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Introduction
This document is to trigger the following email discussion:
[AT112-e][713][V2X] MAC corrections (LG)
Discuss (including need of changes and detailed wordings) the contributions listed in the above proposal 1 and proposal 4 below, and prepare agreeable CRs (38.321 CR in R2-2010949, 36.321 CR in R2-2010957, and discussion summary in R2-2010950 if needed). CRs will be agreed by email. Deadline is 12:00pm 11/12/2020 (UTC). 

The following issues in R2-2009250 remained after the first week of RAN2#112-e:
R2-2010982	Review Report on MAC CRs in AI 6.4.3	LG Electronics Inc. (Rapporteur)	report
Proposal 1: Discuss (including need of changes and detailed wordings) R2-2008783, R2-2008798, R2-2008799, R2-2008879, R2-20010307, R202009047, R2-2009052, R2-2009207, R2-2009831, R2-2010080, R2-2010303, R2-2010311, R2-2010312, R2-2010313, R2-2009222 (only for the first change) and R2-2010424 as rapporteur’s miscellaneous CR.
·  	Agreed. 
Proposal 4: R2-2008781, R2-2008782, R2-2009046, R2-2009219, R2-2009220, R2-2009830, R2-2010010, R2-2010308, and R2-2010491 are not pursued.
·  	Will be further discussed in email discussion [AT112-e][713][V2X].

In this document, Rapporteur propose to discuss the CRs listed above. 
Note that the some changes do not require inputs from companies in this document e.g. if the changes are obvious e.g. reference/editorial change or the changes are obviously not needed. For some of those changes, the rapporteur’s proposals were suggested.
Discussion
1. R2-2008783
The first change proposed by this CR:
[image: ]
Question 1A:	Do you agree to reflect the above change in 38.321?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Yes
	Proponent

	CATT
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Ericsson (Min)
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	InterDigital
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	


Summary 1A:
	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes
	All

	No
	None



Rapporteur proposes to reflect the above change in 38.321.
Recommendation 1A: the following change is reflected in the CR:
[image: ]

The second change proposed by this CR:
[image: ]
OPPO said in the CR “Not sure why the two conditions target at different transmissions of a MAC PDU, i.e., the former one seems valid for any MAC PDU transmission, but the latter one has to be for the most recent one. It is good to align the two either way around (even though the change in this CR is to update the latter one using the shape of the former one)”
The rapporteur thinks that nothing is broken in the CR. In addition, if NACK-only feedback is used for a TB, TX UE should make sure that any NACK has been not received before flushing the HARQ buffer. Let’s say that TX UE received NACK for Nth transmission but received no NACK for (N+1)th transmission. In this case, TX UE cannot flush the HARQ buffer after Nth transmission. TX UE can flush the HARQ buffer only after (N+1)th transmission. Thus, the most recent transmission will determine whether to flush the HARQ buffer.
However, if companies want to align, the rapporteur proposes the following change:
[image: ]
Question 1B:	Do we need change to the current specification below?
[image: ]
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Yes
	Proponent.

Furthermore, to respond to the analysis by rapporteur, for both ACK and no-NACK case, UE would flush the buffer immediately, i.e., there would be no case where N-th transmission is ACK-ed / no-NACK-ed, but the UE still perform a N+1-th transmission, so the current gap in the spec between the ACK / no-NACK case is not motivated.

For the wording, maybe simply align the two cases using the existing “most recent”?

	HW
	Yes
	We support the proposed change by OPPO. The reason is that even for NACK only feedback, for each transmission, UE needs to detect if there is any NACK feedback on PSFCH, if no NACK is received corresponding to the TB, then the UE can flush the buffer which is similar as NACK-ACK feedback. It does not make sense to consider the most recent.

	CATT
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Ericsson (Min)
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	We are fine to make the two cases consistent

	Apple
	Yes
	The procedure is executed after the i-th (re)transmission  by a TX UE checking if any NACK indicated in PSFCH. This  is a one-time, instant, behavior, there is no need for  using word “recent”.

	InterDigital
	Yes
	It is not clear why we have “the most recent” in this clause. 

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes with comment
	We prefer the change in R2-2008783.


Summary 1B:
	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes
	All

	No
	None



Rapporteur proposes to change the concerned text.
Recommendation 1B: the following text should be changed as in Recommendation 1C.
[image: ]

Question 1C:	Do you agree to reflect the following change in 38.321? (If Yes in 1C)
[image: ]
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Yes
	Our proposal is just to align the text for ACK and no-NACK case, so either way (as proposed in 8783 or as proposed by rapporteur) is fine for us.

	HW
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Ericsson (Min)
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	We are fine to make the two cases consistent

	Apple
	Yes
	

	InterDigital
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	See comment
	We prefer the change in R2-2008783.



Summary 1C:
	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes
	Almost

	No
	None



Rapporteur proposes the above change.
Recommendation 1C: the following change is reflected in 38.321
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The third change proposed by this CR:
[image: ]
Question 1D:	Do you agree to reflect the above change in 38.321?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Yes
	Proponent

	HW
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Ericsson (Min)
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	InterDigital
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	LG
	Yes
	But, one MAC PDU can contain a single MAC CE for SL-SCH.


Summary 1D:
	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes
	All

	No
	None



Rapporteur proposes the above change.
Recommendation 1D: the following change is reflected in 38.321
[image: ]

2. R2-2008798 and R2-2009052 for 36.321
The change proposed by R2-2008798 to 36.321:
[image: ]
Reason for change from the CR:
1. For both V2X sidelink and NR sidelink, if UE can transmit uplink and sidelink simultaneously, sidelink transmission is then deprioritized according to prioritization rule in clause 5.14.1.2.2 of 36.321 and  clause 5.22.1.3.1a of 38.321 respectively. So when sidelink transmission is deprioritized the condition that UE can transmit uplink and sidelink simultaneouly become redundant and hence should be removed from current text.
2. RAN2 agreed to catpure the case when only V2X sidelink or only NR sidelink is prioritized if there are both a sidelink grant for transmission of NR sidelink communication and a configured grant for transmission of V2X sidelink communication in R2-2008631. But current text is actually not necessary. This is because if any sidelink transmission is prioritized over uplink transmission UE will transmit sidelink by definition. And if UE also decide to transmit uplink, it means UE can transmit sidelink and uplink simultaneously and therefore sidelink transmission should be deprioritized. This contradicts with the condition that one sidelink transmission is prirotized. Actually in this case no uplink transmission is possible i.e. it is covered by clause 5.14.1.2.2 of 36.321 and  clause 5.22.1.3.1a of 38.321 respectively already.

The rapporteur thinks that change from 5.22.1.3.1 to 5.22.1.3.1a in 36.321 is needed, as also suggested by R2-2009052. However, change to 5.22.1.1 in R2-2008798 is not needed in 36.321 because NR sidelink grant is created according to 5.22.1.1.
Proposal Recommendation 2A: Change 5.22.1.3.1 of 38.321 to 5.22.1.3.1a of 38.321 in 36.321.
Meanwhile, the rapporteur thinks that it is still good to specify the case that UE can perform UL transmission for both V2X sidelink and NR sidelink or one of both. According to the prioritization rules in clause 5.14.1.2.2 of 36.321 and clause 5.22.1.3.1a of 38.321, UE should check that UE is not able to transmit uplink and sidelink simultaneously to prioritize SL transmission. The rules in 5.14.1.2.2 of 36.321 and clause 5.22.1.3.1a of 38.321 should not mean that sidelink transmission is always deprioritized in case that UE can transmit uplink and sidelink simultaneously. In some case, UE may be able to transmit uplink and sidelink simultaneously regardless of whether sidelink transmission in collision is prioritized or not.
Question 2B:	Do we need to agree the change in the CR, except the change to reference?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Proponent with comment
	Agree with rapporteur the change to 5.22.1.1 is not needed in 4th sub-bullet.
For 2nd sub-bullet, If you look into 1st sub-bullet:
if there are both a configured grant for transmission of V2X sidelink communication on SL-SCH in this TTI and a sidelink grant for transmission of NR sidelink communication as described in clause 5.22.1.1 of TS 38.321 [24] at the time of the transmission, and neither the transmissions of V2X sidelink communication is prioritized as described in clause 5.14.1.2.2 nor the transmission of NR sidelink communication is prioritized as described in clause 5.22.1.3.1a of TS 38.321 [24]; or
It basically refers to cases that both V2X&NR SL are there, but not prioritized. While 2nd sub-bullet is to address the case that both V2X&NR SL are there, but UE can simultaneously transmit UL and both V2X. Since simultaneous transmission between UL and SL is one of the conditions not to prioritize SL transmission, 2nd sub-bullet is just one sub-case of the 1st sub-bullet. That’s the reason to delete the 2nd sub-bullet. 
The change to the 3rd and 4th sub-bullet is the same but address different case i.e. there only V2X SL or NR SL. 
For 5th sub-bullet, current text is obvious wrong. It says among UL, V2X SL and NR SL, only V2X SL is prioritized but UE can transmit UL and V2X SL simultaneously, then UE can also transmit UL. According to the prioritization rule in 5.14.1.2.2 in 36.321, again simultaneous transmission is one of the conditions not to prioritize V2X SL. Hence the conditions contradict with each other basically. The same logic applies for NR SL prioritized only case too. The main reason behind is simply because prioritization rule in either 36.321 or 38.321 is a rule for SL to prioritize over UL i.e. once the condition is met SL must be prioritized over UL. The puzzling part is that UE maybe can transmit both UL and one of the SL simultaneously. But this is actually covered by 1st sub-bullet. That’s why 5th sub-bullet is not correct technically.

	HW
	No
	Based on current spec, it is specified when UL and SL cannot be transmitted simultaneously, then justify whether SL is prioritized or not. But it does not mean if UL and SL can be transmitted simultaneously, then SL is always deprioritized. The logic should be if UL and SL can be transmitted simultaneously, then no need to justify whether SL is prioritized or not. Just perform simultaneous transmission.

	CATT
	No
	Agree with Huawei.

	vivo
	No
	Same view as Huawei.

	Ericsson (Min)
	No
	Agree with Huawei

	Intel
	No
	We agree with Huawei’s view as well

	Apple
	No
	I think “SL is not prioritized” has a narrow meaning to cover the result of some sort of Uu/SL prioritization procedcure has been executed and SL is deprioritized due to that comparison. If we extend this to also cover “SL and Uu can be TXed simultaneously” condition, this may cause confusion. Such a nuance may not be well understood by the reader of the MAC spec, so we prefer to keep it as it is.

	InterDigital
	No
	Agree with Huawei.

	Qualcomm
	No
	We do not see a need for further clarification of the current text

	Samsung
	Yes
	Agree with the OPPO’s intention

	LG
	No
	



Summary 2B:
	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes
	1

	No
	9



Rapporteur proposes not to pursue the changes in R2-2008798, except changes to references. 
Recommendation 2B: The changes in R2-2008798 are not included in the CR, except reference changes in Recommendation 2A.

If the change in this CR is not agreed, the rapporteur thinks that it is good to decouple simultaneous transmission and SL prioritization in 5.4.2.2 by removing ‘which is prioritized as described in clause 5.22.1.3.1a’ and ‘which are prioritized as described in clause 5.14.1.2.2 of TS 36.321’, for example:
[image: ]
Note that UE capable of performing both UL and SL simultaneously can perform SL transmission which is not determined to be prioritized in 5.22.1.3.1a. ‘not determined to be prioritized’ does not always mean ‘deprioritized’. 
Question 2C:	Can we reflect the above change from the rapporteur in 36.321, instead of the change in the CR?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	No
	Please refer to answer to question 2B

	HW
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Ericsson (Min)
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	InterDigital
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	LG
	Yes
	



Summary 2C:
	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes
	10

	No
	1



Rapporteur proposes to reflect the above change in 36.321. 
Recommendation 2C: Remove ‘which is prioritized as described in clause 5.22.1.3.1a’ and ‘which are prioritized as described in clause 5.14.1.2.2’.

