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1	Introduction
During RAN2#120 the below issues were postponed for discussion to allow other companies to provide input
	(7, 4) Proposal 11: RAN2 is to discuss the correction (“In section 5.22.1.1, capture the UE behavior on resource selection for the case when Scheme-1 IUC is configured, the UE has no sensing result and only non-preferred resource set is received, i.e., random resource reselection but no need for resource exclusion.”)  in the R2-2211239.
(4, 6) Proposal 16: RAN2 discuss the correction (“Remove the handling of non-preferred resource set from 5.22.1.1”) in R2-2211694.
(4, 6) Proposal 17: RAN2 discuss the correction (“Create a new subclause 5.22.1.10.x to process IUC information MAC CE. In this procedure, UE-B will indicate non-preferred resource set to lower layer as long as it is configured for sensing (full or partial).”) in R2-2211694.

· Proposal 11, 16, and 17 are postponed.



This Tdoc provide our views on the issues
2	Discussion
2.1	Behaviour when UE-B receives a non-preferred resource set, but dies not perform sensing in the associated pool
 In the first proposal 11 above, the intention is to capture the UE behaviour for the case when Scheme-1 IUC is configured, and UE-B receives only a non-preferred resource set but has no sensing result. We think that even though the UE-B has no sensing result, it should be allowed to perform resource exclusion based on the non-preferred set, however the current specification does not clearly specify this.
Proposal 1: RAN2 to agree that the UE-B should be allowed to perform resource exclusion, even though no sensing results are available.
Although the intention of the above change is clear, the current specification text does not allow for a simplified implementation of the related specification text, leading to deeply nested, very long, and complicated paragraphs. This is mainly due to the fact that the sensing result, as well as the (non) preferred resource set availability are deeply intertwined.
Observation 1: Current text in the specification does not allow for easy implementation of the proposed change.
During the email discussion, it was mentioned that a possible option would be to split the procedural text into two cases, depending on the state of whether or not a preferred or non-preferred resource set was being received, thus enabling less corner cases to be deeply nested. One significant effect of this change could be that the change is not backwards compatible, however since this procedure is only regarding splitting different cases, we find that a backwards compatible solution should be possible to achieve.
Proposal 2: RAN2 to agree to split the current specification text into separate cases for UE B receiving a preferred or non-preferred resource set, in a backwards compatible way.
Proposal 3: RAN2 to agree to capture the case when UE B has no sensing result and the non-preferred resource set has been received.
2.2	On the handling of a non-preferred resource set
The second postponed change (proposal 16 above) suggests to “to move the processing of non-preferred resource set out of 5.22.1.1, but kept as an independent procedure to pass the non-preferred resource set to lower layer, w/o being entangled with resource (re-)selection” (R2-2211694).
One of the reasons that this change was being discussed were to avoid the non-preferred resource set to be strictly only allowed to be passed down to PHY in case the resource selection triggers, which is not reasonable seen from a performance point of view. From our understanding, one of the main reasons mentioned to not agree to the specification text was that this is against RAN1 agreements, and to complex to handle. Although, if the specification is split into separate behaviors for receiving the preferred and non-preferred resource set, we believe that this could be added as a note to allow the UE to pass the non-preferred resource set, even though the resource selection is not explicitly triggered.
Observation 2: Reworking the specification text may allow for UE implementation on whether to pass a non-preferred resource set to PHY, even though reselection is not triggered.
Proposal 4: RAN2 to agree to include agree to fix the processing of non-preferred resource set from 5.22.1.1, by revising the current specification text as suggested in proposal 2.
2.3	On adding a new subclause
In our understanding, the intention of the third postponed change (proposal 17 above) to add a new subclause is directly invoked due to the fact that the specification text has become too complex, and thus we believe that with a revision of the current text, splitting the cases when a preferred and a non-preferred resource set has been received, a new subclause is not needed.
Observation 3: It is not necessary to add a new subclause in to cover the case of forwarding a non-preferred resource set, if the spec is rewritten.
Observation 4: If the spec is not rewritten, a new subclause may be needed.
3	Conclusion
This document has made the following observations and proposals:
Proposal 1: RAN2 to agree that the UE-B should be allowed to perform resource exclusion, even though no sensing results are available.
Observation 1: Current text in the specification does not allow for easy implementation of the proposed change.
Proposal 2: RAN2 to agree to split the current specification text into separate cases for UE B receiving a preferred or non-preferred resource set, in a backwards compatible way.
Proposal 3: RAN2 to agree to capture the case when UE B has no sensing result and the non-preferred resource set has been received.
Observation 2: Reworking the specification text may allow for UE implementation on whether to pass a non-preferred resource set to PHY, even though reselection is not triggered.
Proposal 4: RAN2 to agree to include the first change from R2-2211694 along with a revision of the current specification text as suggested in proposal 2.
Observation 3: It is not necessary to add a new subclause in to cover the case of forwarding a non-preferred resource set, if the spec is rewritten.
Observation 4: If the spec is not rewritten, a new subclause may be needed.



