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[bookmark: _Ref488331639]Introduction
This is to discuss two left issue from “[Post112-e][713][V2X] MAC corrections (LG)”.
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]Discussion
Based on RAN2 specification: In mode-1 CG, if Tx-UE does not receive ACK or no-NACK for transmission of a TB, buffer flushing would be done after maximum transmission number being reached.
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
[…]
2>	flush the HARQ buffer of the associated Sidelink process.
This means that currently, when maximum transmission number is reached
· even if the UE report NACK as it received from Rx-UE;
· and if the network provides the re-transmission grant (since NACK is received via PUCCH from Tx-UE)
the re-transmission grant would be skipped, since the buffer has been flushed. 
So if the Tx-UE flushes the buffer without informing the network via ACK in PUCCH, it is obviously a contradiction, which would lead to re-transmission scheduling from network but Tx-UE ignoring the grant This would lead to resource waste.
One possible misunderstanding during discussion was that the network may be aware that sl-CG-MaxTransNumList has been reached, so it would stop providing re-transmission grant by implementation. But the key point here is the parameter of sl-CG-MaxTransNumList is defined per priority:
SL-CG-MaxTransNumList-r16 ::=     SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..8)) OF SL-CG-MaxTransNum-r16

SL-CG-MaxTransNum-r16 ::=                  SEQUENCE {
    sl-Priority-r16                            INTEGER (1..8),
    sl-MaxTransNum-r16                         INTEGER (1..32)
}
Having no information on the priority of the MAC PDU, the fact is network cannot know the whether the per-priority sl-CG-MaxTransNumList has been reached or not.
[bookmark: _Toc57964761]Based on the current RAN2 spec, when HARQ FB is enabled and max re-transmission is reached, reporting NACK to the network to schedule a retransmission contradicts TX-UE flushing the HARQ buffer.
[bookmark: _Toc57964762]Network cannot know whether sl-CG-MaxTransNumList has been reached or not because it has no information of the priority of the MAC PDU.
But looking at RAN1 agreement, in this case, UE should not perform any additional operation compared to the case when max re-transmission number has not being reached
[image: ]
So one alternative interpretation is that:
· UE would not flush the buffer in this case (max re-transmission number being reached, but NACK received)
· And it is up to network to decide on the re-transmission number, i.e., max re-transmission number would not take effect here.
Or another alternative solution would be that, 
· RAN2 can keep the buffer flushing operation as it is, for both cases of HARQ feedback enabled and disabled;
· And Tx-UE has to report ACK when max re-transmission number being reached, for both cases of HARQ feedback enabled and disabled (i.e., the change on RAN1 agreement would be needed)
In this way, the misalignment can be also solved.
To solve this ambiguity, a LS to RAN1 would be helpful, considering RAN2 is not the best WG to answer this question, and no clear majority view after discussion in [AT112-E][713].
[bookmark: _Toc57964763]Based on RAN1 agreement, UE behaviour should not differ before and after maximum re-transmission being reached for CG, at least in case A/N being enabled and PUCCH being configured.
[bookmark: _Toc58914345]Send LS to RAN1 to ask for clarification on UE behaviour if HARQ FB is enabled and max re-transmission is reached, yet NACK received from Rx-UE.

Conclusion
We have the following observation
Observation 1	Based on the current RAN2 spec, when HARQ FB being enabled and max re-transmission being reached yet NACK being received from Rx-UE, it is obviously a contradiction that Tx-UE auto-flushing but did not tell network via ACK in PUCCH.
Observation 2	Network cannot know whether sl-CG-MaxTransNumList has been reached or not because it has not information of the priority of the MAC PDU.
Observation 3	Based on RAN1 agreement, UE behaviour should not differ before and after maximum re-transmission being reached for CG, at least in case A/N being enabled and PUCCH being configured.

We have the following proposal:
Proposal 1	Send LS to RAN1 to ask for clarification on UE behaviour if HARQ FB is enabled and max re-transmission is reached, yet NACK received from Rx-UE.
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