3. R2-2008799 for 38.321 and R2-2009047
The change proposed by R2-2008799 to 38.321:
[image: ]
Reason for change from the CR:
1. For both V2X sidelink and NR sidelink, if UE can transmit uplink and sidelink simultaneously, sidelink transmission is then deprioritized according to prioritization rule in clause 5.14.1.2.2 of 36.321 and  clause 5.22.1.3.1a of 38.321 respectively. So when sidelink transmission is deprioritized the condition that UE can transmit uplink and sidelink simultaneouly become redundant and hence should be removed from current text.
2. RAN2 agreed to catpure the case when only V2X sidelink or only NR sidelink is prioritized if there are both a sidelink grant for transmission of NR sidelink communication and a configured grant for transmission of V2X sidelink communication in R2-2008632. But current text is actually not necessary. This is because if any sidelink transmission is prioritized over uplink transmission UE will transmit sidelink by definition. And if UE also decide to transmit uplink, it means UE can transmit sidelink and uplink simultaneously and therefore sidelink transmission should be deprioritized. This contradicts with the condition that one sidelink transmission is prirotized. Actually in this case no uplink transmission is possible i.e. it is covered by clause 5.14.1.2.2 of 36.321 and  clause 5.22.1.3.1a of 38.321 respectively already.

The rapporteur thinks that changes from 5.22.1.3.1 to 5.22.1.3.1a of 38.321 and from 5.4.2.2 to 5.14.1.2.2 of 36.321 are needed, as also suggested by R2-2009047.
Proposal Recommendation 3A: Changes from 5.22.1.3.1 to 5.22.1.3.1a of 38.321 and from 5.4.2.2 to 5.14.1.2.2 of 36.321.
Meanwhile, the rapporteur thinks that it is still good to specify the case that UE can perform UL transmission for both V2X sidelink and NR sidelink or one of both. According to the prioritization rules in clause 5.14.1.2.2 of 36.321 and clause 5.22.1.3.1a of 38.321, UE should check that UE is not able to transmit uplink and sidelink simultaneously to prioritize SL transmission. The rules in 5.14.1.2.2 of 36.321 and clause 5.22.1.3.1a of 38.321 should not mean that sidelink transmission is always deprioritized in case that UE can transmit uplink and sidelink simultaneously. In some case, UE may be able to transmit uplink and sidelink simultaneously regardless of whether sidelink transmission in collision is prioritized or not.
Question 3B:	Do we need to agree the change in the CR, except the change to reference?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Proponent
	The technical reason to change 38.321 is exactly the same as those to 36.321. please refer to our answer to question 2B 

	HW
	No
	See reply on Question 2A

	CATT
	No
	See reply on Question 2A

	vivo
	No
	See reply on Question 2A

	Ericsson (Min)
	No
	Same comments as for Q2A

	Intel
	No
	Same view as in Q2A

	Apple
	No
	Same as Q2A

	InterDigital
	No
	Same as Q2A.

	Qualcomm
	No
	See reply on Question 2A

	Samsung
	Yes
	Same as Q2A

	LG
	No
	


Summary 3B:
	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes
	1

	No
	9



Rapporteur proposes not to pursue the changes in R2-2008798, except changes to references. 
Recommendation 3B: The changes in R2-2008799 are not included in the CR, except reference changes in Recommendation 3A.

If the change in this CR is not agreed, the rapporteur thinks that it is good to decouple simultaneous transmission and SL prioritization in 5.4.2.2 by removing ‘which is prioritized as described in clause 5.22.1.3.1a’ and ‘which are prioritized as described in clause 5.14.1.2.2 of TS 36.321’, for example:
[image: ]
Note that UE capable of performing both UL and SL simultaneously can perform SL transmission which is not determined to be prioritized in 5.22.1.3.1a. ‘not determined to be prioritized’ does not always mean ‘deprioritized’. 
Question 3C:	Can we reflect the above change from the rapporteur in 38.321, instead of the change in the CR?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	No 

	Please refer to our answer to question 2B

	HW
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Ericsson (Min)
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	InterDigital
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	LG
	Yes
	


Summary 3C:
	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes
	10

	No
	1



Rapporteur proposes to reflect the above change in 38.321. 
Recommendation 3C: Remove ‘which is prioritized as described in clause 5.22.1.3.1a’ and ‘which are prioritized as described in clause 5.14.1.2.2’.

4. R2-2008879 and R2-2010307
Reason for change from R2-2008879:
In MAC spec, when comparing the LCH priority with a threshold, the terminilogy “priority value” is used except in the following senstence of section 5.4.4:

“3>	if both sl-Prioritizationthres and ul-Prioritizationthres are configured and the PUCCH resource for the SR transmission occasion for the pending SR triggered as specfied in clause 5.22.1.5 overlaps with any UL-SCH resource(s) carrying a MAC PDU, and the priority of the triggered SR determined as specified in clause 5.22.1.5 is lower than sl-Prioritizationthres and the value of the highest priority of the logical channel(s) in the MAC PDU is higher than or eqaul to ul-Prioritizationthres and the MAC PDU is not prioritized by upper layer according to TS 23.287 [19]; or”
In order keep the text align and avoid misunderstanding, it had better change “ the priority of the triggerred SR” to “the priority value of the triggerred SR”.

Reason for change from R2-2010307:
[bookmark: OLE_LINK8][bookmark: OLE_LINK9]In current MAC specification, for the prioritization between UL MAC PDU and SL SR, there is a description that “and the priority of the triggered SR determined as specified in clause 5.22.1.5 is lower than sl-Prioritizationthres and the value of the highest priority of the logical channel(s) in the MAC PDU is higher than or eqaul to ul-Prioritizationthres”.
However, the sl-Prioritizationthres is a priority value, thus we should use priority value to compare with sl-Prioritizationthres other than priority, whereas a smaller priority value indicates a higher priority.
The rapporteur propose the following change:
3>	if both sl-Prioritizationthres and ul-Prioritizationthres are configured and the PUCCH resource for the SR transmission occasion for the pending SR triggered as specfied in clause 5.22.1.5 overlaps with any UL-SCH resource(s) carrying a MAC PDU, and the value of the priority of the triggered SR determined as specified in clause 5.22.1.5 is lower than sl-Prioritizationthres and the value of the highest priority of the logical channel(s) in the MAC PDU is higher than or eqaul to ul-Prioritizationthres and the MAC PDU is not prioritized by upper layer according to TS 23.287 [19]; or
Question 4:	Can we reflect the above change from the rapporteur in 38.321?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	HW
	Yes but 
	Proponent
Besides the change in section 5.4.4 we think some clarification in section 5.22.1.5 is also needed (also use the value of the priority), otherwise UE does not know how to determine the value of the priority of the triggered SR as in that section we still use the priority of the triggered SR.
	The SR configuration of the logical channel that triggered the Sidelink BSR (clause 5.22.1.6) (if such a configuration exists) is also considered as corresponding SR configuration for the triggered SR (clause 5.4.4). The priority of the triggered SR corresponds to the priority of the logical channel.
If the SL-CSI reporting procedure is enabled by RRC, the SL-CSI reporting is mapped to one SR configuration for all PC5-RRC connections established by RRC. The SR configuration of the SL-CSI reporting triggered according to 5.22.1.7 is considered as corresponding SR configuration for the triggered SR (clause 5.4.4). The priority of the triggered SR corresponds to the priority of the SL-CSI reporting.





	CATT
	Yes
	Proponent

	vivo
	Yes
	We agree the clarification to add ‘value of’ is needed. Huawei’s additional suggestion is also fine to us. 

	Ericsson (Min)
	Yes
	In addition, don’t agree with HW suggestion. The additional changes are not needed in clause 5.22.1.5, whose current wording is current.

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	InterDigital
	No
	This change is not needed.  In 5.22.1.5, the priority of the SR is defined: “The priority of the SR corresponds to the priority of the logical channel.”  Therefore, there is no need to make change to the text which references this section.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	Agree with the rapporteur’s proposed change

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	LG
	Yes
	


Summary 4:
	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes
	10

	No
	1



Rapporteur proposes to reflect the above change in 38.321. In addition, the additional changes pointed by Huawei are reflected as well.
Recommendation 4: The following change is reflected in the CR to 38.321. 
3>	if both sl-Prioritizationthres and ul-Prioritizationthres are configured and the PUCCH resource for the SR transmission occasion for the pending SR triggered as specfied in clause 5.22.1.5 overlaps with any UL-SCH resource(s) carrying a MAC PDU, and the value of the priority of the triggered SR determined as specified in clause 5.22.1.5 is lower than sl-Prioritizationthres and the value of the highest priority of the logical channel(s) in the MAC PDU is higher than or eqaul to ul-Prioritizationthres and the MAC PDU is not prioritized by upper layer according to TS 23.287 [19]; or
The SR configuration of the logical channel that triggered the Sidelink BSR (clause 5.22.1.6) (if such a configuration exists) is also considered as corresponding SR configuration for the triggered SR (clause 5.4.4). The value of the priority of the triggered SR corresponds to the value of the priority of the logical channel.
If the SL-CSI reporting procedure is enabled by RRC, the SL-CSI reporting is mapped to one SR configuration for all PC5-RRC connections established by RRC. The SR configuration of the SL-CSI reporting triggered according to 5.22.1.7 is considered as corresponding SR configuration for the triggered SR (clause 5.4.4). The value of the priority of the triggered SR corresponds to the value of the priority of the SL-CSI reporting.

5. R2-2009207
The first change proposed by the CR:
[image: ]
The rapporteur thinks that the first change is not necessary because it has been specified as follows:
7>	set the communication range requirement to the value of the longest communication range of the logical channel(s) in the MAC PDU;
Question 5A:	Do you need to reflect the above change in 38.321?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	No with comment
	We tend to agree with the rapporteur that there is no point to repeat “longest range” selection twice.

The wording suggested by rapporteur for 5.22.1.3.1 in Q-5B for below seems better.

	HW
	No
	We agree with the rapporteur, this has already been reflected. 

	CATT
	No
	We agree with the rapporteur.

	vivo
	No
	

	Ericsson (Min)
	No
	Agree with the rapporteur.

	Intel
	No
	We are fine with the rapporteur’s view on this

	Apple
	See comment
	We are fine with not repeating the longest range requirement twice, but for the first level-7 bullet,  

	InterDigital
	Yes, with comments.
	We think that the purpose of the change is to clarify how the zone ID is determined, and not how the communication range requirement is determined.  But we are ok with the change proposed by the rapporteur in the next question, since it addresses this issue. 

	Qualcomm
	No
	Agree with rapporteur

	Samsung
	Yes with comment
	It seems that the newly added text “using longest communication range requirement of the logical channels in the MAC PDU” in the first part of this change is not needed

	LG
	No
	


Summary 5A:
	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes
	2

	No
	8



Rapporteur proposes not to reflect the above change in the CR. 
No recommendation.

The second change proposed by the CR:
[image: ]
The rapporteur thinks that the second change is needed. The CR said “Although the ASN.1 shows a relationship between the zone configuration and the MCR index, the MAC specification does not indicate how the UE selects the correct zone configuration for zone ID calculation (at the transmitter side) or distance calculation (at the receiver side).  For example, with the current text at the transmitter, it is not clear which logical channel’s communication range should be used to calculate the zone.”
The rapporteur proposes the following changes to clarify the zone configuration and the MCR index for TX UE in 5.22.1.3.1 and RX UE in 5.22.2.2.2 as follows:
	In 5.22.1.3.1:
6>	if negative-only acknowledgement is selected, UE's location information is available, and sl-TransRange has been configured for a logical channel in the MAC PDU, and sl-ZoneConfig Zone_id is determined is configured as specified in TS 38.331 [5]:
7>	set the communication range requirement to the value of the longest communication range of the logical channel(s) in the MAC PDU;
7>	determine the value of sl-ZoneLength corresponding to the communication range requirement and set Zone_id to the value of the determined Zone_id calculated using the determined value of sl-ZoneLength as specified in TS 38.331 [5].

