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1	Overall description
In RAN2 #119bis-e, RAN2 discussed the SL-specific consistent LBT failure detection and recovery procedure for SL-U and made the following agreements: 
	Agreements on SL-specific consistent LBT failure detection and recovery	Comment by vivo (Xiao)_v0: To be added later



To support SL-specific consistent LBT failure detection procedure in SL-U, RAN2 agreed to reuse the consistent LBT failure detection procedure in NR-U as the baseline. In addition, RAN2 understand that how the SL-specific consistent LBT failure detection should be performed depends on the granularity in which the SL-specific LBT failure is notified by the PHY, and this is further related to how SL-specific LBT procedure is performed in the PHY and the specific resource allocation schemehow the PHY channel/resource structures are to be designed by RAN1 for SL-U. In particular, in NR-U when an LBT failure is notified by the PHY, the MAC considers the LBT failure to be indicated for the UL BWP where the LBT failure happens, so that “Consistent LBT failure is detected per UL BWP by counting LBT failure indications, for all UL transmissions, from the lower layers to the MAC entity” as specified in TS 38.321.  By contrast, in SL-U RAN2 discovered that RAN1 already agreed to support only one SL BWP on the SL-U carrier (as in legacy R16/17 NR SL), which is essentially different from NR-U for a resource configuration perspective. It is thus unclear to RAN2 when SL-specific LBT failure is notified by the PHY f, whether the LBT failure can still be considered as an LBT failure instance indicated for the SL BWP where the LBT failure happens, or alternatively needs to be considered as an LBT failure instance indicated in other resource granularity (e.g. indicated for an SL resource pool, for an SL RB set, etc). This will further affect RAN2 discussion on whether SL-specific consistent LBT failure detection can still be performed in a per BWP manner as in NR-U, or alternatively have to be perform in other granularities.	Comment by Xiaomi_Li Zhao: We think the granularity of the indication itself is per SL transmission. So suggest to change to resource granularity	Comment by Apple - Peng Cheng: Disagree to change to “resource granularity”. We think Rapporteur’s original wording is clear enough that RAN2 just need to know the granularity of the notification. RAN1 discussed similar issue on BFD and NR-U LBT failure detection. We don’t think RAN2 need to guide RAN1 whether it is per SL transmission or not. 	Comment by Rapp_v4: Let’s just wait to see how the agreement is going to appear. 	Comment by Lenovo (Jing): We are not sure if this sentence is necessary since seems it does not relate to the question?	Comment by Xiaomi_Li Zhao: To solve the concern from Lenovo, maybe we can reword to “and is further related to the resource granularity of how SL-specific LBT procedure is performed in the PHY and the specific resource allocation scheme to be designed by RAN1 for SL-U” this is also aligned with the following question we ask RAN1.	Comment by Rapp_v4: Please consider whether this sentence is still useful jointly with the added paragraph below	Comment by Rapp_v4: This paragraph (i.e. “In particular, …”) is added to point out the key symptom of the problem that results from the difference on resource structure/granularity design between NR-U and SL-U (i.e. potential difference on the BWP aspect). If there is no such difference, it seems not needed to ask RAN1 at all. 
Also, everybody should have known that the LBT failure is checked per transmission, so adding this paragraph aims to avoid RAN1 directly replying that the granularity is *per transmission* which is actually a useless answer making the LS make no sense at all.

This paragraph was written based mostly on the comments provided by Lenovo, Apple, Xiaomi. Hopefully it makes sense.  
Therefore, RAN2 respectively request RAN1 to provide the guideline on the following question related to SL-specific LBT failure indication. 
· Question: When an SL-specific LBT failure is notified for an SL transmission by the PHY, can the LBT failure be considered as an LBT failure instance indicated for the SL BWP where the LBT failure happens, or should it be considered as an LBT failure instance indicated in other resource granularities (e.g. indicated for an SL resource pool, for an SL RB set, etc.)in which granularity (e.g. per resource pool, per SL BWP, per RB set, etc.) the LBT failure instance can be considered as being indicated? 	Comment by Rapp_v4: I changed the question into this form, just copying-pasting the above yellow sentence. I think this form of description (i.e. indicated for a SL BWP/for a SL Resource pool/for a SL RB set) is easier for RAN1 to understand what we want to know. 

Please companies consider this jointly with the previous version of the question. Rapp has no other intention, than to make the Question as clearly described as possible. If the majority thinks the earlier version is better, OK to fall back to it. 
2	Actions
To RAN1 
ACTION: 	RAN2 respectfully request RAN1 to provide the feedback on the above Question regarding the granularity of SL-specific LBT failure indication.	Comment by Xiaomi_Li Zhao: Prefer to use resource granularity 	Comment by Apple - Peng Cheng: We disagree to change to “resource granularity”.

3	Dates of next TSG RAN WG2 meeting
TSG RAN WG2 Meeting #120	14 November – 18 November 2022	Toulouse, France
TSG RAN WG2 Meeting #121	27 February – 03 March 2023	Athens, Greece

