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1	Overall description
RAN2 would like to thank RAN1 for the LS reply on SL LBT failure indication and consistent SL LBT failure. 
Based on further discussions in RAN2 #121, RAN2 agreed that in SL-U the granularity of SL LBT failure indication from PHY is per SL RB set, i.e. when PHY notifies an SL LBT failure for an SL transmission, MAC needs to be informed of the SL RB set(s) with the SL LBT failure notified. 	Comment by Ericsson(Min): It would be better to also include relevant RAN2 agreements after this paragraph (i.e., to ensure the plain texts not losing any meaning of the agreements).	Comment by Xiaomi_Li Zhao: Agree with Ericsson to copy RAN2 agreements 	Comment by Rapp_v06: Done. 	Comment by Rapp_v08: I keep the “i.e.” here (not changing it to “e.g.”), since this is just an illustration of what such “per SL RB set” indication granularity actually means, and is also what RAN1 work is potentially needed.  
Agreements on SL LBT failure indication granularity
1: 	SL LBT failure indication granularity is per SL RB set.
In addition, RAN2 also agreed in RAN2 #121bis-e that SL consistent LBT failure is declared per SL RB set in MAC.
Agreement
SL C-LBT failure is declared per RB-set
2	Actions
To RAN1 
RAN2 respectfully asks RAN1 to consider the above information in RAN1’s future work (if applicable).  	Comment by OPPO-Bingxue: Is this sentence necessary? Seems duplicate with the previous sentence.	Comment by Huawei, HiSilicon: Maybe only “ RAN2 respectfully asks RAN1 to take into account the above information in the future work” would be enough	Comment by Ericsson(Min): Agree with HW’s suggested text.	Comment by Lenovo (Joachim Löhr): Agree also with HW’s suggestion. RAN1 should know what to do with this. 	Comment by Xiaomi_Li Zhao: Agree with HW’s suggestion. 	Comment by Rapp_v06: Adopt HW’s revision.
3	Dates of next TSG-RAN WG2 meetings
TSG RAN WG2 Meeting #122	May 22 – May 26, 2023	Incheon, KR
TSG RAN WG2 Meeting #123	August 21 – August 25, 2023	Toulouse, FR