In 5.22.2.2.2:
3>	if UE's location information is available and distance beteween UE's location and the central location of the nearest zone indicated by the Zone_id in the SCI and the determined value of sl-ZoneLength corresponding to the communication range requirement in the SCI as specified in TS 38.331 [5], is smaller or equal to the communication range requirement in the SCI; or


Question 5B:	Do you agree to reflect the above changes in 5.22.1.3.1 and 5.22.2.2.2?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	See comment
	We agree with the change proposed by rapporteur for 5.22.1.3.1, but prefer the change suggested by 9207 for 5.22.2.2.2.

	HW
	Yes
	

	CATT
	See comment
	We agree with the change in 5.22.1.3.1.
But regarding to the change in 5.22.2.2.2, “and the determined value of sl-ZoneLength corresponding to the communication range requirement in the SCI as specified in TS 38.331 [5]”, it had better changed to “which is calculated based on the value of sl-ZoneLength corresponding to the communication range requirement in the SCI as specified in TS 38.331 [5]”.

	vivo
	Yes with comments
	We think the rewording suggestion by CATT using a attributive clause is clearer.

	Ericsson (Min)
	Yes
	Same as VIVO, prefer CATT suggested rewording.

	Intel
	Yes
	We are fine with the proposed wording. The change proposed by CATT also seems ok

	Apple
	Yes with comments
	We are fine with the CATT rewording of the change in 5.22.2.2.2

	InterDigital
	See comments.
	We are fine with the change in 5.22.1.3.1.

For the change in 5.22.2.2.2, we think it is not entirely correct, and would prefer either the original change suggested in the CR, or to change as follows:

3>            if UE's location information is available and distance beteween UE's location and the central location of the nearest zone which is calculated based on indicated by the Zone_id indicated in the SCI and the determined value of sl-ZoneLength corresponding to the communication range requirement in the SCI as specified in TS 38.331 [5], is smaller or equal to the communication range requirement in the SCI; or


	Qualcomm
	No
	We see no need to change the current spec, as the current text already references the correction section in 38.331.  

	Samsung
	Yes with comment
	Both changes look fine, but in 5.22.2.2.2 the text “corresponding to the communication range requirement in the SCI” may not needed.

	LG
	Yes
	


Summary 5B:
	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes
	7

	No
	1



Rapporteur proposes to reflect the above change in 5.22.1.3.1 and CATT’s suggestion in 5.22.2.2.2.
Recommendation 5B: The changes are reflected as in the CR.

6. R2-2009831
The first change proposed by the CR:
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Question 6A:	Do you agree to reflect the above change in 38.321?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	HW
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	Proponent.
The main reason is that ‘CSI request, a priority, a communication range requirement and Zone ID’ are not used to identify a Sidelink process thus should not be included as Sidelink identification information (which seems to be a mistake).

	Ericsson (Min)
	No
	From current text,
Sidelink identification information including cast type indicator, Source Layer-1 ID and Destination Layer-1 ID, CSI request, a priority, a communication range requirement and Zone ID.
The definition of “Sidelink identification information” has ended after “Destination Layer-1 ID”. There is nothing broken. It is unnecessary to introduce a new term, i.e., “Sidelink other information”. 

	Intel
	Yes with comment
	We are fine to add it, but suggest rephrasing to “other Sidelink information” instead.

	Apple
	Yes
	

	InterDigital
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	


Summary 6A:
	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes
	9

	No
	1



Rapporteur proposes to reflect the above change in the CR
Recommendation 6A: the following change is reflected in 38.321
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The second change proposed by the CR:
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Proposal Recommendation 6B:	Change to sl-CBR-PriorityTxConfigList in 38.321
The third change proposed by the CR:
[image: ]
Proposal Recommendation 6C:	Agree the above change in 5.22.2.2.1.
7. R2-2010080
The CR proposes to remove the “and” condition statement as shown below, such that it is now a separate condition stating how to handle PSFCH being configured or not in yellow.
[image: ]
Question 7:	Do you agree to reflect the above change in 38.321?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	See comment
	Intention agreeable, yet we believe it would be clearer if increase the indent as follows
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	HW
	No 
	Based on our understanding, we cannot delete the “and” directly because the “and” means the following conditions need to be fulfilled as well. 
But we tend to agree with this intention and based on OPPO’s proposal, we think the following changes can be considered. 
[image: C:\Users\z00346134\AppData\Roaming\eSpace_Desktop\UserData\z00346134\imagefiles\8C8E9395-FE1B-4F90-90E5-AC23A7C5C5A2.png]


	CATT
	No
	These conditions are parallel. Thus, “and” should not be removed.

	vivo
	No
	Agree that the ‘and’ needs to be kept as all the conditions should be satisfied at the same time to select logical channels. Huawei’s suggestion looks good to us.

	Ericsson (Min)
	No
	Agree with Huawei and vivo.

	Apple
	No
	“and” cannot be removed.

	InterDigital
	No
	Removal of the “and” is not correct.  All that is required to address the issue brought up by the CR is the indentation suggested by Huawei and OPPO (without removal of and).

	Qualcomm
	No
	Agree with the comments by HW, CATT and vivo

	Samsung
	No
	


Summary 7:
	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes
	

	No
	Almost all



Rapporteur proposes not to remove ‘and’. Meanwhile, the rapporteur proposes to indent the procedural text as Huawei proposed.
Recommendation 7: the following changes are reflected in 38.321
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8. R2-2010303
This CR proposes to change 38.321 as follows:
1． Change “PC5-RRC connections established by RRC” into “PC5-RRC connections established by upper layer” and change “destination” into “Destination”.
2． Change “configured sidelink grant” into “selected sidelink grant” for note 3 in clause 5.22.1.
3． Add the description that sidelink HARQ entity determines CSI request in 5.22.1.3.1.
4． Change “sideink” to “sidelink” in section 5.22.1.3.1.
Remove “Destination Layer-1 ID and the Source Layer-1 ID” in section 5.22.2.2.1.

The fourth change in this CR is duplicated with Proposal 6C.
Question 8A:	Do you agree the first change in this CR?
1． Change “PC5-RRC connections established by RRC” into “PC5-RRC connections established by upper layer” and change “destination” into “Destination”.

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	See comment
	We are fine with the change on “destination”.

For the other change, by reading the reason for change in the cover page, “…and we do not have such PC5-RRC connection establishment procedure in AS…”, we believe it is sufficient to simply remove “established by RRC” from the sentence.
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	HW
	Yes
	Also fine with OPPO’s suggestion. 

	CATT
	Yes for the first change
No for the second
	There is no PC5-RRC establish in RRC, hence the first can be agreed.
But for the second, there is no need to change.

	vivo
	No for the first half part 
	Although no explicit PC5-RRC connection establishment procedure, we understand the PC5-RRC connection is in fact established after AS capability change and PC5-RRC reconfiguration, which are all RRC procedures. Changing to ‘by upper layer’ is not so accurate. 
Similar to OPPO’s suggestion, we can delete ‘by RRC’ in this sentence.
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	Ericsson (Min)
	Not for the first change
	Agree with OPPO, we can just remove “established by RRC”

	Intel
	See comment
	We think it is safer to just remove “established by RRC”, just to avoid any confusion

	Apple
	First change is OK
	Vivo suggestion of removeiung “by RRC” is OK to us

	InterDigital
	Yes
	We think the change ensures consistency with the remainder of the MAC specification for these two aspects.

	Qualcomm
	Yes with comments
	Agree with vivo’s suggested text for change regarding PC5-RRC.  	

	Samsung
	Yes with comment
	We are fine with OPPO’s suggestion.


Summary 8A:
	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Agree with OPPO’ suggestion or vivo
	Almost all

	No
	



Rapporteur proposes to remove ‘established by RRC’.
Recommendation 8A: Remove ‘established by RRC’ in 5.22.1.5

Proposal Recommendation 8B:	Change “configured sidelink grant” into “selected sidelink grant” for note 3 in clause 5.22.1.
Question 8C:	Do you agree the third change in this CR?
3. Add the description that sidelink HARQ entity determines CSI request in 5.22.1.3.1.

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	No
	Currently, the change implies that the CSI request is enabled by HARQ entity under the indication of “upper layer”, however this intention is not correct to us, i.e., CSI request is triggered by PHY layer, so this change is not needed.
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	HW
	Yes
	According to RAN1 spec, the UE shall set “CSI request” field as indicated by higher layer. So we need to enable the CSI request in MAC.
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	CATT
	No
	CSI request is triggered by PHY, not upper layer

	vivo
	No
	At least in RAN2’s perspective this change seems not correct and if clarification is needed on specification, it should be in RAN1.

	Ericsson (Min)
	No
	Agree with other companies that, CSI request shall be triggered by PHY layer. It seems that RAN1 spec has inaccurate wording, but, anyway, how to improve the wording is within RAN1 scope.

	Apple
	No
	

	InterDigital
	No
	Whether to send CSI request is determined by the MAC layer based on UE implementation (in RAN1 specs, we think “indicated by higher layers” actually refers to MAC layer).

We think we should add something along the lines of:
“Set the CSI request field if the UE decides to request CSI”.

	Samsung
	No
	We share the view that CSI request is triggered by PHY.

	LG
	No
	


Summary 8C:
	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes
	1

	No
	8



Rapporteur proposes not to add the description that sidelink HARQ entity determines CSI request in 5.22.1.3.1.
Recommendation 8C: Do not add the description that sidelink HARQ entity determines CSI request in 5.22.1.3.1

In addition, this CR also proposes changes to the number of NOTEs in 5.22.1.1.
Proposal Recommendation 8D:	Change the number of NOTEs in 5.22.1.1 as in R2-2010303.
9. R2-2010311 and R2-2009222 (only for the first change) 
The change proposed by both CRs:
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The CR in R2-2010311 said “In current MAC specification, according to clause 5.8.3, for a configured sidelink grant Type 2, the MAC entity shall clear the corresponding configured sidelink grant immediately after the first transmission of Configured Grant Confirmation triggered by the configured sidelink grant deactivation. However, according to clause 5.22.1.1, the configured sidelink grant will be cleared if PDCCH contents indicate configured sidelink grant Type 2 deactivation for this configured sidelink grant. Therefore, the conditions to clear the configured sidelink grant type 2 in these two clauses are not aligned and duplicated. 
In addition, in NR Uu, the configured uplink grant is cleared immediately after first transmission of Configured Grant Confirmation MAC CE or Multiple Entry Configured Grant Confirmation MAC CE which confirms the configured uplink grant deactivation”
Question 9:	Do you agree the above change in both CRs?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	HW
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Ericsson (Min)
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	InterDigital
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	


Summary 9:
	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes
	All

	No
	none



Rapporteur proposes to agree the above change.
Recommendation 9: the following change is reflected in the CR.
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10. R2-2010312 and R2-2009046
The first two changes in 5.22.1.1 proposed by R2-2010312:
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[bookmark: OLE_LINK10]The CR in R2-2010312 said “In the procedure of resource selection in 5.22.1.1 in TS 38.321, UE shall select resources by considering the remaining PDB of available SL data in SL LCH(s). However, it is possible that SL CSI has been triggered and not cancelled when reserving resources. Especially when creating SL grant for single MAC PDU, there may be only pending SL CSI but without any available SL data. Thus when performing resource selection, besides the remaining PDB of the SL data, the latency bound of the triggered SL CSI should be considered by the UE as well, in order to select a proper TX resource for new transmission.”
The rapporteur thinks that the above change is needed only when the MAC entity reserves resources for transmissions of multiple MAC PDUs, because RAN2 agreed SL CSI reporting as a single shot transmission. Thus, the SL CSI reporting triggers creation of a SL grant only for transmission of a single MAC PDU.
Question 10A:		Do you agree the above change only for the following case i.e. transmission of a single MAC PDU?
1>	if the MAC entity has selected to create a selected sidelink grant corresponding to transmission(s) of a single MAC PDU, and if SL data is available in a logical channel, or a SL-CSI reporting is triggered:
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	HW
	No
	We agree SL CSI reporting cannot trigger periodic resource reservation for transmissions of multiple MAC PDUs but if UE triggers resource reservation for multiple MAC PDU for data transmission and there is CSI triggered at the same time, then we think the remaining PDB of CSI needs to be considered when reserving resources. So this change also applies to multiple MAC PDU case.

