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Agenda item:	7.15.4
Source:	LG
Title:	Summary of [AT124][112][V2X/SL] MAC details (LG)
[bookmark: _Hlk506366071]Document for:	Discussion and Decision 
1. Introduction
This is the summary of below offline discussion. 
[AT124][112][V2X/SL] MAC details (LG)
	Scope: Discuss proposals in R2-2312194, R2-2311876, R2-2311942, R2-2312051, R2-2312179, R2-2312433, R2-2312456, R2-2312788, R2-2312933, R2-2313027, and R2-2313154. Note not all proposals may be handled. It is up to rapporteur what proposals are discussed (e.g. agreeable proposals, essential discussion for 38.321, etc.). Note discussion should not be overlapped with the list of discussion in 7.15.2.   
	Intended outcome: Discussion summary in R2-2313617. Email approval. 
Deadline: 11/16 19:00 (in Chicago local time)
2. Discussion
[bookmark: _Hlk103023256]2.1 Issue in R2-2312194: Co-channel coexistence of LTE sidelink and NR sidelink
In resource selection procedure for co-channel coexistence of LTE sidelink and NR sidelink, SL DRX active time and IUC operation has not been considered in the MAC running CR. When discussing co-channel coexistence in RAN1, there is no discussion on the exclusion of SL DRX and IUC. Therefore, in the co-channel coexistence case, text considering the SL DRX and IUC should be specified so that the UE can perform a resource selection procedure considering SL DRX active time and IUC.
Rapporteur would like to check the companies’view on this.
Option 1: UE behaviour considering the SL DRX and IUC should be specified in the co-channel coexistence case.
Option 2: There is no need to consider SL DRX and IUC in the co-channel coexistence case.
Q1: Which option does your company prefer for the the issue (“Co-channel coexistence of LTE sidelink and NR sidelink”) in R2-2312194?
	Company
	Option 1/Option 2
	Further comments

	LG
	Option 1
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Option 1
	

	Sharp
	Option 2
	In RAN1, there was no related discussion, which according to our interpretation, SL DRX/IUC are not supported in co-channel coexistence. Moreover, in the WID, clearly support of R17 resource allocation is included in SL-U, while no mention for co-channel coexistence.

	Lenovo
	Option 1
	

	Apple
	Option 2
	

	Xiaomi
	Option 2
	

	CATT
	Option 2
	

	Ericsson
	Option 1
	Actually, we have seen this as an already existing issue, the existing MAC spec and running CR has been specified in a way, assuming every single feature cannot work together/configured with another feature. However, a common understanding shall be that every two features canbe assumed to be able to work together by default, unless there is specific restriction.

	InterDigital
	Option 2
	

	ZTE
	Option2
	

	vivo
	Option 1
	

	Qualcomm
	Option 1 w. comment
	IUC and SL DRX are applicable to NR resource selection which may overlapwith LTE’s subframe. Basically, the resources selected based on: IUC + SL DRX + LTE Coex + UE’s sensing.

	OPPO
	Option-2 with comment
	Checked with our R1, they did not discuss the operation of IUC/DRX with Co-Ex, so option-2 is safer. While that does not we in maintenance phase to further work on this aspect. 


 [Summary] Out of 13 companies
Option 1: 6
Option 2: 7
Proposal 1 (Option 1:6, Option 2: 7): SL DRX and IUC is not considered in resource selection of co-channel coexistence of LTE sidelink and NR sidelink until it becomes clear that SL DRX and IUC are supported in co-channel coexistence.
2.2 Issue-6 (Carrier selection and Pool selection) in R2-2311876
In 5.22.1.11
Start of Running-CR
If the TX carrier (re-)selection is triggered for a Sidelink process according to clause 5.22.1.1, the MAC entity shall:
1>	if there is no selected sidelink grant on any carrier allowed for the sidelink logical channel where data is available as indicated by upper layers (TS 38.331 [5] and TS 23.287 [19]):
2>	for each carrier configured by upper layers associated with the concerned sidelink logical channel:
3>	if the CBR of the carrier is below sl-threshCBR-FreqReselection associated with the priority of the sidelink logical channel:
NOTE x:	In the case of multiple resource pools configured on a carrier, which specific resource pool is used to determine the CBR of this carrier is up to UE implementation.
4>	consider the carrier as a candidate carrier for TX carrier (re-)selection for the concerned sidelink logical channel when the carrier satisfies all the following conditions;
5>	if sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to enabled for the sidelink logical channel:
6> the carrier includes at least one pool of resources configured with PSFCH resources among the pools of resources except the pool(s) in sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfig or sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfigCommon, if configured. 
5>	else:
6> the carrier includes any pool of resources among the pools of resources except the pool(s) in sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfig or sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfigCommon, if configured. 
1>	else:
2>	if the CBR of the carrier is below sl-threshCBR-FreqKeeping associated with priority of the sidelink logical channel, for each sidelink logical channel, if any, where data is available and that are allowed on the carrier for which Tx carrier (re-)selection is triggered according to clause 5.22.1.1:
3>	select the carrier and the associated pool of resources.
2>	else:
3>	if the CBR of the carrier is below sl-threshCBR-FreqReselection associated with the priority of the sidelink logical channel:
4>	consider the carrier as a candidate carrier for TX carrier (re-)selection, for each carrier configured by upper layers on which the sidelink logical channel is allowed when the carrier satisfies all the following conditions;
5>	if sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to enabled for the sidelink logical channel:
6> the carrier includes at least one pool of resources configured with PSFCH resources among the pools of resources except the pool(s) in sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfig or sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfigCommon, if configured.
5>	else:
6> the carrier includes any pool of resources among the pools of resources except the pool(s) in sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfig or sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfigCommon, if configured.
End of Running-CR
Given the note above, it is clear that the related pool selection operation is not for selecting the pool for per-carrier CBR determination, but rather to select the pool to generate sidelink grant. 
If that is the correct understanding, then the condition above is confusing, which seems to hint that the following pool selection operation is for selecting pool for per-carrier CBR determination, although it is not the intention. So it is suggested to clarify and remove.
[bookmark: _Toc149837291]Proposal 7. If the pool selection in 5.22.1.11 (i.e., “5> if sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to enabled. or sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfigCommon, if configured”) is not for selecting the pool for per-carrier CBR determination, remove the “when the carrier satisfies all the following conditions”.
Rapporteur view: 
Rapporteur shares understanding of the current running CR-based carrier selection and pool selection procedure.
If the TX carrier (re-)selection is triggered for a Sidelink process according to clause 5.22.1.1, the MAC entity shall:
1>	if there is no selected sidelink grant on any carrier allowed for the sidelink logical channel where data is available as indicated by upper layers (TS 38.331 [5] and TS 23.287 [19]):
2>	for each carrier configured by upper layers associated with the concerned sidelink logical channel:
3>	if the CBR of the carrier is below sl-threshCBR-FreqReselection associated with the priority of the sidelink logical channel:
NOTE x:	In the case of multiple resource pools configured on a carrier, which specific resource pool is used to determine the CBR of this carrier is up to UE implementation.
4>	consider the carrier as a candidate carrier for TX carrier (re-)selection for the concerned sidelink logical channel when the carrier satisfies all the following conditions;
5>	if sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to enabled for the sidelink logical channel:
6> the carrier includes at least one pool of resources configured with PSFCH resources among the pools of resources except the pool(s) in sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfig or sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfigCommon, if configured. 
5>	else:
6> the carrier includes any pool of resources among the pools of resources except the pool(s) in sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfig or sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfigCommon, if configured. 

