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1 Introduction
In this contribution, we discuss the remaining issues on SL consistent LBT failure and COT sharing aspects for SL-U.
2 Discussion
2.1 SL consistent LBT failure
In last meeting, RAN2 discussed SL consistent LBT failure and made the following agreements [1]:

	SL C-LBT failure is declared per RB-set.
UE uses the MAC CE to report consistent LBT failure to the gNB

Uu MAC CE indicates RB set(s) where C-LBT failure happens.

UE triggers SL RLF for all UC connections when UE has triggered consistent SL LBT failure in all RB sets.

RAN2 will wait for more conclusion from RAN1 on the assistance information for COT sharing.


RAN2 also agreed in 121 meeting that UE changes resource pool/RB set upon consistent LBT failure detection but how to change resource pool/RB set is still under discussion.
In legacy NR SL, multiple resource pools can be configured for Mode 2 UE. One of these resource pools is selected if UE decides to create a sidelink grant and the pool will not change until UE decides to cancel creating a sidelink grant. UE continuously perform resource selection/reselection check and if resource selection/reselection is triggered, UE will create new sidelink grant in previous selected resource pool without resource pool reselection. 
If there are sufficient candidate resources, it is enough to only change RB set upon consistent LBT failure, e.g. legacy resource reselection is triggered and UE only needs to ensure the reselected resource is not overlapped with the RB sets of which consistent SL LBT failure has been triggered, e.g. via RB set selection. However, if there are not sufficient candidate resources, resource pool has to be changed and then RB set selection is performed as well. Thus, we prefer a unified solution for both cases that resource reselection is triggered upon consistent LBT failure. UE can choose the previous resource pool or choose a new resource pool by implementation. 
Proposal 1: When consistent LBT failure is triggered, UE can trigger resource pool reselection.
Proposal 2: Upon resource pool reselection, it is left to UE implementation to select any resource pool with RB set(s) of which SL LBT failure has not been triggered.
For consistent LBT failure cancel, we think the triggered consistent LBT failure can be cancelled when LBT is successful on any of the reselected pool/RB set.
Proposal 3: Mode 2 UE cancels triggered consistent LBT failure when LBT is successful on any of the reselected pool/RB set, i.e. LBT failure indication is not received from lower layers for any of the sidelink transmissions. 
In NR-U, a new failure type for PScell consistent UL LBT failure is added in the SCGFailureInformation. In NR SL, if sidelink RLF is detected, SidelinkUEInformationNR is used to indicate the sidelink RLF to the gNB. Similarly, a new cause can be added as well to indicate that the RLF failure is caused by consistent LBT failure. In current TS 38.331, SL-DestinationIdentity is a mandatory IE in SL-Failure. In SL-U, if sidelink RLF is caused by consistent LBT failure, all unicast connections will be declared to experience RLF and UE has to report all Destination Identities. To reduce the message size for SidelinkUEInformationNR, UE could randomly select any one of the unicast Destinations to report. gNB could infers the failure of other unicast connections from the new failure cause value.
Proposal 4: A new failure type is added in SidelinkUEInformationNR to indicate the consistent LBT failure.
2.2 COT sharing and LCP

In last meeting, RAN2 discussed the impact of COT sharing on LCP and agreed an enhanced LCP with restricted destination selection [1]:
	If a UE decides to use the resource in a shared COT, and when enhanced LCP is decided to be used, for destination selection step in enhanced LCP, at least further restrict the destinations to be the candidates allowed by the COT (as defined by RAN1).


RAN2 also discussed when the UE can choose to use enhanced LCP and agreed [1]:

	If the resource to be used is within a shared COT, and if PDU not generated before COT arrival, and there is data in buffer satisfying COT requirement, at least enhanced LCP should be allowed. FFS on the condition for UE to use enhanced LCP. FFS on spec impact.


For the case of packet generated before COT sharing information arrives and satisfying the COT requirement, we think type 2 LBT can be allowed but UE can also choose type 1 LBT by implementation. For the case of packet generated before COT sharing information arrives and not satisfying the COT requirement, UE has to perform type 1 LBT. 
Proposal 5a: For packet generated before COT sharing information arrives and satisfying the COT requirement, UE can choose to perform type 2 LBT or by type 1 LBT by implementation.

Proposal 5b: For packet generated before COT sharing information arrives and not satisfying the COT requirement, UE performs type 1 LBT.

Another case is that the packet is not generated before COT sharing information arrives and there is data buffered satisfying COT requirement. RAN2 agreed that at least enhanced LCP should be allowed. However, we think the priority of the buffered data should be considered to decide whether enhanced LCP is used or not. If there is high priority data not satisfying COT requirement, e.g. not to the allowed destination IDs, and enhanced LCP is used, high priority data will be delayed. If type 1 LBT is performed and eventually succeeds, there is no need to force UE to use enhanced LCP and sacrifice the performance of high priority data. Thus, we propose enhanced LCP is not used at least when there is high priority data and type 1 LBT is successful. If there is no high priority data or if type 1 LBT is not successful, we think UE can choose to use the shared COT or not.
Proposal 6: If the shared COT arrives before the packet generation, when there is higher priority data and type 1 LBT is successful, UE selects not to use the shared COT and legacy LCP is performed, otherwise, it is left to UE implementation whether to use the shared COT or not.
3 Conclusion

In this contribution, we provide our view on aspects on consistent LBT failure and COT sharing for SL-U. We then made the following proposals:
Proposal 1: When consistent LBT failure is triggered, UE can trigger resource pool reselection.
Proposal 2: Upon resource pool reselection, it is left to UE implementation to select any resource pool with RB set(s) of which SL LBT failure has not been triggered.
Proposal 3: Mode 2 UE cancels triggered consistent LBT failure when LBT is successful on any of the reselected pool/RB set, i.e. LBT failure indication is not received from lower layers for any of the sidelink transmissions. 
Proposal 4: A new failure type is added in SidelinkUEInformationNR to indicate the consistent LBT failure.
Proposal 5a: For packet generated before COT sharing information arrives and satisfying the COT requirement, UE can choose to perform type 2 LBT or by type 1 LBT by implementation.

Proposal 5b: For packet generated before COT sharing information arrives and not satisfying the COT requirement, UE performs type 1 LBT.

Proposal 6: If the shared COT arrives before the pacekt generation, when there is higher priority data and type 1 LBT is successful, UE selects not to use the shared COT and legacy LCP is performed, otherwise, it is left to UE implementation whether to use the shared COT or not.
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