	CATT
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	Agree with rapporteur.

	Ericsson (Min)
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Apple
	See comment
	Not sure if rapporteur view on SL CSI report can be extended to  a general guideline that any aperiodic data in the SL buffer for any LCHs will be excluded for PDB consideration. If that is true, we need to add a NOTE to clarify this.

	InterDigital
	Yes
	Our understanding is that CSI request would use a one-shot transmission.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	LG
	Yes
	


Summary 10A:
	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes
	9

	No
	1



Rapporteur proposes to agree the above change only for transmission of a single MAC PDU.
Recommendation 10A: the following change is reflected in the CR only for transmission of a single MAC PDU.
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The change in 5.22.1.2 proposed by R2-2010312:
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The change proposed by R2-2009046:
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In the RAN1 #100bis meeting, following agreements were made:
	Agreements:
· It is up to UE implementation to reselect any pre-selected but not reserved resource which is still in the identified resource set after Step 1 in order to ensure the timing restrictions during reselection triggered by re-evaluation and/or pre-emption
· The timing restrictions at least include the HARQ RTT related minimum gap Z agreed in RAN1#100e
· FFS how to handle the case that there is no resources satisfying the timing restrictions in the identified resource set after Step 1



Based on RAN1’s agreements, if resource(s) is signalled by lower layer for re-evaluation and/or pre-emption, whether any other pre-selected but not reserved resource(s) should be re-seleted or not is up to UE implementation, to guatrantee the minimum time gap. However, in 5.22.1.2 in the current MAC specification, it is only captured that the UE shall remove the resource(s) for re-evaluation and preform reselection for it, whereas for other remaining pre-selected resource(s), the UE behaviourehavior is not clear thus should be clarified according to above RAN1 agreements.
The rapporteur thinks that since it is left for UE implementation, it seems not so necessary to specify the concerned behavior in 38.321. However, if other companies want to specify, the rapporteur thinks that the change in 5.22.1.2 proposed by R2-2010312 is reasonable because RAN1 agreed that it is up to UE implementation to reselect any pre-selected but not reserved resource which is still in the identified resource set after Step 1.
Question 10B:		Do you need to reflect the following RAN1 agreement in 38.321?
· It is up to UE implementation to reselect any pre-selected but not reserved resource which is still in the identified resource set after Step 1 in order to ensure the timing restrictions during reselection triggered by re-evaluation and/or pre-emption

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	LG
	No
	It is not essential to specify this UE implementation.

	OPPO
	No
	Same view as rapporteur, and we also share the view that “if other companies want to specify, the rapporteur thinks that the change in 5.22.1.2 proposed by R2-2010312 is reasonable”.

	HW
	Yes
	We think this should be captured in the specification. Otherwise the UE does not know how to handle the preselected but not reserved resources upon resource reselection. 

	CATT
	No
	Agree with rapporteur, but if other companies want to specify, we are also OK.

	Vivo
	Yes
	It is acceptable to us to add such a note to make the UE behaviour clearer.

	Ericsson (Min)
	No
	Agree with rapporteur.

	Intel
	Yes
	According to our RAN1 colleague, RAN1 expects that this should be captured in our specification, so we think at least the note to reflect this should be added

	Apple
	Yes
	

	InterDigital
	Yes
	We are fine to add a note to clarify this.

	Qualcomm
	No, with comment
	We don’t see a need to include this in the spec, but are OK to add the rapporteur’s recommended note if this is the majority view.

	Samsung
	Yes with comment
	We are fine to capture as a note. 


Summary 10B:
	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes
	6

	No
	4



Rapporteur proposes to add the note in the CR.
Recommendation 10B: Add a new NOTE as in Recommendation 10C.

Question 10C:		Do you agree to add the following NOTE in 5.22.1.2? (If Yes in 10B)
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	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	LG
	Conditionally yes
	If we agree to reflect the RAN1 agreement, we prefer to introduce a NOTE, instead of normative change.

	OPPO
	Conditionally yes
	Same view as LG

	HW
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Conditionally yes
	Same view as LG

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Ericsson (Min)
	Conditionally yes
	Agree with LG

	Intel
	Yes
	If normative change is not acceptable, we think the note is fine to add.

	Apple
	Yes
	

	InterDigital
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes with comment
	Per answer to 10B, we do not see a need to include this in the spec, but are OK with the note if this is the majority view

	Samsung
	Yes
	


Summary 10C:
	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes
	All

	No
	None



Rapporteur proposes to add the note in the CR.
Recommendation 10C: Add the following NOTE in the CR.
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11. R2-2010313
Huawei said in R2-2010313 “For the selected sidelink grant, the association between the selected sidelink grant and Sidelink process is determined by the MAC entity, which is similar to the operation in LTE V2X. In current specification, the Sidelink HARQ entity may associate the selected sidelink grant to another Sidelink process which is different from the Sidleink process determined by the MAC entity, which causes that the Sidelink HARQ entity cannot perform retransmission for the Sidelink process determined by the Sidelink HARQ entity.”
The rapporteur agreed with their observation. This operation should be clear from normative texts. Thus, the rapporteur proposes the following change in 5.22.1.3.1	:
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Question 11:		Do you agree to add the above change in 38.321?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	No
	Our understanding on the MAC/HARQ entity is: For UL
1. MAC entity performs the harq process association based on the HARQ ID in the received UL grant;
2. HARQ entity identifies the associated process, as decided by mac entity, yet here HARQ entity has no freedom to override it;
So here for SL, we assume it should be similar, i.e., 
1. MAC decide on the HARQ process following SL grant for mode-1, or autonomously for mode-2;
2. HARQ entity identify the associated process, but no freedom to override it;

We understand both 0313 and the rapporteur suggestion agree that at least in mode-2, HARQ entity cannot decide on the HARQ-process. For mode-1, we do not believe HARQ entity has the freedom to decide on process-association either, since the there should be a UE-implemented mapping between HARQ-ID in SL grant from network and the HARQ-ID in SCI sent by Tx-UE, which should be similar to UL, so a wording similar to UL can be used here:
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And we are open to clarify for mode-1, it is still the MAC entity to decide on the HARQ process association, and thus to align the case for both mode-1 and mode-2, i.e., for both cases, it is the MAC entity to decide rather than HARQ entity.

	HW
	Yes
	Proponent. 
Regarding OPPO’s comments, we share the same understanding on UL.But for SL, it is a different story. 

For mode 1, the MAC entity can only identity the Uu HARQ ID included in DCI and delivered the SL grant to SL HARQ entity and for the initial transmission, the SL HARQ entity needs to associate a SL process/SL HARQ ID to this grant (which SL process is associated is up to UE implementation). So this is different from Uu. For mode 1, we think the current spec is correct. 

For mode 2, when performing resource reservation, the MAC entity needs to associate a SL process to the selected sidelink grant. But when the selected sidelink grant is delivered to the SL HARQ entity, the SL entity will re-associate a SL process if the selected sidelink grant is for initial transmission. In this case, duplicated association with SL process will happen and some issue is foreseen if the associated sidelink process is different, i.e., that the Sidelink HARQ entity cannot perform retransmission for the Sidelink process determined by the Sidelink HARQ entity. But I agree, another solution is to add a note to restrict the SL HARQ entity to associate the same SL process as the MAC entity.

	CATT
	No
	Agree with OPPO.

	vivo
	No with comments
	We agree with the intention that at least some clarification is needed for normative texts, regarding whether the sidelink HARQ entity can override the association between sidelink process and sidelink grant. We think the option-2 in Huawei’s CR (which is also mentioned by Huawei’s comments above at the last) is acceptable to us.

	Ericsson (Min)
	No
	Agree with OPPO.

	Intel
	No with comment
	We also share the view with vivo that while the reasoning by HW is correct, option-2 as proposed is more suitable

	Apple
	Yes with comment
	We are fine to clarify “mode 1” for the above text.. For mode 2, we are also fine with Huawei suggestion to add a NOTE.

	InterDigital
	No
	We think the association of the process should be done by the same entity, whether it is mode 1 or mode 2.

	Qualcomm
	No, with comment
	We agree some clarification could be helpful, and would support the addition of a note, per option2 in R2-2010313.

	Samsung
	Yes with comment
	We agree the intention and some clarification is needed. We also fine to capture the note in option 2.

	LG
	Yes
	For SL mode 1, gNB allocates a SL grant with a HARQ ID to a UE. But, in the UE side, there is no Sidelink process always associated to the HARQ ID. Thus, as Huawei said, the MAC entity should (re-)associate a Sidelink process to the SL grant with the HARQ ID.


Summary 11:
	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes
	4

	No
	7



There is no majority’s view on this. The rapporteur thinks that some companies misunderstood operation of Sidelink process in 38.321. For SL mode 1, gNB allocates a SL grant with a HARQ ID to a UE. But, in the TX UE side, there is no Sidelink process always associated to the HARQ ID. Thus, as Huawei said, the TX MAC entity should (re-)associate a Sidelink process to the SL grant with the HARQ ID. In other words, the TX MAC entity can identify HARQ process ID for the SL grant but it cannot identify ‘the Sidelink process’ for the SL grant for SL mode 1.
Meanwhile, for SL mode 2, TX UE creates a selected sidelink grant for a sidelink process. Thus, the selected sidelink grant is associated to the sidelink process. It means that the TX HARQ entity does not need to (re-)associate the Sidelink process to the selected sidelink grant again. That’s what Huawei intends to clarify.
Recommendation 11: The rapporteur proposes to reflect the following NOTE of R2-2010313 in the CR. 
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12. R2-2010424
The rapporteur thinks that the change in 5.22.2.1 is not essential. In addition, nothing is broken in 5.22.1.7.
The last change shown below is needed.
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Proposal Recommendation 12A:		Agree the above change in 6.2.4
Question 12B:		Do you need any other change from the CR, except the above change in 6.2.4?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	LG
	No
	Changes in 5.22.2.1 and 5.22.1.7 are not needed.

	OPPO
	No
	

	HW
	No 
	We think the first change is not correct as L2 ID needs to be checked before CSI is triggered so only SCI is not enough. 

	CATT
	No
	

	vivo
	Yes
	The first change to include 2nd SCI triggering a SL-SCI reporting is fine to us and is aligned with the agreements. The second change is not needed.

	Ericsson (Min)
	No
	

	Intel
	No
	

	Apple
	No
	

	InterDigital
	No
	We agree with rapporteur assessment.

	Qualcomm
	No
	We don’t see a need for a change

	Samsung
	No
	Agree with Rapporteur


Summary 12B:
	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes
	1

	No
	Almost all



Recommendation 12B: The changes in R2-2010424 except Recommendation 12A are not included in the CR due to lack of support.

13. R2-2008781
The change proposed by the CR:
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The rapporteur agrees that NACK-only feedback is not supported by unicast transmission according to RAN1 specification.
However, this CR seems not essential, because the current text already refers to RAN1 specification.  
2>	if negative-only acknowledgement indicated by the SCI according to clause 8.4.1 of TS 38.212 [9]:
That is, it seems already clear from 38.212 that NACK-only feedback is not supported by unicast transmission 
Question 13:		Do you need to agree the change?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Yes
	For the comments by rapporteur: the point is not to clarify “NACK-only feedback is not supported by unicast”, but it is not clarify that in 38.212, currently NACK-only feedback is only defined for group-cast, so the sentence above is limited to group-cast as a result.
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So the consequence of keeping the spec as it is would miss the unicast case.

	HW
	Yes
	We share the same view as OPPO.

	CATT
	Yes
	The value indicated in SCI is different for sidelink unicast and groupcast, this modification is better for understanding.

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Ericsson (Min)
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	We are fine with the change

	Apple
	No
	OPPO change is incorrect, because even if SL unicast is indicated in 2nd-stage SCI with a  2-bit cast type indicatior, it does not mean RX UE need always need ACK/NACK. Hence, the new “or” condition is not correct. We suggest to further clarify that “unicast cast type and negative-positive ack are both indicated in SCI“  on top of OPPO’s change.