First, because the selecting a candidate carrier is an UE behaviour that should be performed based on CBR measurement, pool selection for CBR measurement is performed before the carrier selection.
In addition, the conditions of 5> and 6>, which apply only carriers considering HARQ attributes to the carrier selection procedure, are understood as UE internal behaviour in which the UE applies for carrier selection.
In other words, if I summarize the UE's behaviour (assuming the HARQ Feedback option is "enabled") in order,
1. The UE considers the carrier including the resource pool with PSFCH configured as the carrier for carrier selection (condition 5> if and 6>).
2. Select a resource pool for CBR measurement among the multiple resource pools included in the carrier considered in step 1. (NOTE 3)
- If the carrier considered in step 1 includes only a single resource pool, this pool is the resource pool for CBR measurement.
3. Select candidate carrier based on Carrier CBR (condition 3>	if the CBR of the carrier is below sl-threshCBR-FreqReselection associated with the priority of the sidelink logical channel:)

If the text structure of the running CR has not been reflected in this order, the text structure can be changed in the POST email discussion.
In other words, condition 5>, 6> are UE behavior that allows the UE to consider only carriers suitable for the HARQ attribute of SL data in the carrier selection, so “when the carrier satisfies all the following conditions” is nessary.

Rapporteur would like to check the companies’view on this.
Option 1: Keep “when the carrier satisfies all the following conditions” in Condition 4>
Option 2: Remove “when the carrier satisfies all the following conditions” in Condition 4>

Q2: Which option does your company prefer for the the issue (“Carrier selection and Pool selection”) in R2-2311876?
	Company
	Option 1/Option 2
	Further comments

	LG
	Option 1
	See rapporteur view on this issue. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Option 2
	We understand the spec implementation for this issue shall follow the related RAN2 agreement “Same principle as LTE V2X CA is applied to determine per-carrier CBR” and we have different view on how to select the carrier’s CBR. 
On UE behaviour aspect, Option 1 means wheneven UE wants to reselect a resource pool, it has to perform the carrier reselection procedure, which is actually unnecessary. These two procedures should be decoupled as in legacy. On spec implementation aspect, the legacy resource pool selection procedure can be reused as much as possible and should not be” discarded” by Option1. 

	OPPO
	Option 2
	For the view by MAC Rapp

1. The UE considers the carrier including the resource pool with PSFCH configured as the carrier for carrier selection (condition 5> if and 6>).
2. Select a resource pool for CBR measurement among the multiple resource pools included in the carrier considered in step 1. (NOTE 3)
- If the carrier considered in step 1 includes only a single resource pool, this pool is the resource pool for CBR measurement.
3. Select candidate carrier based on Carrier CBR (condition 3>	if the CBR of the carrier is below sl-threshCBR-FreqReselection associated with the priority of the sidelink logical channel:)

For the red part: what if the carrier considered in step 1 includes multiple resource pools? Given the current text in condition 6>, “the carrier includes at least one pool of resources configured with”, this “at least” proves selecting multiple pools are possible, then how to derive per-carrier CBR measurement over multiple pools, isn’t something we did not perform in LTE?
[Rapp] If this description is removed, the UE may not be able to select the correct carrier reflecting the HARQ attribute. Also, like Rapporteur view and Lenovo's comments, this UE behaviour is not a pool selection for grant creation, but an UE behaviour for carrier filtering.

	Lenovo
	Option 1
	We understsand in current CR (condition 5> if and 6>) is used for carrier filtering but not for pool selection. For example, for a specific logical channel with sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled set to enabled, there are four carriers associated with the logical channel as following:
Carrier#1: includes at least one pool of resources configured with PSFCH
Carrier#2: includes at least one pool of resources configured with PSFCH
Carrier#3: not include at least one pool of resources configured with PSFCH
Carrier#4: not include at least one pool of resources configured with PSFCH
Then carrier#1 and carrier#2 will be considered as candidate carriers if their CBR fulfils the condition. 
As to how to determine the CBR of the carrier if there are multiple resource pools, is depending on (NOTE 3).
So we think the purple part has nothing relationship to pool selection
The issue between carrier selection and pool selection is discussed in section 2.8 to our understanding. 
[Rapp] Lenovo's comment exactly matches the intention of the description captured by Rapporteur in running CR. If this description is removed, the UE may not be able to select the correct carrier reflecting the HARQ attribute. Also, like Rapporteur view and Lenovo's comments, this UE behaviour is not a pool selection for grant creation, but an UE behaviour for carrier filtering.

	Apple
	Option 2
	

	Xiaomi
	Option 1
	Even we support option 1, we have different interpretation from rapporteur. The steps should be:
1: UE selects any pool as CBR measurement for the carrier (based on the note)
2: if CBR is below the threshold, the carrier can be filtered out and has passed the first condition to be a candicate carrier.
3: among the filted carriers, some may have PSFCH resoures configured, some may not, then UE should check condition 5> and 6> to final determine the candidate carriers among the filtered carriers (in step 2 based on CBR)
4: determine the final selected carriers among the candidate carriers (based on implementation considering the capability) and perform resource pool/resource selection on the selected carrier. 

	CATT
	Option 2
	

	Ericsson
	Option 2
	Share the same understanding as the R2-2311876, the condition 5> and 6> are confusing.

	InterDigital
	Option 2
	

	ZTE
	Option2
	

	vivo
	Option 1
	Agree with rapp that the conditions of 5> and 6> are used for carrier (re-)selection considering the available data for the concerned sidelink logical channel. 

	Qualcomm
	Option 2
	As agreed to follow LTE carrier selection without considering if PSFCH is configured or not. For Rel 16/17, we assume at least a pool has PSFCH configured and we can follow this for SL CA, i.e., at least a pool on a carrier is configured with PSFCH.


 [Summary] Out of 12 companies
Option 1: 4
Option 2: 8
The summary and Proposal are covered together in 2.8.

2.3 Issue in R2-2311942: Sidelink consistent LBT failure indication
As we know, it is agreed that MAC informs L1 of the RB set information where SL C-LBT failure was detected and L1 performs the resource exclusion for the RB set that SL C-LBT failure was detected. However, the channel status may be changed after a period of time. When the channel status becomes not so congested, the SL RB set from which consistent SL LBT failure has been triggered may be reused again. So it is necessary for L1 know when the excluded RB set can be reused again. However, there are two options for MAC to send the SL C-LBT failure/recovery indication to L1. 
Option1: When resource (re)selection is triggered, the MAC indicate the RB set information of SL C-LBT failure triggered or canceled to L1.
Option2: Upon SL C-LBT failure is triggered or canceled, the MAC indicate the updated RB set information to L1.
As we know, L1 may start to perform sensing before resource (re)selection is triggered by MAC, if SL C-LBT failure is triggered on one RB set but MAC don’t indicate it to L1 immediately, L1 may continue to perform sensing in this excluded RB set(s) , which is unnecessary and waste UE energy. 
On the other hand, if the triggered SL C-LBT failure is canceled on one RB set but MAC does not indicate it to L1 immediately, L1 may not perform sensing in this RB set so that it cannot provide the sidelink resource in this RB set in Set A to MAC.
Observation 1 L1 may start sensing before resource (re)selection is triggered by MAC, if SL C-LBT failure is triggered on one RB set but MAC does not indicate it to L1 immediately, L1 may continue to perform sensing in this excluded RB set(s) which is unnecessary and waste UE energy; On the other hand, if the triggered SL C-LBT failure is canceled on one RB set but MAC does not indicate it to L1 immediately, L1 may not provide the sidelink resource(s) in this RB set in Set A to MAC since L1 may not perform sensing in this RB set before.
Proposal 1. MAC informs L1 of the RB set information upon SL C-LBT failure is triggered or canceled.
Rapporteur view: Rapporteur think this UE behavior is necessary to enable the physical layer to deliver the SA set considering the resources of the RB set in which the triggered SL C-LBT failure was canceled to the MAC layer.
Q3: Does your company agree the proposal (“MAC informs L1 of the RB set information upon SL C-LBT failure is canceled.”) in R2-2311942?
	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Further comments

	LG
	Agree
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree
	

	OPPO
	Disagree
	Option-1 (Option1: When resource (re)selection is triggered, the MAC indicate the RB set information of SL C-LBT failure triggered or canceled to L1.) can already achieve “MAC inform L1 of the RB set(s) which C-LBT-F is cancelled”, since each time resource (re)selection is triggered by MAC, the RB-set info is the latest info. 

