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RAN1 would like to thank RAN2 for the incoming LS in R1-2210805（R2-2210936）. RAN1 has discussed the questions raised in the LS and would like to provide the answers as the following:
Question: When SL LBT failure is notified by 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.).  
RAN1[reply]: From RAN1’s perspective, the SL LBT failure is detected per SL resource pool. 
The granularity of SL LBT failure notified by PHY shall be for the intended sidelink transmission. 
1) In a SL BWP, there may include multiple sidelink transmissions in different resource pools, so it is not preferred to notify SL LBT failure in SL BWP granularity. 
2) One sidelink transmission may occupy one or multiple RB sets, so there can be multiple RB-set level LBT failures for the LBT failure of one sidelink transmission. Therefore, for per RB set LBT failure indication is not preferred.
Therefore, from RAN1’s perspective, the granularity of SL resource pool is preferred.



2. Actions:
To RAN2
ACTIONS: RAN1 respectfully asks RAN2 to take into account the response.
3. Dates of Next TSG-RAN WG2 Meetings:
TSG RAN WG1 Meeting #112                              27 February – 3 March 2023               Athens, Greece
TSG RAN WG1 Meeting #112-bis	17 April – 26 April  2023	Online