	InterDigital
	Yes
	We think the UE behaviour for unicast is missing in 5.22.2.2.2.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	


Summary 13:
	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes
	9

	No
	1



Recommendation 13: The change is reflected as in the CR.

14. R2-2008782
Reason for change from the CR:
In the following part:

1>	if sl-MaxTransNum corresponding to the highest priority of the logical channel(s) in the MAC PDU has been configured in sl-CG-MaxTransNumList for the sidelink grant by RRC and the maximum number of transmissions of the MAC PDU has been reached to sl-MaxTransNum; or
1>	if a positive acknowledgement to a transmission of the MAC PDU has been received according to clause 5.22.1.3.2; or
1>	if  negative-only acknowledgement was enabled in the SCI and no negative acknowledgement was received for the most recent (re-)transmission of the MAC PDU according to clause 5.22.1.3.2:
2>	flush the HARQ buffer of the associated Sidelink process.
Based on the green part, as long as maximum re-tx number is reached, the buffer would be flushed, but according to RAN1 agreement, 

· For CG, when the maximum number of HARQ retransmissions for a TB is reached, the UE reports ACK/NACK based on the contents of PSFCH (i.e., the same behaviour as if the maximum number of retransmissions had not been reached).

the UE may still report NACK to network, which means network may still schedule re-transmission SL grant, they are contradictory since that will lead to a case that the TX-UE has an empty buffer but has to send re-transmission since NACK is received from Rx-UE and re-tx grant is provided by network. 

Rapporteur thinks that the proponent misunderstood the RAN1 agreement referred in this CR. According to Rapporteur’s understanding, the RAN1 agreement means that there is no special manipulation on PUCCH A/N for the last transmission, i.e. TX UE should always inform gNB what it received on PSFCH. The agreement does not mean that TX UE should continue to perform HARQ retransmission even after the last transmission.
RAN1 previously agreed to specify the maximum number of HARQ retransmissions for which UE stops a retransmission of the TB for congestion control. This operation is similar to CR limit in SL mode 2. Thus, flushing HARQ buffer for the last transmission is still correct implementation because gNB may schedule re-transmission SL grant after the last transmission. Namely, we still need to specify that UE does not continue to perform HARQ retransmission after sl-MaxTransNum for congestion control.
Question 14:		Do we need the following change?
[image: ]
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	LG
	No
	RAN1 previously agreed to specify the maximum number of HARQ retransmissions for which UE stops a retransmission of the TB for congestion control. This operation is similar to CR limit in SL mode 2. Thus, flushing HARQ buffer for the last transmission is still correct implementation because gNB may schedule re-transmission SL grant after the last transmission. Namely, we still need to specify that UE does not continue to perform HARQ retransmission after sl-MaxTransNum for congestion control.

	OPPO
	Yes
	We hold different understanding as rapporteur on this. According to our RAN1 colleagues,
· In case PSFCH is disabled, it is up to TX-UE to send ACK or NACK to network, and when max re-tx number is reached, ACK should be sent to network, and thus network is supposed to stop providing SL grant.
· In case PSFCH is enabled, since RAN1 decide that even if max re-tx is reached, Tx-UE should still send NACK on PUCCH if NACK is received on PSFCH, in this case, network cannot know whether max re-tx number is being reached since max re-tx number is per-priority and network has no idea what is the priority for the on-going SL transmission, network may therefore provide additional SL grant for the re-transmission
In the latter case, 
1. rapporteur believe the UE should ignore the grant by pre-flushing the buffer, while 
2. our view is it is common understanding in RAN1 that the re-transmission would be fully under network control in this case (PSFCH enabled) and max re-transmission number does not take effect at all.
So the change is proposed to remove the wrong flushing operation when PSFCH is enabled. If RAN2 cannot reach consensus on this point, we suggest to send LS to RAN1 for clarification.

	HW
	No
	Regarding the issue mentioned by OPPO, we think even if UE receives retransmission after flushing the HARQ buffer, it can just ignore the retransmission grant and a smart NW will not continue to schedule retransmission in case it does not receive the retransmission packet. So no problem is foreseen and nothing needs to be changed. 

	CATT
	No
	Agree with Huawei.

	vivo
	Yes with comments
	We agree with OPPO’s observation that if sl-MaxTransNum is reached and the UE report NACK to NW, while the HARQ buffer is flushed, the NW may still schedule retransmission and the UE’s behaviour is not clear.
On the other hand we suggest to delete the whole paragraph to fix this problem, which is more straightforward compared to OPPO’s wording.
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	Ericsson (Min)
	No
	Agree with Huawei and CATT, this can be left to NW implementation. 

	Intel
	See comment
	We have sympathy with OPPO’s comment and think that it would be useful to send LS to RAN1 for clarification on this aspect.

	Apple
	No
	Our RAN1 delegate explained that the RAN1 agreement does not intend to let NW to configured any new grants for this, the purpose is to just let UE to report PSFCH content, with the expectation that the NW will observe the fact that this has already reaches the maximum retry limit.

	InterDigital
	Yes
	We have the same understanding as OPPO from our RAN1 colleagues.  The purpose of reporting the HARQ feedback is to allow the network to decide whether to schedule a retransmission or not.  So the UE should not flush the HARQ buffer for the case of HARQ feedback enabled.    

	Qualcomm
	No
	We don’t see a need to introduce the proposed additional constraint. 

	Samsung
	No
	Agree with Rapporteur


Summary 14:
	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes
	3

	No
	7



The rapporteur proposes not to pursue this CR due to lack of support.
Recommendation 14: The change in R2-2008782 is not included in the CR due to lack of support.

15. R2-2009219
The first part of the change proposed by the CR:
[image: ]
Rapporteur wonders if the proposed definitions in the CR are always valid across 38.321. See the following texts in 38.321:
5.22.1 for SL mode 1:

2>	if a sidelink grant is available for retransmission(s) of a MAC PDU which has been positively acknowledged as specified in clause 5.22.1.3.1a:
1>	else if a sidelink grant has been received on the PDCCH for the MAC entity's SLCS-RNTI:
5.22.1 for SL mode 1&2:

The MAC entity shall for each PSSCH duration:
1>	for each sidelink grant occurring in this PSSCH duration:
Thus, the rapporteur thinks that the first part of this CR is not correct.

The second part of the change proposed by the CR:
[image: ]
The rapporteur thinks that the above change is not essential. However, if other companies support this change, the second part of the CR could be reflected in 38.321, noting that we do not have similar texts for dynamic UL grant.
Question 15:		Do we need the following change in 5.22.1.1?
[image: ]
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	LG
	No
	This change is not essential. We do not have similar texts for dynamic UL grant, either.

	OPPO
	No
	Agree with rapporteur

	HW
	No
	Firstly, the dynamic sidelink grant only occurs once and is referring to the grant is received on the PDCCH addressed to SLCS-RNTI with NDI = 1, so the original text already clarifies what is the dynamic sidelink grant. 
In addition, in the ongoing offline discussion #715, one proposed change from R2-2010306 is to remove the dynamic sidelink grant case, and if this case is finally agreed to be removed, then we don't need the dynamic sidelink grant at all.

	CATT
	No
	Agree with rapporteur

	vivo
	No
	Agree that this is not essential.

	Ericsson (Min)
	Yes
	Proponent.
In the current MAC spec, a SL grant may indicate resources for one or more TBs, which is different from the existing definition. Therefore, a clearer definition on the term “SL grant” is necessary.

In addition, a SL grant is considered as a dynamic SL grant in two cases.
0. Case 1: a SL grant received on the PDCCH addressed to SL-RNTI
0. Case 2: a SL grant received on the PDCCH addressed to SLCS-RNTI with NDI = 1
However, such definition is missing in the current MAC spec. it would be clearer to introduce such definition to improve the readability and understandability of the spec. 

	Intel
	No
	Agree with Rapporteur.

	Apple
	No
	

	InterDigital
	Yes
	We are fine to introduce this change, as we anyways have case 2 in the text but not explicitly case 1.

	Qualcomm
	No
	Agree this change is not essential

	Samsung
	No
	We think that this change is not needed.


Summary 15:
	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes
	2

	No
	Almost all



The rapporteur proposes not to pursue this CR due to lack of support.
Recommendation 15: The change in R2-2009219 is not included in the CR due to lack of support.

16. R2-2009220
The first part of the CR:
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The rapporteur thinks that for SL CG, NDI itself cannot be used for indication to activation/deactivation due to the following RAN1 agreement:
RAN1 Agreements:
· For DCI format 3_0 with CRC scrambled with SL-CS-RNTI, the following combination of values indicates activation of a Type-2 CG:
· HARQ ID set to all zeros.
· NDI=0.
· For DCI format 3_0 with CRC scrambled with SL-CS-RNTI, the following combination of values indicates release of a Type-2 CG:
· HARQ ID set to all ones.
· Frequency resource assignment set to all ones, if present.
· NDI=0

Thus, the rapporteur thinks that the first part of the CR is not needed.
Question 16:		Do we need the above change in 5.22.1.1 of the CR?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	LG
	No
	The CR is not aligned with RAN1 agreement. DCI information for activation/deactivation of SL CG is indicated by not only a NDI value but also HARQ ID and Frequency resource assignment, according to RAN1 agreement.

	OPPO
	No
	Although we understand the intention from 9220 is to copy the wording from Uu interface, same view as rapporteur that there is some difference for SL leading to the change.

	HW
	No
	Agree with rapporteur and we don’t need to clear specify how UE judge if NDI is for retransmission or activation/deactivation in MAC spec as this is RAN1 scope. Our spec “if the PDCCH content indicates,,,” is enough. 

	CATT
	No
	The CR is not aligned with RAN1 agreement.

	vivo
	No
	Agree with rapporteur.

	Ericsson (Min)
	Yes
	Proponent.
In this CR, we suggest to use the same wording as for UL CG, where NDI plus other DCI fields such as HARQ ID are used to indicate the PDCCH is for activation or deactivation. Similarly for SL CG, we think it is sufficient to only refer to NDI value since it is the most important and also visible to the MAC layer. 

	Intel
	No
	Agree with HW

	Apple
	No
	Agree with rapporteur.

	InterDigital
	No
	Current specification is already clear as to PDCCH indicating activation/deactivation.

	Qualcomm
	No
	Agree with rapporteur

	Samsung
	No
	Agree with Rapporteur


Summary 16:
	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes
	1

	No
	Almost all



The rapporteur proposes not to pursue this CR due to lack of support.
Recommendation 16: The change in R2-2009220 is not included in the CR due to lack of support.

The second part of the CR:
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The rapporteur thinks that for SL CG, the configured sidelink grant is used for transmissions of multiple MAC PDUs, not a single MAC PDU. Thus, no change to multiple MAC PDUs is needed.
17. R2-2009830
[bookmark: _Ref54258649]Vivo suggested two proposals in this document:
Proposal 1: RAN2 to discuss whether the case that UL MAC PDU which is prioritized in MAC layer UL/SL prioritization is deprioritized later in PHY layer UL/SL prioritization procedure, is a valid case and need to be fixed.
[bookmark: _Ref54258374]Proposal 2: An indication from MAC layer to PHY layer is needed in UL/SL prioritization when:
· (If answer for P1 is yes) UL MAC PDU is prioritized in MAC layer UL/SL prioritization procedure;
· UL MAC PDU include SRB or high priority UL MAC CE (e.g. higher than any data).
The rapporteur thinks that according to 38.321, if MAC entity prioritizes UL over SL, MAC entity submits UL MAC PDU. If MAC entity prioritizes SL over UL, MAC entity submits SL MAC PDU only. Thus, PHY cannot find any collision in UL and SL, except the cases that MAC entity did not handle (e.g. PUCCH A/N handled by PHY). 
Regarding the cases that the MAC entity did not handle e.g. de-prioritization by PUCCH A/N, de-prioritization of prioritized MAC PDU by PHY is not problematic because the MAC entity does not know and cannot handle such collision detected by PHY.
Question 17:		Do we need to trigger discussion on the above proposals?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	LG
	No
	Such interaction is not needed.
According to 38.321, if MAC entity prioritizes UL over SL, MAC entity submits UL MAC PDU. If MAC entity prioritizes SL over UL, MAC entity submits SL MAC PDU only. Thus, PHY cannot find any collision in UL and SL, except the cases that MAC entity did not handle (e.g. PUCCH A/N handled by PHY). 
For the cases that the MAC entity did not handle e.g. de-prioritization by PUCCH A/N, de-prioritization of prioritized MAC PDU by PHY is not problematic because the MAC entity does not know and cannot handle such collision detected by PHY.