While option-2 (Option2: Upon SL C-LBT failure is triggered or canceled, the MAC indicate the updated RB set information to L1.) cause additional UE behavior, since L1 would need to store/remember the RB-set status as indicated by MAC, for the usage of RB-set. And the claimed benefit is questionable, since anyway, one cannot expect the timing point of MAC-to-L1 indication perfectly match with the timing point of sensing initiation, actually in our view, sensing is a continuous procedure without real initiating time point. So anyway, it cannot be done perfectly, and the change by option-2 does not bring improvement. 

	Lenovo
	Agree
	

	Apple
	Agree
	

	Xiaomi
	Disagree 
	We have similar understanding as OPPO. Based on the running CR, the RB set information is delivered to PHY only when resource selection is triggered. In this case, this information is up to date when delivered. 
For example if RB set 1,2 and 3 trigger C-LBT failure, when resource selection is triggered, MAC informs RB set 1,2 and 3 to PHY. Then after a while, C-LBT failure on RB set 2 is cancelled, as long as resource selection is triggered again, MAC only informs PHY RB set 1 and 3. 
The only issue is that during a certain resource selection and when MAC has already delivers the information to PHY, some RB set cancelled C-LBT failure, but we think this case is quite corner, and no need to have additional solution to handle.  

	CATT
	See comments
	Are there some descriptions already in the RAN1 Spec, that the UE will give up performing sensing on the RB set experiencing C-LBT failure? Note that sensing is performed in a per pool manner, but seemingly not in a RB set manner. 

	Ericsson
	Disagree/Option 1
	Share sympathy as OPPO. It is more safe to adopt option 1 to ensure the resource selection and reselection uses the latest info. 

	InterDigital
	Agree
	

	ZTE
	Agree
	 L1 may start to perform sensing before  resource (re)selection is triggered by MAC, if  SL C-LBT failure is triggered on one RB set but MAC don’t indicate it to L1 immediately, L1 may continue to perform sensing in this excluded RB set(s) , which is unnecessary and waste UE energy. 
On the other hand, if the triggered SL C-LBT failure is canceled on one RB set but MAC does not indicate it to L1 immediately, L1 may not perform sensing in this RB set so that it cannot provide the sidelink resource in this RB set in Set A to MAC.

	Vivo
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	PHY keeps sensing (full sensing) along the time or conducts sensing at certain times (partial sensing) which may not always aligned with resource selection or reselection. Additionally, sensing window can be long, e.g., for SPS based scheduling.


 [Summary] Out of 12 companies
Agree: 8
Disagree: 4
Delivering the cancellation of the triggered C-LBT to L1 can be helpful in terms of reusing the RB set again. However, as the opponent said, the latest RB set information can be delivered to L1 at the time resource selection is triggered, so the purpose of the proposal can be achieved. RAN2 was the first to discuss this issue. Rather than coming to a conclusion on this issue now, Rapporteur suggests revisiting this issue at the next meeting to give the company more time to think about it.
Proposal 2 (Option 1:4, Option 2: 8): RAN2 discusses whether the proposal (i.e. MAC informs L1 of the RB set information upon SL C-LBT failure is canceled.) is acceptable.

2.4 Issue in R2-2311942/ R2-2312788: SL C-LBT failure cancellation
According to RAN2#123b meeting, it is agreed that C-LBT-F cancellation based on UL C-LBT-F MAC-CE report does not apply to RRC_CONNECTED mode-2 UE. Thus, we can see the following modification in the latest running CR of TS38.321. 
	1>	if a MAC PDU is transmitted and this PDU includes the SL LBT failure MAC CE; or
2>	cancel the triggered SL consistent LBT failure(s) in RB set(s) for which SL consistent LBT failure was indicated in the transmitted SL LBT failure MAC CE if the MAC entity has been configured with Sidelink resource allocation mode 1.
1>	if the sl-LBT-RecoveryTimer for the triggered SL consistent LBT failure(s) expires:
2>	cancel the triggered SL consistent LBT failure(s) in RB set(s) for which SL consistent LBT failure was detected.



However, this change bring new issue for mode 2 UE that SL LBT failure reporting may be triggered repetitively since sending the SL LBT failure MAC CE will not cancel the triggered SL consistent LBT failure(s) for mode-2 UE. To solve this issue, we think we can use the triggered SL C-LBT failure reporting rather than the triggered SL C-LBT failure as the condition of sending SL LBT failure MAC CE to the gNB for mode 2 UE. Since this issue only exist for mode 2 UE, thus the potential changes for the specification only impact on mode 2 UE.
Observation 2 In the latest running CR of TS38.321, for mode 2 UE, SL LBT failure MAC CE reporting may be triggered repetitively since sending the SL LBT failure MAC CE will not cancel the triggered SL consistent LBT failure(s).
Proposal 2 For mode 2 UE, introduce and take a triggered SL C-LBT failure reporting as the condition of sending SL LBT failure MAC CE to the gNB.
Rapporteur view: Rapporteur do not expect the UE to transmit MAC CE repeatedly before the timer expires. If necessary, prefer adding a NOTE rather thatn defining a new condition.
Rapporteur would like to check the companies’view on this.
Option 1: For mode 2 UE, introduce and take a triggered SL C-LBT failure reporting as the condition of sending SL LBT failure MAC CE to the gNB.
Option 2: Add a NOTE (e.g., “In mode 2, when a C-LBT failure is triggered, MAC entity transmits SL C-LBT failure MAC CE only once before the timer expires.”) to MAC specificaiton.

Q4: Which option does your company prefer for the the issue (“SL C-LBT failure cancellation”) in R2-2311942?
	Company
	Option 1/Option 2
	Further comments

	LG
	Option 2
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Option 1
	Using a “condition” would clearly describe this behaviour without ambiguity. NOTE usually is for information. 

	OPPO
	Option 2
	We also believe defining a new event is too much for this. NOTE is OK, or we can simply say, in normative text, something like 
if SL consistent LBT failure has been triggered, and not cancelled, in the RB set(s), and SL LBT failure MAC CE(s) has not been generated;
so that the repetitive sending can be avoided as well. 

	Lenovo
	Option 2
	

	Apple
	Option 2
	

	Xiaomi
	Option 2
	We think option 2 is sufficient. We strongly disagree to have normative change to handle this repetitively triggered reporting, if we really need to handle this issue, we suggest to revert the previous agreement and allow UE to cancel C-LBT failure when the C-LBT MAC CE is reported. 

	CATT
	Option 2 is not OK in its current form
	Again “NOTE’ can NOT change specified UE behaviour”. So only the normative texts proposed by OPPO are accepted to us, and we will object to use a NOTE to solve this issue. 

