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1	Overall description
In RAN2 #119bis-e, RAN2 discussed the SL-specific consistent SL 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 consistent SL LBT failure detection procedure in SL-U, RAN2 agreed to reuse the consistent LBT failure detection procedure in NR-U as the baseline. 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 is further related to how SL-specific LBT procedure is performed in the PHY and  to be designed by RAN1 for SL-U. RAN2 found that for SL-U, how consistent SL LBT failure detection should be performed depends on the granularity of SL LBT failure indication, which further depends on how an SL LBT failure instance is indicated to the MAC, when an SL LBT failure is notified by PHY (e.g. what info is provided by PHY to MAC).	Comment by Apple - Zhibin Wu: I feel that this part is kind of not a RAN2 agreement. So not sure if we can claim all those texts as “RAN2 understand”. Maybe we can start with a  new paragraph and simply say “For SL-U,  the granularity of the SL LBT failure indication at the MAC may depend on what info PHY layer can provide to the MAC, when an LBT failure instance is notified.”	Comment by Rapp_v11: OK. It is now changed to a new paragraph, beginning with “RAN2 found”, to avoid any implication that it says common understanding in RAN2.	Comment by OPPO (Qianxi Lu) - AT119b: Can we consider some simplification? 
E.g.,

RAN2 found that for SL-U, how consistent SL LBT failure detection should be performed depends on the granularity of SL LBT failure indication indicated by PHY to the MAC.
For example, in NR-U when LBT failure is notified due to an intended UL transmission by PHY, MAC considers the LBT failure indicated for the UL BWP where the LBT failure has happened, 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, for SL-U RAN1 has already agreed to support only one SL BWP on a SL-U carrier (as in legacy R16/17 NR SL), which is essentially different from NR-U from resource configuration perspective. Thus, it is unclear to RAN2, when SL LBT failure is notified by PHY due to an intended SL transmission, whether the SL LBT failure can still be considered as an LBT failure instance indicated for the SL BWP where the SL LBT failure has happened, or alternatively it needs to be considered as an SL LBT failure instance indicated in other resource granularity (e.g. indicated for an SL resource pool, for an SL RB set, etc). This will affect RAN2’s decision on whether consistent SL LBT failure detection can/need be performed in other granularity (e.g. per resource pool, per RB set, etc.) than the per BWP manner as in NR-U.	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.  	Comment by Qualcomm (Qing): Suggest: For example	Comment by Apple - Zhibin Wu: We are fine with adding  this paragraph	Comment by Rapp_v11: OK. Now start with “For example” as Qing suggested.	Comment by Ericsson(Min): Min-> LBT failure detection and recovery procedure may operate in multiple granularities (e.g., first trigger per resource pool, then trigger per BWP, then per cell), 	Comment by Rapp_v8: For this one, I think currently RAN2 has not started the discussion on whether there is an intention/common understanding to support finer granularity for consistent LBT failure handling than NR-U. Instead, at least in this LS, RAN2 just would like to know objectively how the granularity of SL-specific LBT failure indication can/should be. Based on RAN1 feedback, we can further investigate whether a finer/different granularity is possible for the SL specific consistent LBT failure handling. So I revised this sentence in this way (i.e. use a “other granularity” than “finer granularity”)


Therefore, RAN2 respectively request RAN1 to provide the guideline on the following question related to the SL-specific LBT failure indication. 
· Question: When SL-specific LBT failure is notified  by the PHY due to an intended SL transmission, what is the granularity in which MAC can consider that the SL LBT failure has been detected (e.g. whether  MAC can consider that the SL LBT failure has been detected per SL BWP, per SL resource pool, per RB set, etc.).  	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. 	Comment by Rapp_v8: For this one, as clarified above, RAN2 hasn’t discussed the intention to support finer granularity for consistent LBT failure detection and recover procedure in SL-U than in NR-U. So, what about this one?

When SL-specific LBT failure is notified due to an intended SL transmission by the PHY, what is the granularity in which MAC can consider the LBT failure to be detected (e.g. whether MAC can consider the LBT failure to be detected per SL BWP, per SL resource pool, per RB set, etc.). 

Since the granularity of SL-specific LBT failure indication that is visible to the MAC depends on the information that is provided from PHY to MAC on where the LBT failure for a transmission is actually detected, RAN1 may tell us all possible granularities. Then based on their feedback, RAN2 can choose one that is appropriately used for the SL-specific consistent LBT failure detection procedure.
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.

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