	OPPO
	No
	We agree with rapporteur’s comments in general

	HW
	No
	During previous discussion we have already reached consensus that HARQ related prioritization will be handled in RAN1. RAN2 does not need to further specify this case. And in last meeting, we also agreed for prioritization handling, no further specification efforts will be considered. 
· We are not going to spend additional specification efforts on the current text for the concerned scenario. 


	CATT
	No
	Agree with rapporteur

	vivo
	Yes
	Proponent.
Although the rapporteur’s understanding is right that the MAC entity either submits SL MAC PDU or UL MAC PDU to PHY layer, the point here is whether it is really reasonable that the prioritized UL MAC PDU is further de-prioritized by PHY layer prioritization procedure as PHY layer has no idea this UL MAC PDU is already prioritized before in MAC. Therefore, we suggest to include an indication to PHY layer to indicate this as reference when PHY layer is performing PHY layer prioritization (e.g. PUCCH A/N related).

On the other hand, the second bullet in proposal-2 is a different issue, because now PHY layer would use different thresholds when comparing SL with UL based on UL being URLLC data or not. However, the UL MAC CE/SRB is not considered here which would be considered by PHY layer as indeed low-priority data, and this should be corrected.

We are OK if the first bullet of proposal-2 is not pursued if companies think there is no need to fix it, but the second bullet still needs to be considered.

	Ericsson (Min)
	No
	Agree with rapporteur

	Intel
	No
	

	Apple
	No
	Agreed with the rapporteur that MAC layer prioritization only pass down a single result. If UL is prioritized, then it can still be deprioritized when conflict with PSFCH/SL-SSB. If SL is prioritized, then no UL traffic needs to be compared with SL in PHY layer,

	InterDigital
	No 
	Agree with rapporteur

	Qualcomm
	No
	

	Samsung
	No
	Agree with Rapporteur


Summary 17:
	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes
	1

	No
	Almost all



The rapporteur proposes not to support the proposals due to lack of support.
Recommendation 17: RAN2 does not optimize the case that UL MAC PDU which is prioritized in MAC layer UL/SL prioritization is deprioritized later in PHY layer UL/SL prioritization procedure.
18. R2-2010010
The change proposed by the CR
[image: ]
The rapporteur thinks that in MAC reset, we have specified the NDI value on PDCCH. On the other hand, in NOTE2 in 5.22.1.3.1, we have specified how to set the NDI value in SCI for both SL mode 1 and 2.
Question 18:		Do we need the above change in the CR?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	LG
	No
	

	OPPO
	No
	Same view as rapporteur, one is for PDCCH but the other is for PSCCH.

	HW
	No
	MAC reset only set NDI in DCI to 0, so the reason for change does not make sense. 
The proposed change is on how to set the NDI in SCI, which can be totally up to UE as we currently specified in the spec. This is because the RX UE will consider it as a new transmission regardless of the NDI value in the SCI if this is the very first received transmission for the pair of the Sidelink identification information and the Sidelink process ID in the SCI.

	CATT
	No
	Agree with rapporteur

	vivo
	No
	NDI setting in Uu and sidelink is independent.

	Ericsson (Min)
	No
	Agree with rapporteur.

	Intel
	No
	Agree with rapporteur

	Apple
	NO
	

	InterDigital
	No
	Same view as rapporteur

	Qualcomm
	No
	

	Samsung
	No
	


Summary 18:
	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes
	None

	No
	all



The rapporteur proposes not to support the change due to lack of support.
Recommendation 18: The change in R2-2010010 is not included in the CR due to lack of support.

19. R2-2010308
The CR proposes to remove the note from clause 5.8.3 to clause 5.22.1.1 to handle grant collision for both configured sidelink grant as well as selected sidelink grant.
In 5.8.3:
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In 5.22.1.1:
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The CR said “In current MAC specification, we have a note to describe how to handle collision among multiple configured sidelink grants. However, the collision can also happen for mode 2 resource reservation, as we have no reason to assume that as a superior scheduler the gNB is not able to avoid the resource collision, whereas the UE as an inferior scheduler can guarantee no collision by implementation.”
However, the rapporteur thinks that RAN1 had discussed whether collision among selected sidelink grants occur for SL mode 2. But, there was no consensus in RAN1. Thus, RAN2 do not need to discuss this CR.
Question 19:		Do we need the above change in the CR?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	LG
	No
	RAN1 had previously discussed whether collision among selected sidelink grants occur for SL mode 2. But, there was no consensus in RAN1. RAN2 do not need to discuss this CR.

	OPPO
	Yes
	In general, we also agree there is no consensus yet in RAN1, but on the other hand, after checking with our RAN1 colleagues, RAN2 can decide on this.

From this perspective, we tend to believe “up to UE implementation” is the only feasible to end this issue, so support this proposal.

	HW
	Yes
	We think collision among mode 2 may occur as we have no reason to assume that as a superior scheduler the gNB is not able to avoid the resource collision, whereas the UE as an inferior scheduler can guarantee no collision by implementation

	CATT
	No
	Agree with rapporteur

	vivo
	No
	As rapporteur mentioned this is discussed in RAN1 so we don’t need to make a decision on this as this is more like a RAN1 issue. 

	Ericsson (Min)
	No
	Agree with rapporteur

	Intel
	Yes
	We have no strong view on this, but see no real issue in capturing this as a note 

	Apple
	No
	Wait for RAN1 about mode 2 case.

	InterDigital
	No
	We think having a note for mode 1 makes more sense as the collision is created by another scheduler (i.e. the gNB).  The UE case for mode 2 does not need to be explicitly mentioned.

	Qualcomm
	No
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	


Summary 19:
	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes
	4

	No
	7



The rapporteur proposes not to support the change due to lack of support.
Recommendation 19: The change in R2-2010308 is not included in the CR due to lack of support.

20. R2-2010491
The change proposed by the CR:
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[bookmark: OLE_LINK18][bookmark: OLE_LINK19]The rapporteur thinks that this change is not essential. According to the current specification, UE anyway selects a pool configured with PSFCH resources, if sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to enabled for the logical channel:

	1>	if the MAC entity has selected to create a selected sidelink grant corresponding to transmissions of multiple MAC PDUs, and SL data is available in a logical channel:
2>	if the MAC entity has not selected a pool of resources allowed for the logical channel:
3>	if sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to enabled for the logical channel:
4>	select any pool of resources configured with PSFCH resources among the pools of resources;



Thus, the current specification has already supported what the proponent want to specify in the CR.
In addition, the logical channel cannot be plural form because of the above green part. 
Question 20:		Do we need the above change in the CR?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	LG
	No
	The current specification shown in the above yellow part has already supported what the proponent want to specify in the CR.
In addition, the logical channel cannot be plural form because of the above green part.

	OPPO
	See comment
	Although we see a point from 0491 which tries to stick to the agreement, it is correct at least for single-shot transmission.

Yet we tend to agree with rapporteur that for multi-shot transmission, when the UE reserve the grant, it has no info on the all the MAC PDU that is to be carried by the grant, whether they all requires HARQ feedback or not, so it has to be done in a conservative manner, i.e., assume PSFCH may be enabled, and thus minimum gap is needed as a result. But then it is still questionable whether it has to rely on PSFCH configuration in the pool only, or additionally the condition of “sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to enabled for at least one logical channel”. We do not have a strong view here, but good to have a clear RAN2 agreement to guide the spec capturing.

	HW
	See comment 
	Actually we are not sure if this RAN 1 agreement can be really reflected in the spec. We tend to agree with vivo’s intention as current MAC seems not aligned with the RAN1 spec. But based on our understanding, vivo’s correction is not realistic because when UE performs resource reservation, the MAC PDUs has not been generated, in this case how can the UE know if the LCHs to be multiplexed in the MAC PDU is HARQ enabled unless UE is for sure which LCHs are to be multiplexed in the MAC PDU when performing resource reservation but we are not sure if this requirement is acceptable. So from this perspective, the original text makes more sense. 

	CATT
	No
	Agree with rapporteur

	vivo
	Yes with comments
	The RAN1 agreement is as follows:
Agreements:
· In Step 2, a UE ensures a minimum time gap Z = a + b between any two selected resources of a TB where a HARQ feedback for the first of these resources is expected 
For what rapporteur has mentioned, ‘UE anyway selects a pool configured with PSFCH resources, if sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to enabled for the logical channel’, it is not correct because the logic here is when the HARQ is disabled, the MAC may also possibly select a pool with PSFCH resource. Which means selecting pool with PSFCH resource doesn’t mean the HARQ has to be enabled.

We can further discuss if only changing from ‘PSFCH is configured’ to ‘HARQ feedback is set to enable’ is accurate enough as mentioned by OPPO and Huawei e.g. for multi-slot transmission, but at least the current text should be modified as it cannot reflect RAN1’s agreement at all.

	Ericsson (Min)
	No
	We agree with VIVO’s intention, however, as Huawei said, RAN2 may be unnecessary to exactly reflect RAN1 agreement. Since the changes proposed by this CR are not accurate either, we prefer to keep the original text of the spec. 

	Intel
	Yes with comments
	We have the same view as vivo on this, i.e. the current text is not correct. Then, on the change itself, we are not sure why the UE cannot be aware of the HARQ FB status of the logical channels when reserving the resources, when at the same time, it can be aware of “the remaining PDB of the SL data available in logical channels…”. 

	Apple
	Yes
	We think it is possible that HARQ FB disabled logical channels are also LCP multiplexed to the pool with PSFCH because that pool may be the only TX pool configured by RRC. So, logically, whether PSFCH is configured in a TX pool or not cannot be used to infer whether the data in the TB need HARQ FB or not. The correction is at least true for the single-shot case, and revaluation/pre-emption case.

	InterDigital
	No
	At the time of resource selection, the UE can only determine whether PSFCH is configured in a pool or not, and not the LCHs that will be multiplexed into the selected resource.  LCH selection is done later (at the time of MAC PDU transmission).

	Qualcomm
	No
	We do not see this change as necessary. 