	Ericsson
	Option 2
	We think a note is sufficient to avoid the issue. The issue is not critical.

	InterDigital
	Option 2
	

	ZTE
	Option1
	Too many notes are captured in current RAN2 specification. And we already provided one simple way to modify current normative text. 

	Vivo
	Option 2
	A note would be enough.

	Qualcomm
	Option 2
	


 [Summary] Out of 13 companies
Option 1: 2
Option 2: 11
Proposal 3 (Option 1:2, Option 2: 11): RAN2 agrees to capture UE behavior in the MAC as a NOTE or simple normative text, ensuring that the Mode 2 UE transmits the SL LBT failure MAC CE only once.

2.5 Issue in R2-2312051: Resource reselection for MCSt
In the last meeting, the following agreement was made towards resource reselection for MCSt [2]:
Agreements on resource (re)selection: 
5. For a resource pool configured with PSFCH resource, UE can NOT select consecutive slots (i.e., MCSt) for transmissions of a single TB.
Nevertheless, we think the agreement is misleading and needs some clarifications, as different understandings will lead to different Spec impacts. Particularly, it is not clear whether the agreement intends to say:
· Understanding 1: the UE cannot select any MCSt resources at all, even for the transmission of the “HARQ feedback disabled” TB, in a resource pool configured with PSFCH resource; OR
· Understanding 2: the UE can still select MCSt resources in a resource pool configured with PSFCH resource, but can only use the selected MCSt resources to transmit the “HARQ feedback disabled” TB. 
Actually, the real problem faced by RAN1, when they decided to leave it to RAN2 to decide whether to support MCSt in a pool with PSFCH, was that they failed to conclude whether there is a means to satisfy the minimum time gap for SL HARQ feedback in the MCSt scenario. Considering that in the legacy NR SL communication, UE is still allowed to select SL resources to transmit a HARQ feedback disabled TB in a resource pool configured with PSFCH, Understanding 1 seems to be a overkilled solution, and Understanding 2 above should be the most appropriate way to resolve RAN1’s problem. 
On the other hand, the two Understandings lead to different Spec impacts: Understanding 1 will impact the resource reselection procedure, i.e. prohibiting the UE from selecting MCSt resources (i.e. not permitting a “number of consecutive slots for MCSt” larger than 1) in a pool with PSFCH configuration; whilst Understanding 2 impacts the SL LCP procedure, i.e. not permitting SL LCH with “HARQ feedback enabled” to be multiplexed in the selected MCSt resources in a pool with PSFCH configuration.  
Therefore, RAN2 is suggested to further clarify whether Understanding 1 or 2 is the common understanding, and apply corresponding Spec impacts correctly. 
Proposal 2: For the resource reselection of MCSt in a pool with PSFCH configuration, RAN2 further clarifies whether Understanding 1 or 2 is the common understanding and applies corresponding Spec impacts in the MAC running CR.
Rapporteur view: Rapporteur understands that the working assumption of RAN2 applies to both “HARQ feedback enabled” and “HARQ feedback disabled” (Understanding 1).
Rapporteur would like to check the companies’view on this.
· Understanding 1: the UE cannot select any MCSt resources at all, even for the transmission of the “HARQ feedback disabled” TB, in a resource pool configured with PSFCH resource; OR
· Understanding 2: the UE can still select MCSt resources in a resource pool configured with PSFCH resource, but can only use the selected MCSt resources to transmit the “HARQ feedback disabled” TB.
Q5: Of the two understandings of RAN2's working assumption (“For a resource pool configured with PSFCH resource, UE can NOT select consecutive slots (i.e., MCSt) for transmissions of a single TB.”), which view does your company have??
	Company
	Understanding 1/Understanding 2
	Further comments

	LG
	Understanding 1
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Understanding 1
	

	OPPO
	1
	

	Sharp
	Understanding 1
	In current MAC specs, for a resource pool configured with PSFCH resources, even the TB is HARQ feedback disabled, the minimum time gap is still to be ensured. Therefore, Understanding 2 cannot resolve RAN1’s concern.

	Lenovo
	Understanding 1
	

	Apple
	Understanding 1
	

	Xiaomi
	Understanding 1
	Same view as Sharp. The minimum time gap is required as long as PSFCH is configured, it is not dependent on whether the packet is HARQ enabled or disabled. 

	Ericsson
	Understanding 1
	

	InterDigital
	Understanding 1
	

	ZTE
	Following majority
	

	Vivo
	Understanding 1
	

	Qualcomm
	Understanding 1
	Basically, MCSt cannot cross over the PSFCH occasion since it may block other Rx UE to transmit PSFCH (e.g., type 2 LBT) within the RB set, unless the MCSt transmissions take the whole RB set and no other Tx UE’s transmission with HARQ enabled sharing the RB set.


[Summary] Out of 12 companies
Understanding 1: 12 
Understanding 2: 0
Proposal 4 (Understanding 1:12, Understanding 2: 0): RAN2 confirm that UE cannot select any MCSt resources at all, even for the transmission of the “HARQ feedback disabled” TB, in a resource pool configured with PSFCH resource.

2.6 Issue in R2-2312179: Carrier failure & Carrier recovery
Another issue to be considered related to carrier failure is for how long the UE excludes the carrier. If the UE maintains the carrier failure indefinitely, it will never be able to return to the same carrier for the duration of the unicast link, even if the condition (e.g., temporary blocking) that caused the carrier failure is resolved.  With time, carrier failure may occur on all carriers that are supported for the unicast link.  This can be handled by triggering SL-RLF for the unicast link and the upper layers initiating a new unicast link establishment after some time.  Alternatively, we may avoid the interruption caused by SL-RLF by clearing the carrier failure based on some conditions.  A similar discussion occurred for consistent LBT failure, where the preference was to minimize specification impact and a timer-based approach for clearing consistent LBT failure was adopted.  If RAN2 chooses to enhance also the carrier failure case, a similar a timer-based approach for returning to the failed carrier should be adopted.
Proposal 4:	RAN2 discusses whether to maintain carrier failure indefinitely for the unicast link or whether to clear the carrier failure associated with a carrier after some time.
Rapporteur view: Recovery procedure for carrier failure is needed.
Recovery from carrier failures will be possible through a timer-based recovery feature as well as a procedure of adding released carrier via PC5 RRC. 
Rapporteur would like to check the companies’view on this.
Option 1: Introduce a timer-based approach for returning to the failed carrier
Option 2: Introduce a PC5 RRC-based approach (e.g., carrier can be recovered via PC5 RRC reconfiguration) for returning to the failed carrier. The time at which the carrier is determined to have recovered and the PC5 RRC message is delivered is determined by the UE implementation.

Q6: Which option does your company prefer for the the issue (“Carrier failure & Carrier recovery”) in R2-2312179?
	Company
	Option 1/Option 2
	Further comments

	LG
	Option 2
	

	
	
	


[Summary]

This issue was deleted because it overlapped with the open issue of 7.15.2.
2.7 Issue in R2-2312179: Carrier failure & RLF
Regardless of how we handle the carrier failure however, the condition for triggering SL RLF with multiple carriers needs to be reconsidered.  In the current running CR, SL RLF is triggered when carrier failure is declared for all carriers associated with the unicast link:
3>	else if numConsecutiveDTX reaches sl-maxNumConsecutiveDTX for all carriers applied for HARQ-based Sidelink RLF detection:
4>	indicate HARQ-based Sidelink RLF detection to RRC.
One issue which may occur in this case is the TX UE is unable to select any carriers (e.g., following carrier reselection caused by carrier failure) which meet the CBR conditions.  As a result, SL RLF is not triggered, but the TX UE cannot transmit to the RX UE.  In the context of unicast, we think SL RLF should be triggered and the running CR should be updated to reflect this behaviour.  
Proposal 5:	Following carrier failure, if carrier reselection finds no carriers, the UE triggers SL RLF.
Rapporteur view: Agree with the intention.
Rapporteur would like to check the companies’view on this.

