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Discussion
One leftover issue for SL-U was recorded in [1] as follows:
Agreements on SL C-LBT failure MAC CE 
1: 	RAN2 understands 5bits indication per SL carrier. Will ask how RB set index is derived, whether RB set index is unique within SL-BWP, to RAN1.
2:	LCP order of SL LBT Failure MAC CE is defined as the next of Uu LBT Failure MAC CE.
3: 	Dedicated SR configuration can be configured. FFS if we need to consider more.
The divergence for the FFS was two folded: whether there must be a dedicated SR configuration for SL LBT failure MAC CE (i.e. not shared with any other SL LCH/SL MAC CEs), and what if such dedicated SR configuration is not configured. 
Although in the last meeting there was the below agreement made [2], it is still unclear on the intended UE behavior when SR is triggered by SL C-LBT failure and the SL LBT failure MAC CE is associated with zero SR configuration. 
Proposal 12 (8/0): Proposal 9 (i.e., “As in NR-U, SL consistent LBT failure MAC CE may be mapped to zero or one SR configuration.”) in R2-2310143 is agreed. 
Specifically, the problem is whether such SR triggered by SL C-LBT failure should use any SR configuration to signal the SR, or instead trigger random access. We think the similar way as C-LBT failure in NR-U can be followed, i.e. random access is triggered, once SR is triggered by SL C-LBT failure w/o corresponding SR configuration, instead of using any SR configuration. 
Proposal 1: Similar to SR triggered by C-LBT failure recovery in NR-U, random access is triggered, if there is pending SR triggered by SL C-LBT failure recovery which has no corresponding SR configuration.
In the last meeting, the following agreement was made towards resource reselection for MCSt [2]:
Agreements on resource (re)selection: 
5. For a resource pool configured with PSFCH resource, UE can NOT select consecutive slots (i.e., MCSt) for transmissions of a single TB.
Nevertheless, we think the agreement is misleading and needs some clarifications, as different understandings will lead to different Spec impacts. Particularly, it is not clear whether the agreement intends to say:
· Understanding 1: the UE cannot select any MCSt resources at all, even for the transmission of the “HARQ feedback disabled” TB, in a resource pool configured with PSFCH resource; OR
· Understanding 2: the UE can still select MCSt resources in a resource pool configured with PSFCH resource, but can only use the selected MCSt resources to transmit the “HARQ feedback disabled” TB. 
Actually, the real problem faced by RAN1, when they decided to leave it to RAN2 to decide whether to support MCSt in a pool with PSFCH, was that they failed to conclude whether there is a means to satisfy the minimum time gap for SL HARQ feedback in the MCSt scenario. Considering that in the legacy NR SL communication, UE is still allowed to select SL resources to transmit a HARQ feedback disabled TB in a resource pool configured with PSFCH, Understanding 1 seems to be a overkilled solution, and Understanding 2 above should be the most appropriate way to resolve RAN1’s problem. 
On the other hand, the two Understandings lead to different Spec impacts: Understanding 1 will impact the resource reselection procedure, i.e. prohibiting the UE from selecting MCSt resources (i.e. not permitting a “number of consecutive slots for MCSt” larger than 1) in a pool with PSFCH configuration; whilst Understanding 2 impacts the SL LCP procedure, i.e. not permitting SL LCH with “HARQ feedback enabled” to be multiplexed in the selected MCSt resources in a pool with PSFCH configuration.  
Therefore, RAN2 is suggested to further clarify whether Understanding 1 or 2 is the common understanding, and apply corresponding Spec impacts correctly. 
Proposal 2: For the resource reselection of MCSt in a pool with PSFCH configuration, RAN2 further clarifies whether Understanding 1 or 2 is the common understanding and applies corresponding Spec impacts in the MAC running CR.
There was the below working assumption made in the last meeting [2]:
Agreements on MCSt:
1. Working assumption: Trigger resource (re)selection if all initial transmission and retransmission within MCSt fail due to LBT failure. It should provide minimum specification change.

We propose to confirm this working assumption, as we did not see excessive specification change to support this conclusion. 
Proposal 3: Confirm the working assumption “Trigger resource (re)selection if all initial transmission and retransmission within MCSt fail due to LBT failure”.
Conclusion
In this contribution, we discussed remaining UP open issues for SL-U. Proposals are listed as follows:
Proposal 1: Similar to SR triggered by C-LBT failure recovery in NR-U, random access is triggered, if there is pending SR triggered by SL C-LBT failure recovery which has no corresponding SR configuration.
Proposal 2: For the resource reselection of MCSt in a pool with PSFCH configuration, RAN2 further clarifies whether Understanding 1 or 2 is the common understanding and applies corresponding Spec impacts in the MAC running CR.
Proposal 3: Confirm the working assumption “Trigger resource (re)selection if all initial transmission and retransmission within MCSt fail due to LBT failure”.
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