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1 Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk61519723]By RAN2#123b [1], most of issues on SL-U were addressed. But there are still some remaining open issues. In this contribution, we share our view on below remaining issues on SL-U:
	Index
	Issue
	Comment

	[2-1] 

	Confirmation of WA:
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.
	Confirm the WA

	[2-7] 

	E-LCP impact on MCSt (i.e., when generating TB in the subsequent slots of a MCSt, whether CAPC-related LCH filtering is needed)
	Clarify R2 agreement given R1 agreement to ensure compatibility

R2 agreement:
1.	For the subsequent slots in MCSt, LCP procedure for COT initiating UE is enhanced: the LCHs with lower or equal CAPC than the CAPC value used for LBT check for the first TB.

R1 agreement:
When a UE applies Type 1 channel access procedure to initiate a channel occupancy for multiple SL transmissions over one slot or multiple consecutive slots, the highest CAPC value among the associated CAPC values with the multiple SL transmissions is used for performing the Type 1 channel access procedure.



2 Discussion 
Issue 2-1
	[2-1] 

	Confirmation of WA:
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.
	Confirm the WA


We don’t see issues for this WA. So, we propose that RAN2 confirm it.
Proposal 1: Confirm below WA on resource (re)selection of MCSt:
· Trigger resource (re)selection if all initial transmission and retransmission within MCSt fail due to LBT failure. It should provide minimum specification change.
Issue 2-7
	[bookmark: _Ref54102585][bookmark: _Ref54102582][2-7] 

	E-LCP impact on MCSt (i.e., when generating TB in the subsequent slots of a MCSt, whether CAPC-related LCH filtering is needed)
	Clarify R2 agreement given R1 agreement to ensure compatibility

R2 agreement:
1.	For the subsequent slots in MCSt, LCP procedure for COT initiating UE is enhanced: the LCHs with lower or equal CAPC than the CAPC value used for LBT check for the first TB.

R1 agreement:
When a UE applies Type 1 channel access procedure to initiate a channel occupancy for multiple SL transmissions over one slot or multiple consecutive slots, the highest CAPC value among the associated CAPC values with the multiple SL transmissions is used for performing the Type 1 channel access procedure.


We don’t think above RAN1 agreement is conflicted with RAN2 agreement:
· RAN1 agreement is intended to specify UE behavior on how to perform Type 1 LBT for MCSt.
· RAN2 agreement is intended to specify UE’s LCH restriction in MCSt. 
Observation 1: On E-LCP procedure of MCSt, there is no confliction between RAN1 and RAN2 agreement:
· RAN1 agreement is intended to specify UE behavior on how to perform Type 1 LBT for MCSt.
· RAN2 agreement is intended to specify UE’s LCH restriction in MCSt. 
In our understanding, these two agreements can work together. Thus, we propose: 
Proposal 2: On E-LCP procedure of MCSt, RAN2 confirm that RAN2 agreement is not conflicted with RAN1 agreement. 

3 Conclusion
In this contribution, we discuss remaining issues on SL-U. Our observation is:
Observation 1: On E-LCP procedure of MCSt, there is no confliction between RAN1 and RAN2 agreement:
· RAN1 agreement is intended to specify UE behavior on how to perform Type 1 LBT for MCSt.
· RAN2 agreement is intended to specify UE’s LCH restriction in MCSt. 

Based on the observation, we propose:
Proposal 1: Confirm below WA on resource (re)selection of MCSt:
· Trigger resource (re)selection if all initial transmission and retransmission within MCSt fail due to LBT failure. It should provide minimum specification change.
Proposal 2: On E-LCP procedure of MCSt, RAN2 confirm that RAN2 agreement is not conflicted with RAN1 agreement. 

4 References
[bookmark: _Ref32829969][1] RAN2#123b, Chair Notes







