agreement and optimize delay performance of the CSI reporting by specifying carrier specific operation, RAN2 should inform RAN1 so that necessary specification changes can be done in RAN1.”
References
[1] [bookmark: _Ref146815498]R1-2400004/R2-2313621, “LS on Sidelink CSI Reporting MAC-CE for SL-CA”, RAN2
[2] [bookmark: _Ref158994212]R1-2310814, “Remaining issues for Sidelink Carrier Aggregation for NR”, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell

