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1. Introduction
In RAN2 #113bis-e meeting, there is an online discussion on how to handle DG for retransmissions in case of different configurations of sl-CG-MaxTransNumList based on post-meeting email discussion [1]. However, there are still some remaining issues that need to be discussed:
· Besides the working assumption, we inform them in the LS, whether RAN1 needs to know the UE behaviour in other cases (i.e. when sl-MaxTransNum is reached) which is not aligned with RAN1 agreement;
· UE’s behaviour when sl-MaxTransNum is configured with a value larger than the number of CG resources;
2. Discussion
In RAN2 #113bis-e meeting [2], it was discussed and agreed:
	Proposal 2	When FB is disabled, for CG, if sl-CG-MaxTransNumList is configured with a value not larger than the number of CG resources, when sl-CG-MaxTransNum is reached, UE assumes that next retransmission(s) of the MAC PDU is not required
· Agreed.
Proposal 5	RAN2 further discuss that buffer flushing when sl-CG-MaxTransNumList is reached is limited to FB-disabled case only.
· Keep the current specification. No change of buffer flushing behaviour in MAC. 



According to current MAC specification, 
	5.22.1.3.2	PSFCH reception
2>	else if HARQ feedback has been disabled for the MAC PDU and next retransmission(s) of the MAC PDU is not required:
3>	instruct the physical layer to signal a positive acknowledgement corresponding to the transmission on the PUCCH according to clause 16.5 of TS 38.213 [6].


and,
	5.22.1.3.1a	Sidelink process
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 number of transmissions of the MAC PDU has been reached to sl-MaxTransNum; or
1>	if a positive acknowledgement to this transmission of the MAC PDU was 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 this transmission of the MAC PDU according to clause 5.22.1.3.2:
2>	flush the HARQ buffer of the associated Sidelink process.


It can be observed that, 
[bookmark: _Ref71543448]Observation 1: When SL HARQ is disabled, and when sl-CG-MaxTransNumList is configured with a value NOT larger than the number of CG resources, if sl-MaxTransNum is reached, the UE will:
· assume that next retransmission(s) of the MAC PDU is not required
· report ACK on PUCCH
· flush the HARQ buffer of the associated Sidelink process
However, in RAN1 #101e meeting, it was agreed:
	RAN1 #101e Agreements:
· When the SL transmission does not use SL HARQ feedback (if supported by RAN2) and the UE reports NACK to request further resources for blind retransmission and ACK otherwise,
· the priority of the “PUCCH carrying SL HARQ reporting” is defined as the priority value of the associated PSSCH



This is also raised in [1].
[bookmark: _Ref71543449]Observation 2: In RAN1 agreement, the UE can report NACK to request further resources for blind retransmission when SL HARQ disabled, no matter the sl-MaxTransNum is reached or not.
In RAN2 #113bis-e meeting, the following working assumption is informed to RAN1:
	· Working assumption: “UE assumes that next retransmission(s) of the MAC PDU is required when FB is disabled, for CG, if sl-CG-MaxTransNumList is configured with a value not larger than the number of CG resources, when sl-CG-MaxTransNum is not reached”
· Send LS to RAN1 to ask if RAN1 has a concern 


However, the case in observation 1 when sl-MaxTransNum is reached, is not informed to RAN1, which is actually the one that matters because it is not aligned with RAN1 understanding (i.e. observation 2).
Therefore, it is actually the agreed proposal 2 and 5 at the beginning of this section that should be informed to RAN1.
[bookmark: _Ref71543451]Observation 3: Except the proposal 3 related working assumption, the agreed proposal 2 and 5 in R2-2102885 are not informed to RAN1.
[bookmark: _Ref71543463]Proposal 1: Send an LS to RAN1 to inform them of Observation 1, which is not aligned with their understanding.

The second part is to discuss the skipped proposal 4 in offline discussion [1] in RAN2 #113bis-e meeting:
	Proposal 4	RAN2 discuss to further clarify in the field description that UE does not expect a configuration of sl-MaxTransNum larger than the number of CG resources.
· Skipped to the decision in proposal 5. 


