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1. [bookmark: _Ref124589705][bookmark: _Ref129681862]Introduction
SA2 indicated previously that an MCR (Minimum Communication Range) may be signaled alongside the PQI for a V2X message. When received, the AS layer should ensure that the corresponding QoS are fulfilled at least within the MCR. However, current RAN1 agreement status intends to fulfill the MCR only when HARQ Feedback Option 1 is chosen. This document intends to discuss and correct this.
2. Discussion
SA2 indicated previously that an MCR (Minimum Communication Range) may be signaled alongside the PQI for a V2X message. When received, the AS layer should ensure that the corresponding QoS are fulfilled at least within the MCR. For the fulfillment of the MCR, HARQ feedbacks may be used by the transmitter UE to request HF from the receiver to ensure that the receiver(s) are successfully able to decode the data (PSSCH). Two options of HF are used for groupcast communication – popularly known as HF Option 1 and Option 2. Option 1 provides a common NACK resource for all receiver UEs and Option 2 provides Ack/ Nack resource to each of the receiver UE. Currently RAN1 agreed that MCR is only applied when HF Option 1 based feedback is used. This omits discussion/ decision for MCR applicability to HF Option 2. Since, MCR is signalled by the upper/ application layer depending on the QoS situation, which feedback option is used in the lower (AS) layer should be of least interest to an application. If Range (MCR) is provided then it is the job of the lower layer to ensure that the QoS (PQI) is met inside of the Range irrespective of the HF method used. Therefore, we think that for Option 2 based HF also the MCR needs to be fulfilled.
Proposal 1: RAN2 kindly inform RAN1 that for Option 2 based HF also the MCR needs to be fulfilled.
Further, SA2 informed RAN1 that a group size (along with member IDs) will be indicated to lower layer. Unfortunately, SA2 did not clarify if the indicated group size is for the member UEs that are currently under MCR or not. If the transmitter UE can’t be sure about this information, then it does not know basically how many feedbacks are to be expected and therefore it can’t make a good conclusion on the DTX-ed feedback – meaning that if a certain receiver did not provide feedback since it failed to receive the SCI or if did not provide the feedback since it was outside of the MCR range!! The transmitter behavior will be very different in each case. Therefore, SA2 should confirm if the group size indicated to the lower layer is for the member UEs that are currently under MCR or not.
Proposal 2: RAN2 request SA2 to confirm if the group size indicated to the lower layer is for the member UEs that are currently under MCR or not.
3. Conclusions
This contribution addressed the MCR fulfillment for Option 2 based HF. The following proposals are made:
Proposal 1: RAN2 kindly inform RAN1 that for Option 2 based HF also the MCR needs to be fulfilled.
Proposal 2: RAN2 request SA2 to confirm if the group size indicated to the lower layer is for the member UEs that are currently under MCR or not.
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