Q7: Does your company agree the proposal (“Following carrier failure, if carrier reselection finds no carriers, the UE triggers SL RLF.”) in R2-2312179?
	Company
	Agree/ Disagree
	Further comments

	LG
	Agree
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree
	

	Lenovo
	Agree
	

	Apple
	Agree
	

	Xiaomi
	See comments 
	We think this proposal has some dependence on whether we will introduce any recovery mechanism for “per-carrier” failure, if any mechasime is defined, then the mentioned scenario in this proposal will not happen. So we think we should firstly discuss that issue. 

	CATT
	Disagree
	What if the UE is performing SL Gcast/Bcast? There is no SL RLF in this case, right?
To us, the so called “per-carrier failure” is only a concept to adapt DTX-bsaed SL RLF to the multi-carrier scenario, any specific exceptional handling based on such per-carrier failure does not make much sense to us.  

	Ericsson
	disagree
	The RAN2 agreement to enhance SL RLF for SL CA is based on detection of DTX, however, the new proposal seems to us, is intended to couple CBR measurement to RLF enhancement, and therefore, this can be categorized as an optimization, shall not be agreed in the last meeting.

	InterDigital
	Agree
	If carrier failure occurs in multiple carriers, there needs to be a mechanism to trigger RLF, since the carrier failure triggers carrier reselection.

	ZTE
	Disagree
	Same view with Ericsson.

	vivo
	Agree, but
	This can be a corner case. If carrier failure occurs and triggers the carrier reselection, it should be the casual situation to check whether the carrier satisfying the CBR measurement criterion. If the worst case scenario happens, sidelink RLF can be declared but it should not be HARQ-based, but in relationship to CBR measurement.

	Qualcomm
	Disagree
	CBR triggered SL RLF is a new feature which should be considered as CR. Especially don’t want to support a new feature for further optimization at such late stage.

	OPPO
	Disagree
	Same view as Qualcomm


 [Summary] Out of 12 companies
Agree: 6 
Disagree: 6
There is no majority view on the proposal. And RAN2 was the first to discuss this issue. Rather than coming to a conclusion on this issue now, Rapporteur suggests revisiting this issue at the next meeting to give the company more time to think about it.
Proposal 5 (6, 6): RAN2 dicusses the proposal (“Following carrier failure, if carrier reselection finds no carriers, the UE triggers SL RLF.”) in R2-2312179.

2.8 Issue in R2-2312456/R2-2312433: Tx carrier (re)selection and resource pool selection
For legacy case, i.e. when single carrier frequency is configured, resource pool selection is specified, as in the following
	3>	if single carrier frequency is configured:
4>	if SL data is available in the logical channel for NR sidelink discovery:
5>	if sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfig or sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfigCommon is configured according to TS 38.331 [5]:
6>	select the sl-DiscTxPoolSelected configured in sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfig or sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfigCommon for the transmission of NR sidelink discovery message.
5>	else:
6>	select any pool of resources among the configured pools of resources.
4>	else if sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to enabled for the logical channel:
5>	select any pool of resources configured with PSFCH resources among the pools of resources except the pool(s) in sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfig or sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfigCommon, if configured.
4>	else:
5>	select any pool of resources among the pools of resources except the pool(s) in sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfig or sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfigCommon, if configured.


While for multiple carrier case, we understand such procedure is also performed for each carrier as in legacy. However, there has no such resource pool selection procedure for each carrier of multiple carrier frequencies case according to 5.22.1.11. 
1. Option 1: selected pool for CBR of each selected carrier is also for grant creation.
According to Rapp’s response, selected pool for CBR of each carrier is also for SL grant creation, as in the following:
	[Rapp] Rapporteur understand that the pool selected for CBR measurement is the pool for grant creation, and the UE procedure for selecting the pool is already covered by the yellow highlight below.

1>	if there is no selected sidelink grant on any carrier allowed for the sidelink logical channel where data is available as indicated by upper layers (TS 38.331 [5] and TS 23.287 [19]):
2>	for each carrier configured by upper layers associated with the concerned sidelink logical channel:
3>	if the CBR of the carrier is below sl-threshCBR-FreqReselection associated with the priority of the sidelink logical channel:
NOTE x:	In the case of multiple resource pools configured on a carrier, which specific resource pool is used to determine the CBR of this carrier is up to UE implementation.
4>	consider the carrier as a candidate carrier for TX carrier (re-)selection for the concerned sidelink logical channel when the carrier satisfies all the following conditions;
5>	if sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to enabled for the sidelink logical channel:
6> the carrier includes at least one pool of resources configured with PSFCH resources among the pools of resources except the pool(s) in sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfig or sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfigCommon, if configured. 
5>	else:
6> the carrier includes any pool of resources among the pools of resources except the pool(s) in sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfig or sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfigCommon, if configured. 

The MAC entity shall:
1>	if one or more carriers are considered as the candidate carriers for TX carrier (re-)selection:
2>	if Tx carrier (re-)selection is triggered, for each sidelink logical channel allowed on the carrier where data is available:
3> select one or more carrier(s) and associated pool(s) of resources among the candidate carriers with increasing order of CBR from the lowest CBR


In this way, the resource pool selected for each carrier is actually up to UE implementation. So there will be different resource pool selection procedure for single carrier frequency case and multiple carrier frequencies case. We would like to confirm whether this is the common understanding of RAN2. And if yes, the note could be further updated to explicitly reflect this understanding e.g. “NOTE x:	In the case of multiple resource pools configured on a carrier, which specific resource pool is used to determine the CBR of this carrier is up to UE implementation. The resource pool determined for CBR is also used for SL grant creation.”
2. Option 2: reuse legacy resource pool selection procedure for each carrier and apply the CBR of the selected resource pool for the carrier.
Another option is to perform legacy resource pool selection procedure for each carrier for multiple carrier frequencies case, and then the CBR of the selected resource pool can be determined as the CBR of the carrier. This seems to be more aligned with the following RAN2 agreement, since in LTE V2X a pool is firstly selected and then the CBR of the selected pool is applied to the carrier [R2-2304668]. But on the other hand the spec change is large as seen in Annex 2[R2-2312456]. 
Agreements on per-carrier CBR
1:	Confirms the working assumption “Same principle as LTE V2X CA is applied to determine per-carrier CBR” as an agreement.
Proposal 1: RAN2 confirm option 1 as the common understanding, and adopt corresponding Text Proposal
· Option 1: selected pool for CBR of each carrier is also for SL grant creation.

Rapporteur view: Rapporteur have same understanding with the proponent (R2-2312456). 
Moreover, in LTE CA, when UE selects a carrier in the TX carrier (re-)selection, the UE finally associates the resource pool for CBR measurement with the selected carrier. In other words, the resource pool selected for CBR measurement is the resource pool used for sidelink grant creation. Additionally, rapporteur think that option 2 may increase the complexity of UE behavior. That is, after selecting a carrier, the UE should perform CBR measurement again to select a resource pool among multiple resource pool for sidelink grant creation. Also Rapporteur do not expect CBR variation to change significantly during the carrier (re-)selection. Therefore, Rapporteur think option 1 has an advantage over option 2 in terms of UE behavior complexity and spec modification (change is not much).

Rapporteur would like to check the companies’view on this.
Option 1. selected pool for CBR of each selected carrier is also for grant creation
Option 2. reuse legacy (R16) resource pool selection procedure for each carrier and apply the CBR of the selected resource pool for the carrier
Q8:  Which option does your company prefer for the the issue (“Tx carrier (re)selection and resource pool selection”) in R2-2312456?
	Company
	Option 1/ Option 2
	Further comments

	LG
	Option 1
	See the rapporteur view on this issue. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Option 2
	We have similar comments as for Q2. 
We understand the spec implementation for this issue shall follow the above mentioned RAN2 agreement. 
On UE behaviour aspect, Option 1 means wheneven UE wants to reselect a resource pool, it has to perform the carrier reselection procedure, which is actually unnecessary. These two procedures should be decoupled as in legacy. On spec implementation aspect, the legacy resource pool selection procedure can be reused as much as possible and should not be” discarded” by Option1. 

	OPPO
	Option-2 with comment
	We have not understand the real issue here. 
We believe the R2 agreement should be kept (which is also aligned with WID)
1:	Confirms the working assumption “Same principle as LTE V2X CA is applied to determine per-carrier CBR” as an agreement.
So if option-1 is to revert the R2 agreement, we are against it.
Yet we have not understand why option-2 (which is to keep the R2 agreement) will lead to change as shown in Annex-2 of 2456. So we would like to suggest double check the need of change for option-2.
[Rapp] In Running CR, there is text that associates the resource pool selected for CBR measurement with the carrier as shown below:
The MAC entity shall:
1>	if one or more carriers are considered as the candidate carriers for TX carrier (re-)selection:
2>	if Tx carrier (re-)selection is triggered, for each sidelink logical channel allowed on the carrier where data is available:
3> select one or more carrier(s) and associated pool(s) of resources among the candidate carriers with increasing order of CBR from the lowest CBR
Once this association process is completed, the carrier selected for this CBR measurement becomes the resource pool for grant creation.Therefore, as in Lenovo's comment, if Option 2 is selected, a pool selection procedure for grant creation shouild be added after selecting the carrier.

	Lenovo
	Can follow majority
	To respond with OPPO’s comments, in our paper 2456 for option-2, we understand in current MAC CR there has no pool selection procedure for multiple carrier case (the pool selection is up to UE implementation as in NOTE3). So our intention is to reuse the same pool selection procedure of single carrier for multiple carrier case. And then using the CBR of the selected pool as the CBR of the carrier, which we intend to have the same principle as LTE V2X CA.

	Apple
	Option 2
	

	Xiaomi
	Option 2 with comments
	We think the resource pool for CBR determination and resource pool for grant generation should be decoupled.
When UE performs carrier selection, the resource pool selected for CBR measurement is single and up to UE implementation while as long as the carrier is selected, resource pool selection should be carried on each selected carrier as in legacy, multiple resource pools are allowed to be selected simultaneously. With option 1, we are limiting only one RP can be selected which is conflict with R16/17 framework. Considering we have the note,
NOTE x:	In the case of multiple resource pools configured on a carrier, which specific resource pool is used to determine the CBR of this carrier is up to UE implementation.

We think option 2 should be revised:
Option 2. reuse legacy (R16) resource pool selection procedure for each carrier and apply the CBR of the selected a specific resource pool for the carrier

	CATT
	See comments
	Well, this is a complicated issue. In LTE V2X SL, as what we clarified in previous meetings, the selected pool on each carrier has already been determined by RRC layer, prior to carrier reselection in MAC layer, so the selected pool whose CBR is used during carrier reselection for each carrier has already been determined in advance. But in NR SL, since in the current running CR the pool reselection and carrier reselection are performed in a joint way, it is difficult to have such a “before-after” order as in LTE V2X SL. This was the reason why we propose to use the above highlighted “NOTE x” to resolve this issue for simplicity. 
At the same time, we just wonder, what the problem is if we simply keep this NOTE x as well as the current procedure. They, toegeter, seem to work without a critical problem, although some companies argued that the pool used for the carrier CBR is not the one finally really selected on that carrier, thus consumping more CBR measurement unnecessarily perhaps. 
We are open if companies really find a way-out to make this procedure as clear as in LTE V2X SL. But if this is really hard (if possible at all), we tend to keep the current running CR structure. 

	Ericsson
	Option 2
	The actual spec change of option 2 can be further discussed.

	InterDigital
	Option 2
	

	ZTE
	Option 2
	

	vivo
	Option 1
	It is more desirable for UE that the selected pool on the selected carrier still keeps the promising performance (i.e. CBR measurement) when UE decides to select the carrier due to the CBR criterion. In this sense, it is up to UE implementation to ensure that the selected pool for grant generation is the one used for represent CBR masurement in carrier selection.

	Qualcomm
	Option 2
	CBR based carrier selection should be separated from resource pool CBR for grant generation.


[Summary] Out of 12 companies
Option 1: 2
Option 2: 8
The companies' views on the TX carrier (re-)selection procedure captured in the MAC running CR are not consistent. Also, this discussion for TX carrier (re-)seletion procedure was the first time at this meeting, and Rapporteur don't think we checked in depth to see if there were any issues we were missing. Therefore, Rapporteur proposes to revisit the issues below based on the companies' contributions at the next meeting.
- Procedure’s structure (e.g., procedure order: carrier filtering considering HARQ attribute, of resource pool selection for CBR measurement, carrier selection, resource pool selection for grant creation) for TX carrier (re-)selection
[bookmark: _GoBack]- Whether Procedure “Pool selection for CBR measurement”and procedure “Pool selection for grant creation” are decoupled  
- How to consider HARQ attribute in the TX carrier (re-)selection procedure

Proposal 6: RAN2 discusses following TX carrier (re-)selection based on companies’s contributions at the next meeting.
- Procedure’s structure (e.g., procedure order: carrier filtering considering HARQ attribute, of resource pool selection for CBR measurement, carrier selection, resource pool selection for grant creation) for TX carrier (re-)selection
- Whether Procedure “Pool selection for CBR measurement”and procedure “Pool selection for grant creation” are decoupled  
- How to consider HARQ attribute in the TX carrier (re-)selection procedure

2.9 Issue in R2-2313027: HARQ A/N for PUCCH
According to the current procedure, if sl-PUCCH-Config is configured by RRC
· For the MAC PDU transmission in the sidelink grant associated to the PUCCH transmission occasion, MAC entity in UE shall instruct the physical layer to signal a negative or positive acknowledgement on the PUCCH based on the received PSFCH.
In case of unlicensed sidelink carrier, LBT needs to be performed before transmitting the MAC PDU. UE cannot transmit MAC PDU in the sidelink grant if there is sidelink LBT failure. 
· In this case, the issue is whether the MAC entity in UE shall instruct the physical layer to signal a positive or negative acknowledgement in the PUCCH transmission occasion associated with sidelink grant .
In the legacy, if the transmission of the MAC PDU was not prioritized
· MAC entity in UE shall instruct the physical layer to signal a negative acknowledgement on the PUCCH.
In our view similar operation can be performed in case of sidelink LBT failure. This would ensure that network can retransmit the sidelink grant.
[Proposal 2]: If sl-PUCCH-Config is configured by RRC and MAC entity is not able to transmit MAC PDU due to sidelink LBT failure, MAC entity in UE shall instruct the physical layer to signal a negative acknowledgement on the PUCCH.
Rapporteur view: Since the detection of LBT failure is performed in the physical layer, a negative acknowledgment should be determined and generated in the physical layer. 
Q9: Does your company agree the proposal (“If sl-PUCCH-Config is configured by RRC and MAC entity is not able to transmit MAC PDU due to sidelink LBT failure, MAC entity in UE shall instruct the physical layer to signal a negative acknowledgement on the PUCCH”) in R2-2313027?
	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Further comments

	LG
	Disagree
	See the rapporteur view on this issue.
[Rapp] There is already related text in the TS 38.213 running CR as shown below:
“For operation with shared spectrum channel access, the UE generates a NACK when, due to a failed channel access procedure [15, TS 37.213], the UE does not transmit a PSSCH with a single TB in any of the resources provided by a DCI format 3_0 or, for a configured grant, in any of the resources provided in a single period and for which the UE is provided a PUCCH resource to report HARQ-ACK information. The priority value of the NACK is same as the priority value of the PSSCH that was not transmitted due to the failed channel access procedure.”

	Samsung
	Agree
	HARQ A/N on PUCCH for SL MAC PDU is defined in MAC spec. So, we should agree on UE behaviour in RAN2 and specify the same in MAC spec.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree
	Share the same view as Samsung.

	OPPO
	Disagree
	Seems Ok to rely on R1 spec to handle that, via this branch in MAC spec?
2>	else:
3>	instruct the physical layer to signal an acknowledgement corresponding to the transmission on the PUCCH according to clause 16.5 of TS 38.213 [6]
Note that in the current 213, there is already things like
The UE generates a NACK when, due to prioritization as described in clause 16.2.4, the UE does not transmit a PSSCH in any of the resources provided by a DCI format 3_0 or…

	Lenovo
	Agree
	Share the view as Samsung

	Apple
	Disagree
	Same view as Rapp and OPPO.

	Xiaomi
	Agree with comment
	We think RAN1 has already have this agreement. 
For SL-U UE operates in Mode 1 resource allocation, when UE uses PSSCH resource(s) provided by a DCI format 3_X or, for a configured grant for single TB, 
· The UE generates a NACK when, due to LBT failure, the UE does not transmit a PSSCH in any of the resources provided by a DCI format 3_X or, for a configured grant, in any of the resources provided in a single period and for which the UE is provided a PUCCH resource to report HARQ-ACK information. The priority value of the NACK is same as the priority value of the PSSCH that was not transmitted due to LBT failure.
· FFS: whether/how to support multiple TBs for a DCI format 3_X or a configured grant.
We think LBT failure is not the same thing as prioritization. Something should be added in MAC/PHY to reflect the LBT impact on PUCCH reporting. 

	CATT
	Disagree
	Same view as Rapp and OPPO.

	Ericsson
	agree
	Share the same understanding as Samsung and Huawei. In this case, the transmission will not start. It shall be the MAC layer to take care of the HARQ A/N

	InterDigital
	Disagree
	Same view as rapporteur

	ZTE
	Agree
	Same view with Xiaomi

	Vivo
	Disagree
	Same view as Rapp and OPPO.

	Qualcomm
	Comment
	No strong view. If covered in 213, then no need to repeat in 321.


 [Summary] Out of 13 companies
Agree: 6
Disagree: 6
Some companies are of the position that there is no need to reflect the proposal in the MAC because it is already reflected in the PHY spec, while others are of the position that the HARQ A/N instructions for the PUCCH of the MAC PDU are MAC entity behaviour. Both camps' opinions are reasonable. Rapporteur suggests that the companies think more about the proposal and discuss again at the next meeting whether to specify the proposed behavior in the MAC or rely on the PHY spec.
Proposal 7 (6, 6): RAN2 discusses the proposal (“If sl-PUCCH-Config is configured by RRC and MAC entity is not able to transmit MAC PDU due to sidelink LBT failure, MAC entity in UE shall instruct the physical layer to signal a negative acknowledgement on the PUCCH”).

2.10 Issue in R2-2313154: Random resource selection
For resource (re-)selection procedures, MAC layers shall indicate to the physical layer RB set information for which C-LBT failure was detected and the physical layer shall exclude corresponding candidate resources in the 1st step for identification of the candidate resource set. The related specs are copied as follows,
	TS38.321, clause 5.22.1.1
3>	if sl-lbt-FailureRecoveryConfig is configured in the SL BWP:
4>	indicate to the physical layer RB set information for which Sidelink consistent LBT failure was detected as specified in clause 5.31.2.
TS38.214, clause 8.1.4
If rbSetsWithConsecutiveLBTFailure is provided, the UE shall exclude candidate single-slot resources or candidate multi-slot resources, whose associated one or more RB set(s) is included in the rbSetsWithConsecutiveLBTFailure parameter. 
The total number of remaining candidate single-slot resources or candidate multi-slot resources is denoted by .


If full sensing or partial sensing is configured, MAC layers shall randomly select resources among the candidate resources indicated by the physical layer as specified in clause 8.1.4 of TS38.214 and the indicated candidate resources do not include the resources corresponding to C-LBT failure as discussed above. If random resource selection is configured by upper layers, since the resources corresponding to C-LBT failure cannot be used for SL transmission and the exclusion of candidate resources corresponding to C-LBT failure is performed by the physical layer, the selection for SL transmission should be also among the candidate resources indicated by the physical layer. Note that there is no need to mention the above clarification for Rel-16/17 NR SL, since random resource selection can be performed among the resource pool according to remaining PDB which is known to MAC layers and no exclusion of candidate resources is specified in the 1st step for identification of the candidate resource set.
	TS38.321, clause 5.22.1.1
3>	if sl-InterUE-CoordinationScheme1 enabling reception/transmission of preferred resource set and non-preferred resource set is not configured by RRC:
4>	if transmission based on random selection is configured by upper layers:
5>	randomly select the time and frequency resources for one transmission opportunity from the resource pool which occur within the SL DRX Active time, if configured, as specified in clause 5.28.2 of the destination UE selected for indicating to the physical layer the SL DRX Active time above, 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.
4>	else:
5>	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] which occur within the SL DRX Active time, if configured, as specified in clause 5.28.2 of the destination UE selected for indicating to the physical layer the SL DRX Active time above, 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.



Proposal 3: For random resource selection in SL-U, further clarify that MAC layers shall randomly select resources for transmission opportunity among the resources indicated by the physical layer as specified in clause 8.1.4 of TS38.214.
- Adopt the following TP#2.
A corresponding text proposal is provided as following.
	TS38.321, clause 5.22.1.1 (TP#2)
3>	if sl-InterUE-CoordinationScheme1 enabling reception/transmission of preferred resource set and non-preferred resource set is not configured by RRC:
4>	if transmission based on random selection is configured by upper layers:
5>	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]the resource pool which occur within the SL DRX Active time, if configured, as specified in clause 5.28.2 of the destination UE selected for indicating to the physical layer the SL DRX Active time above, 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.
4>	else:
5>	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] which occur within the SL DRX Active time, if configured, as specified in clause 5.28.2 of the destination UE selected for indicating to the physical layer the SL DRX Active time above, 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.



Rapporteur view: Agree with the intension, but disagree with solution (the suggested correction). In the case of random selection, the physical layer does not indicate SA set to the MAC layer. 
Q10: Does your company agree the proposal (“For random resource selection in SL-U, further clarify that MAC layers shall randomly select resources for transmission opportunity among the resources indicated by the physical layer as specified in clause 8.1.4 of TS38.214”) in R2-2313154?
	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Further comments

	LG
	Disagree
	See the rapporteur view on this issue.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Disagree
	Share the same view as Rapporteur.