In proposal 3 we agreed the WA that:
[bookmark: _Hlk71542179][bookmark: _Hlk71541947]Working assumption: “UE assumes that next retransmission(s) of the MAC PDU is required when FB is disabled, for CG, if sl-CG-MaxTransNumList is configured with a value not larger than the number of CG resources, when sl-CG-MaxTransNum is not reached”.
However, with agreeing on this, it is still unclear that when sl-CG-MaxTransNumList is configured with a value larger than the number of CG resources, what is the UE’s behaviour? E.g.:
. UE may take this configuration as a worng configuration;
. UE follows the behaviour in WA in this case, i.e. same as when sl-CG-MaxTransNumList is configured with a value NOT larger than the number of CG resources;
. UE handles it based on implementation
[bookmark: _Hlk71542549]If the UE follows the behaviour in WA in this case, then it will always assume that next retransmission(s) of the MAC PDU is required, because the sl-MaxTransNum is always NOT reached, which is obviously not reasonable. If the UE handles it based on implementation, then it means the UE would first compare the configuration of sl-MaxTransNum and number of CG resources (to see whether sl-MaxTransNum is configured with a value larger than the number of CG resources or not), and then choose to rely on implementation if sl-MaxTransNum is configured with a value larger than the number of CG resources, or otherwise rely on the WA, which would be complexed. Therefore, it is better to align the UE behaviour in both cases.
[bookmark: _Ref71543452]Observation 4: UE’s behaviour is still unclear when FB is disabled, for CG, if sl-CG-MaxTransNumList is configured with a value larger than the number of CG resources, when sl-MaxTransNum is not reached.
[bookmark: _Ref71543453]Observation 5: it is reasonable that the UE will decide whether the next retransmission(s) of the MAC PDU is required based on implementation in the case that mentioned in observation 4.
[bookmark: _Ref71543454]Observation 6: If we follow the working assumption and observation 5, UE needs to first compare the configuration of sl-CG-MaxTransNumList and number of CG resources to decide if the UE’s behaviour would follow the WA or based on its implementation, which is complexed.
[bookmark: _Ref71543464]Proposal 2: The working assumption is reverted, and the UE will decide whether the next retransmission(s) of the MAC PDU is required based on implementation when SL HARQ FB is disabled and when sl-MaxTransNum is not reached, in both cases that sl-CG-MaxTransNumList is configured with a value larger than the number of CG resources or not.
The discussion can be also summarized in the following table:


3. Conclusion
We have the following observation and proposals:
Observation 1: When SL HARQ is disabled, and when sl-CG-MaxTransNumList is configured with a value NOT larger than the number of CG resources, if sl-MaxTransNum is reached, the UE will:
· assume that next retransmission(s) of the MAC PDU is not required
· report ACK on PUCCH
· flush the HARQ buffer of the associated Sidelink process
Observation 2: In RAN1 agreement, the UE can report NACK to request further resources for blind retransmission when SL HARQ disabled, no matter the sl-MaxTransNum is reached or not.
Observation 3: Except the proposal 3 related working assumption, the agreed proposal 2 and 5 in R2-2102885 are not informed to RAN1.
Observation 4: UE’s behaviour is still unclear when FB is disabled, for CG, if sl-CG-MaxTransNumList is configured with a value larger than the number of CG resources, when sl-MaxTransNum is not reached.
Observation 5: it is reasonable that the UE will decide whether the next retransmission(s) of the MAC PDU is required based on implementation in the case that mentioned in observation 4.
Observation 6: If we follow the working assumption and observation 5, UE needs to first compare the configuration of sl-CG-MaxTransNumList and number of CG resources to decide if the UE’s behaviour would follow the WA or based on its implementation, which is complexed.

Proposal 1: Send an LS to RAN1 to inform them of Observation 1, which is not aligned with their understanding.
Observation 1: When SL HARQ is disabled, and when sl-CG-MaxTransNumList is configured with a value NOT larger than the number of CG resources, if sl-MaxTransNum is reached, the UE will:
· assume that next retransmission(s) of the MAC PDU is not required
· report ACK on PUCCH
· flush the HARQ buffer of the associated Sidelink process
Proposal 2: The working assumption is reverted, and the UE will decide whether the next retransmission(s) of the MAC PDU is required based on implementation when SL HARQ FB is disabled and when sl-MaxTransNum is not reached, in both cases that sl-CG-MaxTransNumList is configured with a value larger than the number of CG resources or not. 
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