	Samsung
	No
	Agree with Rapporteur


Summary 20:
	Answer
	Number of supporting companies

	Yes
	3

	No
	6



The rapporteur proposes not to support the change due to lack of support. 
Recommendation 20: The change in R2-2010491 is not included in the CR due to lack of support.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Conclusion and recommendation
In conclusion, Rapporteur proposes the following recommendations as the outcome of this email discussion:
Recommendation 1A: the following change is reflected in the CR:
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Recommendation 1C: the following change is reflected in 38.321
[image: ]
Recommendation 1D: the following change is reflected in 38.321
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Recommendation 2A: Change 5.22.1.3.1 of 38.321 to 5.22.1.3.1a of 38.321 in 36.321.
Recommendation 2B: The changes in R2-2008798 are not included in the CR, except reference changes in Recommendation 2A.
Recommendation 2C: Remove ‘which is prioritized as described in clause 5.22.1.3.1a’ and ‘which are prioritized as described in clause 5.14.1.2.2’.
Recommendation 3A: Changes from 5.22.1.3.1 to 5.22.1.3.1a of 38.321 and from 5.4.2.2 to 5.14.1.2.2 of 36.321.
Recommendation 3B: The changes in R2-2008799 are not included in the CR, except reference changes in Recommendation 3A.
Recommendation 3C: Remove ‘which is prioritized as described in clause 5.22.1.3.1a’ and ‘which are prioritized as described in clause 5.14.1.2.2’.
Recommendation 4: The following change is reflected in the CR to 38.321. 
3>	if both sl-Prioritizationthres and ul-Prioritizationthres are configured and the PUCCH resource for the SR transmission occasion for the pending SR triggered as specfied in clause 5.22.1.5 overlaps with any UL-SCH resource(s) carrying a MAC PDU, and the value of the priority of the triggered SR determined as specified in clause 5.22.1.5 is lower than sl-Prioritizationthres and the value of the highest priority of the logical channel(s) in the MAC PDU is higher than or eqaul to ul-Prioritizationthres and the MAC PDU is not prioritized by upper layer according to TS 23.287 [19]; or
The SR configuration of the logical channel that triggered the Sidelink BSR (clause 5.22.1.6) (if such a configuration exists) is also considered as corresponding SR configuration for the triggered SR (clause 5.4.4). The value of the priority of the triggered SR corresponds to the value of the priority of the logical channel.
If the SL-CSI reporting procedure is enabled by RRC, the SL-CSI reporting is mapped to one SR configuration for all PC5-RRC connections established by RRC. The SR configuration of the SL-CSI reporting triggered according to 5.22.1.7 is considered as corresponding SR configuration for the triggered SR (clause 5.4.4). The value of the priority of the triggered SR corresponds to the value of the priority of the SL-CSI reporting.
Recommendation 5B: the changes are reflected as in the CR.
Recommendation 6A: the following change is reflected in 38.321
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Recommendation 6B:	Change to sl-CBR-PriorityTxConfigList in 38.321
Recommendation 6C:	Agree the following change in 5.22.2.2.1.
[image: ]
Recommendation 7: the following changes are reflected in 38.321
[image: C:\Users\z00346134\AppData\Roaming\eSpace_Desktop\UserData\z00346134\imagefiles\8C8E9395-FE1B-4F90-90E5-AC23A7C5C5A2.png]
Recommendation 8A: Remove ‘established by RRC’ in 5.22.1.5
Recommendation 8B:	Change “configured sidelink grant” into “selected sidelink grant” for note 3 in clause 5.22.1.
Recommendation 8C: Do not add the description that sidelink HARQ entity determines CSI request in 5.22.1.3.1
Recommendation 9: the following change is reflected in the CR.
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Recommendation 10A: the following change is reflected in the CR only for transmission of a single MAC PDU.
[image: ]
Recommendation 10C: Add the following NOTE in the CR.
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Recommendation 11: The rapporteur proposes to reflect the following NOTE of R2-2010313 in the CR. 
[image: cid:image004.png@01D6B836.E3E21E40]

Recommendation 12A:		Agree the following change in 6.2.4
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Recommendation 12B: The changes in R2-2010424 except Recommendation 12A are not included in the CR due to lack of support.
Recommendation 13: The change is reflected as in the CR.
Recommendation 14: The change in R2-2008782 is not included in the CR due to lack of support.
Recommendation 15: The change in R2-2009219 is not included in the CR due to lack of support.
Recommendation 16: The change in R2-2009220 is not included in the CR due to lack of support.
Recommendation 17: RAN2 does not optimize the case that UL MAC PDU which is prioritized in MAC layer UL/SL prioritization is deprioritized later in PHY layer UL/SL prioritization procedure.
Recommendation 18: The change in R2-2010010 is not included in the CR due to lack of support.
Recommendation 19: The change in R2-2010308 is not included in the CR due to lack of support.
Recommendation 20: The change in R2-2010491 is not included in the CR due to lack of support.
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6.2.4 MAC subheader for SL-SCH.

The MAC subheader consists of the following fields:«

V: The MAC PDU format version number field indicates which version of the SL-SCH subheader is used. In this
version of the specification, the V field is set to "0". The V field size is 4 bits;

SRC: The SRC field carries the 16 most significant bits of the Source Layer-2 ID field-set to the identifier
provided by upper layers as defined in TS 23.287 [19]. The length of the field is 16 bits:.
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2> if unicast is indicated by the SCI according to clause 8.4.1 of TS 38.212 [9]: ore

2> if negative-positive acknowledgement is indicated by the SCI according to clause 8.4.1 of TS 38.212 [9]:~

3> if the data which the MAC entity attempted to decode was successfully decoded for this TB or the data
for this TB was successfully decoded before:«
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Table8.4.1.1-1:-Casttypeindicator.

Value of Cast type

indicator. Casttype
o0 Broadcast
- Groupcast
when HARGHACK informaton includes ACK or NACK.
[0 Unicast
m Groupcast

when HARG-ACKinformation includes only NACK.
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1> if HARQ feedback has been disabled and s/-MaxTransNum corresponding to the highest priority of the logical
channel(s) in the MAC PDU has been configured in s-CG-MaxTransNumList for the sidelink grant by RRC and
the maximum number of transmissions of the MAC PDU has been reached to s/-MaxTransNum; or-
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1> if a positive acknowledgement to  transmission of the MAC PDU has been received according to clause
522.1.3.2; 01
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52211 SL Grant reception and SCI transmission.

Sidelink grant is received dynamically on the PDCCH, configured semi-persistently by RRC or autonomously selected
by the MAC entity. A SL grant received in Sidelink resource allocation mode 1 can indicate resources corresponding to
transmissions of one MAC PDU. A SL grant created in Sidelink resource allocation mode 2 can indicate resources
corresponding to transmissions of one or multiple MAC PDUS. The indicated resources are used for both initial
transmissions and retransmissions. The MAC entity shall have a sidelink grant on an active SL BWP to determine a set
of PSCCH duration(s) in which transmission of SCI occurs and a set of PSSCH duration(s) in which transmission of
SL-SCH associated with the SCI occurs. A sidelink grant is considered as a dynamic sidelink grant in the below two
casesv

Case 1: the grant is received on the PDCCH addressed to SL-RNTL:»

Case 2: the grant is received on the PDCCH addressed to SLCS-RNTI with NDI = 1.«

d d to SLCS-RNTL with NDIL=

idered & iesidelink it
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2> if the NDI in the received HARQ information is IPDCCH- contents indieate retransmission(s) for the
identifed HARQ process ID that has been set for an activated configured sidelink grant identified by si-

ConfigindexCG:»

3> use the received sidelink grant to determine PSCCH duration(s) and PSSCH duration(s) for one or more
retransmissions of a single MAC PDU according to clause 8.1.2 of TS 38.214 [7].0

2> else if the NDI in the received HARQ information is 0:

else3> -if PDCCH contents indicate configured grant Type 2 deactivation for a configured sidelink grant:

4> clear the configured sidelink grant, if available;

3= clear th figured sidelink grant, if available:

3= 4> trigger configured sidelink grant confirmation for the configured sidelink grant..
253> else if PDCCH contents indicate configured grant Type 2 activation for a configured sidelink grant:o
3-4> trigger configured sidelink grant confirmation for the configured sidelink grant;.
354> store the configured sidelink grant;+

3=4> initialise or re-initialise the configured sidelink grant to determine the set of PSCCH durations and
the _set of PSSCH durations for transmissions of sultiple single MAC PDUS according to clause
8.12 of TS 38.214 [7].0
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Upon configuration of a configured grant Type 1, the MAC entity shall for each configured sidelink grant:.
1> store the sidelink grant provided by RRC as a configured sidelink grant;.

1> initialise or re-initialise the configured sidelink grant to determine PSCCH duration(s) and PSSCH duration(s)
according to si-TimeOffsetCG-Typel and si-TimeResourceCG-Typel, and to reoccur with sl-periodCG for
transmissions of multiple-single MAC PDUs according to clause 8.1.2 of TS 38.214 [7].c
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NOTE 2: The initial value of the NDI set to the very first transmission for the associated Sidelink process using
Sidelink resource allocation mode 1 should be 0, and using Sidelink resource allocation mode 2 is left to
UE implementation..
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NOTE 1: If the MAC entity is configured with multiple configured sidelink grants or if the MAC entity selects
multiple sidelink grants. collision among the sidelink grants may occur. How to handle the collision is left

to UE implementation.«
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5> randomly select the time and frequency resources for one or more transmission opportunities from
the available resources, according to the amount of selected frequency resources, the selected
number of HARQ retransmissions and the remaining PDB of SL data available in the logical
channel(s) allowed on the carrier by ensuring the minimum time gap between any two selected
resources in case that s-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled has been set to enabled for the logical
channel(s) PSECH is-cenfigured-for this peok of and that a retransmission resource can
be indicated by the time resource assignment of a prior SCI according to clause 8.3.1.1 of TS
38.212 [9];+
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1> if a sidelink grant has been received on the PDCCH for the MAC entity's SL-RNTI:«

2> if the NDI received on the PDCCH has not been net-toggled compared to the value in the previously received
HARQ information for the HARQ Process ID:«




image2.png
1> ifa positive acknowledgement to a transmission of the MAC PDU has been received according to clause
5.22.1.3.2; ore

1> if negative-only acknowledgement was enabled in the SCI and no negative acknowledgement was received for a
the-mestrecent{re-jtransmission of the MAC PDU according to clause 5.22.1.3.2:0
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1> if a positive acknowledgement to thisa transmission of the MAC PDU kas beenwas received according to clause
522.132; 01

1> if negative-only acknowledgement was enabled in the SCI and no negative acknowledgement was received for
the mest recent {re—)this transmission of the MAC PDU according to clause 5.22.1..
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1> if a positive acknowledgement to a transmission of the MAC PDU has been received according to clause
522.132; 01

1> if negative-only acknowledgement was enabled in the SCI and no negative acknowledgement was received for
the most recent (re-)transmission of the MAC PDU according to clause 5.22.1.

5
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522142 Multiplexing of MAC Control Elements and MAC SDUs.

The MAC entity shall multiplex MAC CEs and MAC SDUs in a MAC PDU according to clauses 5.22.1.34.1 and 6.1.6.«
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522142 Multiplexing of MAC Control Elements and MAC SDUs.

The MAC entity shall multiplex a MAC CE and MAC SDUs in a MAC PDU according to clauses 5.22.1.34.1 and,
6.1.6.0
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The transmission of the MAC PDU is prioritized over sidelink transmission or can be performed simultancously with
sidelink transmission if one of the following conditions is met:+

if there are both a configured grant for transmission of V2X sidelink communication on SL-SCH in this TTI and
a sidelink grant for transmission of NR sidelink communication as described in clause 5.22.1.1 of TS 38.321 [24]
at the time of the transmission, and neither the transmissions of V2X sidelink communication is prioritized as
described in clause 5.14.1.2.2 nor the transmission of NR sidelink communication is prioritized as deseribed in

clause 5.22.1.3.1a of TS 38.321 [24]: ore
£ there are both figy it for-transmi £, delink " SL-SCH in this TTLand
delink grant for transm £NR sidelink ; deseribed-in e 2211 of TS 38321 [24]

if there s only configured grant(s) for transmission of V2X sidelink communication on SL-SCH in this TTI, and
cither none ofthe transmissions of V2X sidelink communication i prioritized o e MAE <oty s sble o

perfors this UL tre o the ions-of Y delink

Pt
deseribed in-ck 14122 simult 1

: ore

if there is only a sidelink grant for transmission of NR sidelink communication in this TTI as described in clause
5$22.1:1-5.22.1.3.1a of TS 38.321 [24], and eitherno transmission of NR sidelink communication is prioritized

as described in clause 5.22.1.3.1a of TS 38.321 [24] ert}

i Jwith the tr somof NR sidelink tion which is prioritized-as deseribed-in- ok
2213 10 of TS 38324 {24} simults 1y oro
£ there are both igured-grant for transmi £, delink " SL-SCH in this TTLand
delink grant for transm £NR sidelink ieati deseribed-in e 2211 of TS 38321 [24]
¢ the time of the transmi -either only the transmi. £ delink " tized
- by Pt

deseribed in-ck 14122 ; £NR sidelink ; ; itized as deseribed
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if there are both a sidelink grant for transmission of NR sidelink communication and a configured grant for
transmission of V2X sidelink communication on SL-SCH as described in clause 5.14.1.2.2 of TS 36.321 [22] at
the time of the transmission, and the MAC entity is able to perform this UL transmission simultaneously with
both the transmission of NR sidelink communication whieh-is-prieritized-as-deseribed-in-ek -22434a-and
the transmissions of V2X sidelink communication-which-are-prioritized-as-deseribed-in-ek 44122 of T

