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Introduction  
As the 5G V2X WI nears completion, several key issues have been resolved and those remaining have been moved to email discussions to make better progress considering the e-meeting format. However, there are some issues which have been deemed as stage 3 and as lower priority and have not be discussed yet. One such issue is on the minimum communication range aspect and the implications on MAC layer design. In this contribution, we explore this aspect and discuss if any work still needs to be done in RAN2 in this regard.
Discussion
In RAN2#108 meeting, after a lengthy discussion, the following agreement was made regarding how to handle the minimum communication range in the LCP procedure [1]: 
Agreements on MAC multiplexing: 
1: 	MAC multiplexing and TB generation is done transparently to MCR and for a given destination, highest corresponding MCR is indicated to L1.

[bookmark: _Hlk36725796]In essence, the above agreement implies that the LCP procedure does not take into account the MCR associated with each LCH and then the highest MCR from all the LCHs within a MAC PDU is indicated to L1 (for power control). In the last meeting, there were still some proposals from some companies to discuss how to handle LCHs with no MCR indicated. Specifically, the question is whether or not these LCHs should be multiplexed with those LCHs which do have an MCR value associated with them. In our view, the above agreement also covers that case. We think that if the upper layers do not provide the MCR for certain DRB, it is logical to conclude that the upper layer does not care about what MCR value is associated with the transmission of this data. Therefore, there is no need to treat such LCHs any different from the others and so, (in line with the above agreement), we propose to consider all LCHs (regardless of whether they have been configured with a MCR value or not) transparently within the LCP procedure and not consider any additional restrictions in MAC multiplexing and TB generation procedure. 

[bookmark: _Hlk37338252]Proposal 1:	As per the earlier RAN2 agreement, all LCHs (regardless of whether they have been configured with a MCR value or not) are treated transparently within the LCP procedure.

Another issue that requires some consideration in RAN2 is regarding the support of HARQ feedback option 2 for groupcast operation. While we have an email discussion on the details of the configuration of group size and which option is ultimately used, one more aspect to consider is whether in addition to the following options being considered in the email discussion, the network should additionally configure some group size threshold to control which option is chosen by the UE:

	· The V2X layer passes the group size and the member ID to the AS layer; and
· The group size is not greater than the number of candidate PSFCH resources associated with the selected PSSCH resource?



Specifically, on top of meeting the above conditions, another aspect to be considered/discussed is whether the number of group members is below a NW configured group size. Such an option essentially means that the network can specify a maximum group size beyond which HARQ feedback option 2 cannot be used. This configuration can be provided through dedicated signalling, SIB or pre-configuration depending on UE coverage state. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]In our view, while it does allow for finer network control over which feedback option is used within a resource pool, there isn’t sufficient motivation to introduce yet another condition on this selection. This is primarily because the second condition above already (indirectly) determines whether there are sufficient PSFCH resources to support option 2 and the network can simply choose to configure a specific amount of PSFCH resources via resource pool configuration anyway. Therefore, we propose that only the above two options (as indicated within the email discussion) are considered at the UE. Additionally, we propose that the decision to choose a particular option, even when the two conditions are met, is left to UE implementation.

Proposal 2:	No maximum configured group size criterion is introduced for groupcast HARQ option 2 selection.
Proposal 3:	The selection of HARQ feedback option (1 or 2) in case of groupcast operation is left to UE implementation.


Conclusion
[bookmark: _Ref458739888]This contribution discusses some outstanding issues on MAC operation and makes the following proposals:

Proposal 1:	As per the earlier RAN2 agreement, all LCHs (regardless of whether they have been configured with a MCR value or not) are treated transparently within the LCP procedure.
Proposal 2:	No maximum configured group size criterion is introduced for groupcast HARQ option 2 selection.
Proposal 3:	The selection of HARQ feedback option (1 or 2) in case of groupcast operation is left to UE implementation.
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