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1 Introduction
In this contribution, we would like to discuss and show our preference for remaining SL-CA issues. 

2 Discussion
PDCP control PDU in PDCP duplication
Need of primary leg and how to handle PDCP control PDU in PDCP duplication was discussed in RAN2#123bis and the decision was made as follow. 
Agreements on need of primary leg

1:
Not to define primary leg, RLC entity.

2:
PDCP control PDU is sent over one leg, RLC entity, determined by UE implementation.
In RAN2#123, RAN2 also made some related decision as follow. 
Agreements on TX profile extension for SL CA

1:
When the upper layer provides multiple carriers in service to carrier mapping information to AS, we need TX profile extension to inform whether the transmisson corresponding the service is backward compatibile or not. If backward compatible is needed, only legacy carrier is used for transmission when PDCP duplication is not used. If PDCP duplication is used, at least legacy carrier is used. FFS whether to use PDCP duplication or not is up to UE implementation.
In the scenario where TX profile extension indicates backward compatible and the UE determines PDCP duplication is used, in our view PDCP control PDU should be sent over legacy carrier otherwise legacy RX UEs cannot receive PDCP control PDU. The question is raised whether we also rely on UE implementation in this case. 
[Proposal 1]: RAN2 is asked to discuss in PDCP duplication where TX profile extension indicates backward compatible, whether determination of the leg that the UE sends PDCP control PDU is also relied on UE implementation or should be based on legacy carrier. 

Carrier set configuration for CA/PDCP duplication

How to determine carrier set was discussed in RAN2#123bis and the decision was made as follow. 
Agreements on CA/PDCP duplication configuration
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 STCH, if TX profile indicates backwards-incompatible, for RRC_CONNECTED, for a SLRB configured with duplication, Tx UE uses duplication.

4:
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.

5:
For SCCH, add additional RLC leg configuration into specified SCCH configuration (w/o disable/enable flag), and leave the enable/disable decision of PDCP duplication to Tx UE implementation.
6:
Include flow-to-carrier mapping for each destination into SUI message.
7:
For STCH, if TX profile indicates backwards-incompatible, for RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE/OOC case, the Tx UE uses duplication based on SIB/Preconfiguration (e.g. if PDCP duplication is configured for the SLRB).

8:
For STCH, if TX profile indicates backward compatible, leave it to UE implementation on whether to use single carrier transmission or PDCP duplication.
The missing part is how RRC connected UE determines carrier set for SCCH. We think it is natural to apply the same principle as STCH. Another missing part is how to handle if TX profile indicates backward compatible and the UE determines to use CA/PDCP duplication. We think it is natural to apply the same principle as when TX profile indicates backward incompatible. 
[Proposal 2]: For SCCH, if TX profile indicates backwards-incompatible, for RRC_CONNECTED, dedicated-RRC provides carrier set configuration. 

[Proposal 3]: For STCH and SCCH, if TX profile indicates backwards-compatible and the UE determines to use CA/PDCP duplication, same principles as when TX profile indicates backwards-incompatible are applied for carrier set determination/configuration. 

CSI reporting MAC CE 

How to send CSI reporting MAC CE was discussed in RAN2#123bis and the following working assumption was made. 
Agreements on CSI reporting MAC CE
1:
Working assumption: It is up to UE implementation in which carrier the UE sends CSI reporting MAC CE.

In our view, although the working assumption is not really future proof way, it can work enough unless RAN1 enhances or removes the following restriction. We also think RAN1 will not enhance or remove it at least for Rel-18 since WID clearly indicates “No enhancement related to SCI transmissions on PSCCH/PSSCH, PSFCH transmission, RSRP feedback, CSI feedback and congestion control compared to Rel-16”. Thus, it should be ok to confirm the working assumption.   
8.5.1.2
Triggering of sidelink CSI reports

The CSI-triggering UE is not allowed to trigger another aperiodic CSI report for the same UE before the last slot of the expected reception or completion of the ongoing aperiodic CSI report associated with the SCI format 2-A with the 'CSI request' field set to 1, where the last slot of the expected reception of the ongoing aperiodic CSI report is given by [10, TS38.321].

An aperiodic CSI report is triggered by an SCI format 2-A with the 'CSI request' field set to 1. 

[Proposal 4]: RAN2 is asked to confirm the working assumption (It is up to UE implementation in which carrier the UE sends CSI reporting MAC CE). 
3 Conclusion

In this contribution, we see the remaining open issues for SL-CA and made the following proposals.
[Proposal 1]: RAN2 is asked to discuss in PDCP duplication where TX profile extension indicates backward compatible, whether determination of the leg that the UE sends PDCP control PDU is also relied on UE implementation or should be based on legacy carrier. 

[Proposal 2]: For SCCH, if TX profile indicates backwards-incompatible, for RRC_CONNECTED, dedicated-RRC provides carrier set configuration. 

[Proposal 3]: For STCH and SCCH, if TX profile indicates backwards-compatible and the UE determines to use CA/PDCP duplication, same principles as when TX profile indicates backwards-incompatible are applied for carrier set determination/configuration. 

[Proposal 4]: RAN2 is asked to confirm the working assumption (It is up to UE implementation in which carrier the UE sends CSI reporting MAC CE). 