363211227 o
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The transmission of the MAC PDU is prioritized over sidelink transmission or can be performed simultaneously with
sidelink transmission if one of the following conditions is met:

- if there are both a sidelink grant for transmission of NR sidelink communication and a configured grant for
transmission of V2X sidelink communication on SL-SCH as described in clause 5.14.1.2.2 of TS 36.321 [22] at
the time of the transmission, and neither the transmission of NR sidelink communication is prioritized as
described in clavse 5.22.13.12 nor the transmissions of V2X sidelink communication is prioritized as described
in clause 5422 5.14.1.0.0 of TS 36.321 [22]; or+

- ifthere are both a sidelink grant for transmission of NR sidelink communication and a configured grant for
transmission of V2X sidelink communication on SL-SCH as described in clause 5.14.1.2.2 of TS 36.321 [22] at
the time of the transmission, and the MAC PDU includes any MAC CE prioritized as described in clause
5.43.1.3 or the value of the highest priority of the logical channel(s) in the MAC PDU is lower than ul-
PrioritizationThres if ul-PrioritizationThres is configured; or<

i both-a sidelink grant & £NR sidelink 4 a-configured prant £

£VIX sidelinke L SCH as desesibed in-ck 14122 0TS 36321 22}

e £eh dthe M. ‘ble-to- pesform this UL i with

both £NR sidelinke chich 4 2o described-in <L 2213 tacad

th £ idelink ‘hich- yr d-as-ds bed- S 14122 of T
36321 {22} 0w

- ifthere is only configured grant(s) for transmission of V2X sidelink communication on SL-SCH as described in
clause 5.14.1.2.2 of TS 36.321 [22] at the time of the transmission, and either none of the transmissions of V2X
sidelink communication is prioritized as described in clause 5422 5.14.1.20 of TS 36.321 [22]-or the MAC

ible-to- pesform- this UL i At it ¢ VI sidelink

hich-ase-ps & as desesibed in ck 14120 oF T 210205 oo

- ifthere is only a sidelink grant for transmission of NR sidelink communication at the time of the transmission,
and if the MAC PDU includes any MAC CE prioritized as described in clause 5.4.3.13, or the transmission of
NR sidelink communication is not prioritized as described in clause 5.22.1.3.1a, or the value of the highest
priority of the logical channel(s) in the MAC PDU is lower than ul-PrioritizationThres if ul-PrioritizationThres

is configured._or & delink grant £ ENR_ sidelink e £t
& the MAC e to-perform this UL i S wwith th
£NR sidelink hich rr d as described n el 2213100
i both-a sidelink grant & £NR sidelink 4 a-configured prant £
£VIX sidelinke L SCH as desesibed in-ck 14122 0TS 36321 22}
th £ th d-eith s th ENR sidelink P d N
desceibed in-ck 131 - th £VIX sidelisk "
ds ibed 1 4 £ T 21 [22] and the MAC bl pesfe erry
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6> if negative-only acknowledgement is selected, UE's location information is available, and si-TransRange has been configured for a logical channel in the
MAC PDUseind-Zone—id-is-determined-ss- specified-isr FS-38:33+{5] using longest communication range requirement of the logical channels in the MAC
PDU :»

7> sct the communication range requirement fo the value of the longest communication range of the logical channel(s) in the MAC PDU:

7> determine and set Zone_id based on the zone configuration corresponding to the communication range requirement, as specified in TS 38.331 [5] set
i to the valus offhe determined #
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3> if UE's location information is available and distance beteween UE's location and the central location of the nearest zone indicated by the Zone_id in the SCI, as
calculated using the zone configuration corresponding to the communication range requirement in the SCL, is smaller o cqual to the communication range
requirement in the SCL; or

3> if UE's location information is not available:«
4> if the data which the MAC entity attempted to decode was not successfully decoded for this TB and the data for this TB was not successfully decoded before:«

5> instruct the physical laver to generate a negative acknowledgement of the data in this TB.«
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Sidelink transmission information: Sidelink transmission information included in a SCI for a SL-SCH transmission as
specified in clause 8.3 and 8.4 of TS 38.212 [9] consists of Sidelink HARQ information including NDI, RV, Sidelink
process ID, HARQ feedback enabled/disabled indicator, Sidelink identification information including cast type
indicator, Source Layer-1 ID and Destination Layer-1 ID, and Sidelink other information including CSI request, a
priority, a communication range requirement and Zone ID.«
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3> select the number of HARQ retransmissions from the allowed numbers that are configured by RRC in sl-
MaxTxTransNumPSSCH included in sl-PSSCH-TxConfigList and. if configured by RRC, overlapped in
sl-MaxTxTransNumPSSCH indicated in sl-CBR-PriorityTxConfigListsl-CBR-PSSCH-FxConfigLis for the
highest priority of the logical channel(s) allowed on the carrier and the CBR measured by lower layers
according to clause 5.1.27 of TS 38.215 [24] if CBR measurement results arc available or the
corresponding sl-defaultTxConfigindex configured by RRC if CBR measurement results are not available::

3> select an amount of frequency resources within the range that is configured by RRC between si-
MinSubChannelNumPSSCH and s1-MaxSubchannelNumPSSCH included in sI-PSSCH-TxConfigList and,
if configured by RRC, overlapped between MinSubChannelNumPSSCH and MaxSubchanneINumPSSCH
indicated in sI-CER-PriorityTxConfiglistsh-EBR-PSSCH-TxConfiglist for the highest priority of the
Iogical channel(s) allowed on the carrier and the CBR measured by lower layers according to clause
5.1.27 of TS 38.215 [24] if CBR measurcment results are available or the corresponding si-
defaultTxConfigIndex configured by RRC if CBR measurement results are not available:
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1> for each SCI valid for this PSSCH duration:

2> if the NDI has been toggled compared to the value of the previous received transmission corresponding to the
Sidelink identification information and the Sidelink process ID of the SCI or this is the very first received
transmission for the pair of the Sidelink identification information and the Sidelink process ID Destination
Lager-1ID-and-the Souree Layer-+-ID-of the SCL:v
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1> select the logical channels satisfying all the following conditions among the logical channels belonging to the
sclected Destination:+

2> SL data is available for transmission; and+

2> sl-configuredGrantTypel Allowed, if configured, s sct to rue in case the SL grant is a Configured Grant
Type 1; and.

2> sl-AllowedCG-List, if configured. includes the configured grant index associated to the SL grant:-and-
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2>-5i-AllowedCG-List, if configured, includes the configured grantindex associated to the SL grant;and«
23> 1f PSFCH s configured for the sidelink grant associated to the SCI:«

34> -+ sl-HARQ-PeedbackEnabledis setto enabled, if sl-HARQ: Feedbackinabledis set to enabled for
the highest priority logical channel satisfying the above conditions; or+

34> -+ sl-HARQ-PeedbackEnabledis setto disabled, if sl- HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is setto disabled for
the highest priority logical channel satisfying the above conditions «

23> elseiv

34>+ sI-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to disabled o
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2> SL data is available for transmission; and.

2> sl-configuredGrantTypelAllowed, if configured, is set to frue in case the SL grant is a Configured Grant
Type 1; and..

2> sl-AllowedCG-List, if configured, includes the configured grant index associated to the SL grant; and.
23> if PSFCH is configured for the sidelink grant associated to the SCI:«

34> sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to enabled, if sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to enabled for
the highest priority logical channel satisfying the above conditions; or.

34> sI-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to disabled, if sI-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to disabled for
the highest priority logical channel satisfying the above conditions.

23> elsew

34> §[-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to disabled..
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If the SL-CSI reporting procedureis enabled by RRC, the SL-CSTreporting is mapped to one SR configuration for all
PC5-RRC connections-established- b RRC The SR configuration of the SL-CSIreporting triggered according to
522.17is considered as cormesponding S configuration for the triggered SR (clause 5.4.4). The priority of the

P





image19.png
If the SL-CSI reporting procedure is enabled by RRC, the SL-CSI reporting is mapped to one SR configuration for all
PC5-RRC connections established/syRRC. The SR configuration of the SL-CSI reporting triggered according to




image20.png
S>senable CSTrequest if indicated by upperayer,.

551set the cast type indicator to one of broadcast, groupcast and unicast as indicated by upper layers,
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The UE shall set the contents of the SCI format 2-A as follows:

the UE shall set value of the "HARQ process mumber” field as indicated by higher layers.o
the UE shall set value of the "NDI" field as indicated by higher layers.

the UE shall set value of the "Source ID" field as indicated by higher layers.

the UE shall set value of the "Destination ID" field as indicated by higher layers.

the UE shall set value of the "HARQ feedback enabled/disabled indicator” field as indicated by higher layers.
the UE shall set value of the "Cast type indicator” field as indicated by higher layers.

the UE shall set value of the "CSI request" field as indicated by higher layers}

The UE shall set the contents of the SCI formats 2-B as follows:«

the UE shall set value of the "HARQ process mumber” field as indicated by higher layers.o
the UE shall set value of the "NDI" field as indicated by higher layers.

the UE shall set value of the "Source ID" field as indicated by higher layers.

the UE shall set value of the "Destination ID" field as indicated by higher layers.

the UE shall set value of the "HARQ feedback enabled/disabled indicator” field as indicated by higher layers.

the UE shall set value of the "Zone ID" field as indicated by higher layers.+
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2> else if PDCCH contents indicate configured grant Type 2 deactivation for a configured sidelink grant:

Jeartk Genred sidelink i€ available:

3> trigger configured sidelink grant confirmation for the configured sidelink grant.
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3> randomly select the time and frequency resources for one transmission opportunity from the resources
indicated by the physical layer as specified in clause 8.1.4 of TS 38.214 [7], according to the amount of
selected frequency resources and the remaining PDB of SL data available in the logical channel(s)
allowed on the carrier. and the latency requirement of the triggered SL CSI reporting:.

3> if one or more HARQ retransmissions are selected:o
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NOTE X: It is left for UE implementation to re-select any pre-selected but not reserved resource(s) during
reselection triggered by re-evaluation or pre-emption indicated by the physical layer.-
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1> if retransmission of a MAC PDU on the selected sidelink grant has been dropped by either sidelink congestion
control as specified in clause 8.1.6 of TS 38.214 or de-prioritization as specified in clause 16.2.4 of TS 38.213 [6],
clause 5.4.2.2 of TS 36321 [22] and clause 5.4.2

2> remove the resource(s) from the selected sidelink grant associated to the Sidelink process, if the resource(s) of
the selected sidelink grant is indicated for re-evaluation or pre-emption by the physical layer;.

2> randomly select the time and frequency resource from the resources indicated by the physical layer as specified
in clause 8.1.4 of TS 38.214 [7] for-either the removed resource or the dropped resource or other selected
resources for the same TB, according to the amount of selected frequency resources, the selected number of
HARQ retransmissions and the remaining PDB of either SL data available in the logical channel(s) by ensuring

the minimum time gap between any two selected resources of the selected sidelink grant in case that PSFCH
is configured for this pool of resources, and that a resource can be indicated by the time resource assignment
of a SCI for a retransmission according to clause 8.3.1.1 of TS 38.212 [9];
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For each sidelink grant, the Sidelink HARQ Entity shall:»

1> if the MAC entity determines that the sidelink grant is used for initial transmission as specified in clause
5.22.1.1 o1

1> if the sidelink grant is a configured sidelink grant and no MAC PDU has been obtained in a sl-PeriodCG of the
configured sidelink grant:

NOTE 1: Void.e

2> (re-Jassociate a Sidelink process to this grant for Sidelink resource allocation mode 1, and for the associated
Sidelink process:+

3> obtain the MAC PDU to transmit from the Multiplexing and assembly entity, if any;-
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1>-identify the HARQ fo6ess associated with this grant and for each identified HARQ process:
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1> if the sidelink grant is a configured sidelink grant and no MAC PDU has been obtained in a s/-PeriodCG of the.
configured sidelink grant:.

2> (re-Jassociate a Sidelink process to this grant, and for the associated Sidelink process:

NOTE 1I:_The HARQ entity will associate the selected ant to the rocess determined
the MAC entity.