	OPPO
	Disagree
	doesn’t this change also affect legacy non-SL-U case?

	Lenovo
	Disagree
	Share the view as Rapporteur.

	Apple
	Disagree
	

	Xiaomi
	Disagree
	There is no resource delivered from PHY for random selection.

	CATT
	Disagree
	

	Ericsson
	disagree
	Agree with the rapp.

	InterDigital
	Disagree
	

	ZTE
	Disagree
	

	Vivo
	Disagree
	

	Qualcomm
	Disagree
	No candidate resource set from PHY for random selection. MAC knows which RB set is not claimed or recovered with C-LBT failure.


 [Summary]
Proposal is not necessary. Proposal is addressed in the following question.

Similar to the UE behaviour that considers DRX active time, Rapporteur think that UE behavior that excludes resources from the RB set where C-LBT failure is detected needs to be added to the random selection part of clause 5.22.1.1.
Q11: Does your company agree to add a description that excludes RB set resources where C-LBT failure was detected in the random selection part of clause 5.22.1.1?
	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Further comments

	LG
	Agree
	See the rapporteur view on this issue.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree
	Share the same view as Rapporteur.

	Sharp
	Agree (Proponent)
	Agree with rapporteur’s version.

	Lenovo
	Agree
	Share the view as Rapporteur

	Apple
	Agree
	

	Xiaomi
	Agree 
	

	CATT
	Agree
	

	Ericsson
	agree
	

	InterDigital
	Agree
	

	ZTE
	Disagree
	

	Vivo
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	Agree with comment
	“…excludes RB set resources where C-LBT failure was detected and not recovered…”


 [Summary] Out of 12 companies
Agree: 12
Disagree: 0
Proposal 8 (12, 0): RAN2 agree to add a description that excludes RB set resources where SL C-LBT failure was detected in the random selection part of clause 5.22.1.1.

2.11 Issue in R2-2311876: LCP impact due to PDCP Duplication
Currently in 5.22.1.4.1.1
Start of Running-CR
If duplication is activated as specified in TS 38.323 [4], the MAC entity shall map different sidelink logical channels which correspond to the same PDCP entity onto different carriers in accordance with clause 5.22.1.11, or onto different carriers of different carrier sets (if configured in [allowedCarrierFreqList] for the corresponding destination). For a given sidelink logical channel, it is up to UE implementation which carrier set to select among the carrier sets configured in [allowedCarrierFreqList] (if configured) for the corresponding destination.
Editor’s Note: [allowedCarrierFreqList] parameter’s naming is FFS. If this RRC parameter naming is defined, text will be updated.
End of Running-CR
And in 5.22.1.4.1.2, the capturing of PDCP duplication impact is different from other LCP restrictions
Start of Running-CR
2>	else:
3>	select a Destination associated to one of unicast, groupcast and broadcast, that is in the SL Active time for the SL transmission occasion if SL DRX is applied for the destination, and having at least one of the MAC CE and the logical channel with the highest priority, among the logical channels that satisfy all the following conditions and MAC CE(s), if any, for the SL grant associated to the SCI, and only consider one sidelink logical channel among sidelink logical channels corresponding to same PDCP entity, if duplication is activated as specified in TS 38.323 [4]:
[…]
1>	select the logical channels satisfying all the following conditions among the logical channels belonging to the selected Destination, and only consider one sidelink logical channel among sidelink logical channels corresponding to same PDCP entity, if duplication is activated as specified in TS 38.323 [4]:
End of Running-CR
Considering 123bis conclusion:
1. For STCH, if TX profile indicates backwards-incompatible, for RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE/OOC case, leave the decision of per-LCH carrier set for PDCP duplication to Tx UE implementation.
2. For STCH, if TX profile indicates backwards-incompatible, for RRC_CONNECTED, dedicated-RRC provides per-LCH carrier set configuration
3. For SCCH, at least for RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE/OOC cases, leave the decision of per-LCH carrier set for PDCP duplication to Tx UE implementation
It seems more reasonable that UE at RRC-layer, decides on the per-LCH carrier set, considering that is coupled with 
1) per-link carrier configuration decision, and 
2) UE decision of PDCP duplication
Both of which is performed by RRC-layer, and then RRC-layer indicates the per-LCH carrier set configuration to MAC-layer, which is used as input to LCP procedure.
[bookmark: _Toc149837286]Proposal 2. The per-LCH carrier set restriction is to be indicated from RRC-layer to MAC-layer, for LCP procedure.

Rapporteur view: Same view with proponent. It seems more reasonable that UE at RRC-layer, decides on the per-LCH carrier set. And per-LCH carrier set restriction is to be indicated from RRC-layer to MAC-layer, for LCP procedure.
Q12: Does your company agree the proposal 2 in R2-2311876?
	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Further comments

	LG
	Agree
	

	OPPO
	Agree
	

	InterDigital
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	Huawei
	Agree
	

	Ericsson
	agree
	

	OPPO
	Agree
	


[Summary] Out of 7 companies
Agree: 7
Disagree: 0
Proposal 9 (7, 0): The per-LCH carrier set restriction is to be indicated from RRC-layer to MAC-layer, for LCP procedure.

3. Conclusion
Proposal 1 (Option 1:6, Option 2: 7): SL DRX and IUC is not considered in resource selection of co-channel coexistence of LTE sidelink and NR sidelink until it becomes clear that SL DRX and IUC are supported in co-channel coexistence.
Proposal 2 (Option 1:4, Option 2: 8): RAN2 discusses whether the proposal (i.e. MAC informs L1 of the RB set information upon SL C-LBT failure is canceled.) is acceptable.
Proposal 3 (Option 1:2, Option 2: 11): RAN2 agrees to capture UE behavior in the MAC as a NOTE or simple normative text, ensuring that the Mode 2 UE transmits the SL LBT failure MAC CE only once.
Proposal 4 (Understanding 1:12, Understanding 2: 0): RAN2 confirm that UE cannot select any MCSt resources at all, even for the transmission of the “HARQ feedback disabled” TB, in a resource pool configured with PSFCH resource.
Proposal 5 (6, 6): RAN2 dicusses the proposal (“Following carrier failure, if carrier reselection finds no carriers, the UE triggers SL RLF.”) in R2-2312179.
Proposal 6: RAN2 discusses following TX carrier (re-)selection based on companies’s contributions at the next meeting.
- Procedure’s structure (e.g., procedure order: carrier filtering considering HARQ attribute, of resource pool selection for CBR measurement, carrier selection, resource pool selection for grant creation) for TX carrier (re-)selection
- Whether Procedure “Pool selection for CBR measurement”and procedure “Pool selection for grant creation” are decoupled  
- How to consider HARQ attribute in the TX carrier (re-)selection procedure
Proposal 7 (6, 6): RAN2 discusses the proposal (“If sl-PUCCH-Config is configured by RRC and MAC entity is not able to transmit MAC PDU due to sidelink LBT failure, MAC entity in UE shall instruct the physical layer to signal a negative acknowledgement on the PUCCH”).
Proposal 8 (12, 0): RAN2 agree to add a description that excludes RB set resources where SL C-LBT failure was detected in the random selection part of clause 5.22.1.1.
Proposal 9 (7, 0): The per-LCH carrier set restriction is to be indicated from RRC-layer to MAC-layer, for LCP procedure.
