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1 [bookmark: _Ref124589705][bookmark: _Ref129681862]Introduction
[bookmark: _GoBack]While forming a MAC TB for a particular destination (e.g. L2 destination), it is not clear how can the MCR be respected for the data from each LCH that is part of the MAC TB if the MCR is different for each or some of the LCHs. Since, following the logical channel prioritization procedure, these LCHs would become part of the same MAC TB, only one MCR can be applied and signalled by the transmitter in the PSCCH (SCI). This could be very restrictive, especially given the MAC TB formation towards only ONE destination at a time. This document looks in to the related aspects and makes suggestions accordingly.
2 Discussion
MCR or Minimum Communication Range is the distance (Range) in meters from the transmitter V2X UE (or a device) where the QoS fulfilment actually applies. MCR is assigned by the V2X layers/ application and will be signalled alongside the QoS (PQI) to the Access Stratum (AS). The QoS (indicated using PQI) applicable to a V2X message must be fulfilled in this Range. MCR is therefore important in seeking HARQ feedback from the receiver UEs. A NACK feedback from a UE within MCR limits may very likely trigger re-transmissions from a transmitter UE. It seems RAN1 understanding is that the MCR is signalled within SCI to the receiving UEs. Receiving UEs having determined their distance from the transmitter check if they are within the MCR (as received in SCI) and if so, provide the HARQ feedback to the transmitter depending on the feedback option in use currently. Even though there is already an agreement to signal MCR information within the SCI, it has not been discussed/agreed so far how the MCR is determined for a SL transmission/TB. 
The first question when determining an MCR of a TB is whether a TB should contain data of only the LCH(s) having the same MCR or whether it should be possible to multiplex data of SL LCHs having a different MCR within the same TB. 
In a first approach, where a TB contains data of only the SL LCH(s) having the same MCR, the UE determines first the MCR associated before the actual generation of the TB. For the example the MCR of the TB is determined as the MCR of the highest priority SL LCH for which a MAC SDU is contained in the TB. UE is only allowed to multiplex MAC SDUs of SL LCH(s) in a TB which have the same associated MCR as the MCR determined for this transport block. In a second step UE selects all SL LCHs having data available for transmissions who’s associated MCR is same as the MCR determined in the first step. The sidelink resources are shared among the selected SL LCH(s), i.e. LCP procedure is performed among the selected SL LCHs as usual like for Uu but keeping in mind the LCH restrictions applicable to a Sidelink Logical Channel.
In a second approach, the TB generation is done irrespective of the MCR and in accordance to the LCP procedure described in TS36.321 for SL and/ or according to the LCP procedure for Uu described in TS38.321 and adapted for V2X i.e. respecting other LCH restrictions that may be introduced for V2X LCH. After generation of the TB, the MCR associated with the TB is determined according to some predefined rule. For example UE determines the MCR associated with the TB as the highest MCR among the SL LCHs of which MAC SDUs are multiplexed in this transport Block. UE signals the determined MCR of the TB within the SCI. 
Comparing the two approaches, the second approach is more sensible. First, it will incur minimum changes to the LCP procedure and secondly, it allows optimum resource utilization since the extra restriction of the first approach restricting the LCH selection to the LCH(s) with only the same MCR, is avoided. The first approach may be too resource inefficient since TB formation is done towards only one particular L2 destination, and then further restricting to include only LCH(s) of one MCR could lead to latency issues as well – as there would need to be many fold more MAC TB formation and transmission in time domain. If however, for some reason this can’t be avoided i.e. approach 1 needs to be adopted, we would suggest RAN2 to discuss including more than one L2 destination in the same MAC TB. This may also be helpful in general for better resource utilization and system/ resource efficiency.
Therefore:
Proposal 1: RAN2 discuss and choose between the two approaches to select an MCR associated with a MAC TB:
· Approach 1: a TB contains data of only the SL LCH(s) having the same MCR
· Approach 2: a TB generation is done irrespective of the MCR and in accordance to the normal LCP procedure & MCR is selected afterwards as (e.g.) the highest among the constituents.

Proposal 2: RAN2 discuss if packing more than one L2 destination in a MAC TB is sensible from meeting the latency (PDB) requirement and from resource efficiency perspective.

As a final aspect, MAC CE(s) have no associated MCR and can be multiplexed in a TB regardless of the “determined MCR” of a TB.
Proposal 3: MAC CE(s) have no associated MCR and can be multiplexed in a TB regardless of the “determined MCR” of a TB.

3 Conclusions
This document discussed how an MCR selection can be carried out around the LCP procedure and following proposals are made:
Proposal 1: RAN2 discuss and choose between the two approaches to select an MCR associated with a MAC TB:
· Approach 1: a TB contains data of only the SL LCH(s) having the same MCR
· Approach 2: a TB generation is done irrespective of the MCR and in accordance to the normal LCP procedure & MCR is selected afterwards as (e.g.) the highest among the constituents.

Proposal 2: RAN2 discuss if packing more than one L2 destination in a MAC TB is sensible from meeting the latency (PDB) requirement and from resource efficiency perspective.
Proposal 3: MAC CE(s) have no associated MCR and can be multiplexed in a TB regardless of the “determined MCR” of a TB.
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