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Introduction
This is the summary of the following email discussion:
· [AT116-e][702][V2X/SL] 38.321 running CR (LG)


Scope: Continue the discussion on the issues in R2-2110157 and prepare 38.321 running CR for endorsement. 


Intended outcome: Discussion summary in R2-2111418 and 38.321 running CR in R2-2111419 (if needed). Proposals and CR will be approved by email.   



  


    Deadline: 11/8, 17:00 UTC
	Company
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	LG
	Giwon Park
	Giwon.park@lge.com

	OPPO
	Bingxue Leng
	lengbingxue@oppo.com

	ZTE
	Wei Luo
	luo.wei11@zte.com.cn

	Ericsson
	Wang Min
	min.w.wang@ericsson.com

	Apple
	Zhibin Wu
	Zhibin_wu@apple.com

	Qualcomm
	Qing Li
	qinli@qti.qualocmm.com

	Lenovo
	Jing HAN
	Hanjing8@lenovo.com

	MediaTek
	Guanyu Lin
	guanyu.lin@mediatek.com

	vivo
	Jianming Wu
	jianming.wu@vivo.com


Issues for a running CR to 38.321
Issue 1: Priority order of SL DRX Command MAC CE

RAN2 previously agreed in RAN2#113-e that SL DRX Command MAC CE is introduced for SL DRX operation in unicast. RAN2 should discuss the priority order of the Sidelink DRX Command MAC CE.

Priority order of Sidelink MAC CE is specified in 38.321 as follows:
Logical channels shall be prioritised in accordance with the following order (highest priority listed first):

-
data from SCCH;

-
Sidelink CSI Reporting MAC CE;

-
data from any STCH.
Thus, one of the options is to have the same priority order of Sidelink CSI Reporting MAC CE.

Rapporteur believe that the SL DR Command MAC CE should at least have a higher priority than the SL CSI reporting MAC CE. When designing SL CSI reporting in RAN1, there was an opinion that CSI reporting may even be lower than the priority of STCH. That is, in the RAN1, it is typically assumed that the priority of CSI is lower than other control information.

Therefore, Rapporteur think that SL DRX command MAC CE, which is related to power saving of the UE, should at least have a higher priority than SL CSI reporting MAC CE.

Q1: Which option do you prefer for priority order of Sidelink DRX Command MAC CE?

a) Between data from SCCH and Sidelink CSI Reporting MAC CE
b) Same priority order of Sidelink CSI Reporting MAC CE
c) Between Sidelink CSI Reporting MAC CE and data from any STCH
d) Lower than STCH
e) Any other
	Company
	Option
	Comment

	LG
	a
	SL DRX command MAC CE, which is related to power saving of the UE, should at least have a higher priority than SL CSI reporting MAC CE.

	OPPO
	a or c
	b is not feasible since we cannot have the same priority order of 2 different MAC Ces which may be transmitted together. For a and c, we can follow majority’s view.

	ZTE
	c
	Agree with OPPO that b is not feasible. However, it is hard to compare the priority between the SL DRX command MAC CE and Sidelink CSI Reporting MAC CE. In our opinion, considering that the Sidelink CSI Reporting MAC CE has latency requirement but when to send SL DRX command MAC CE is up to UE implementation, so we think the Sidelink CSI Reporting MAC CE may have a higher priority than SL DRX command MAC CE.

	Ericsson
	c
	As ZTE said, there is latency requirement for CSI reporting MAC CE. Therefore, it is more reasonable to give CSI reporting MAC CE with higher priority than DRX command

	Apple
	d
	If a TX UE has buffered data for STCH (for any LCH priority), then it will not tell the other side to enter SL-DRX mode, because it still has data to send and want the RX UE to remain active. 
SL DRX command MAC CE is not a priority to send when the UE has something else to send, because nothing is broken and  RX UE just need to wait for  bit longer to receive it after all the regular traffic stopped.

So, it is reasonable to put it in the lowest priority (lower than STCH).



	Qualcomm
	c
	CSI report has short latency requirement and thus higher priority. There is no timeline requirement for a UE’s behavior after receiving the MAC CE command.

	Intel
	c
	We prefer option c considering CSI reporting should have higher priority compared to SL DRX command.

	Lenovo
	a or c 
	Both way are fine for us, would like to follow majority view

	MediaTek
	c
	SL CSI report has latency requirement and thus we think SL DRX command MAC CE can have a lower priority than SL CSI report.

	vivo
	c
	SL CSI report requires a short latency, in general. The procedure of SL CSI report, in addition, seems to be much complicated and costly as opposed to SL DRX Command MAC CE, such as SCI triggering, SL CSI-RS transmission, and SL CSI report. Deprioritizing the SL CSI report could severely impact the QoS achievement.


Issue 2: Priority value of SL DRX Command MAC CE
RAN2 should discuss and decide the priority value of the Sidelink DRX Command MAC CE. One of the options is to have the same priority vaue (e.g., fixed value “1”) of Sidelink CSI Reporting MAC CE.
Q2: Can Sidelink DRX Command MAC CE’s priority value be set to a fixed value (i.e., “1”)?

a) Yes
b) No
c) Any other?
	Company
	Yes or no
	Comment

	LG
	a
	

	OPPO
	a
	

	ZTE
	a
	

	Ericsson
	a
	

	Apple
	b
	I think it shall have a value lower than STCH.

	Qualcomm
	a
	

	Intel
	a
	

	Lenovo
	a
	

	MediaTek
	a
	

	vivo
	a
	


Issue 3: Starting point of sl-drx-HARQ-RTT-Timer in case of HARQ feedback disabled 
For the HARQ Feedback Disabled Case, it has not been determined whether the HARQ RTT timer value is set to a fixed "0" or can have a different value. Rapporteur thinks that the understanding of the start time of the HARQ RTT timer may change depending on this decision (i.e., HARQ RTT timer value in case of HARQ feedback disabled MAC PDU transmission), so it is necessary to discuss the HARQ RTT timer value first.
Thus, Rapporteur’s suggestion is to postpone discussion of this issue until the end of the discussion of HARQ RTT timer for HARQ Feedback Disabled MAC PDU transmission.

This issue has been excluded from the discussion. Feedback is not needed.
Conclusion and recommendation

