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1. [bookmark: Proposal_Pattern_Length]Introduction
In the last RAN2 meeting, there was some discussion on Rel-18 sidelink evolution, primarily focused on CAPC and SL LBT procedure for SL-U. The following agreements were made in the RAN2#120 meeting regarding SL-U LBT procedure [1]:
Agreements on cast type/DST/unicast link specific SL consistent LBT failure detection 
1: 	Working assumption: SL-specific consistent LBT failure detection is not relevant to cast type/DST/unicast link.
Agreements on mode 2 UE in RRC connected
1: 	In SL-U, support the mechanism that a mode-2 UE in RRC_CONNECTED can indicate the SL-specific consistent LBT failure to the gNB.
Agreements on SL DRX impact
1: 	If there is one PSFCH resource for a PSSCH, start sl-drx-HARQ-RTT-Timer for the corresponding Sidelink process in the first slot after the end of the corresponding PSFCH resource e when the SL HARQ feedback is not transmitted due to the LBT failure.
2: 	RAN2 waits for RAN1 decision/progress for multiple PSFCH resources case

Agreements on SL CG impact
1: 	RAN2 waits for RAN1 decision on how to support consecutive PSSCHs for SL transmissions.
Agreements on SL COT sharing
1: 	RAN2 will study whether/how LCP is impacted from COT sharing.
2: 	RAN2 will consider interaction between DRX operation and shared COT.


In this contribution, we discuss the open issues specifically related to SL LBT operation and present our views.
 
2. Discussion
In the previous meeting, RAN2 discussed whether the SL-specific consistent LBT failure detection is associated with cast type/DST or existence of a unicast link. In the end, RAN2 made the working assumption that SL-LBT failure detection is not relevant to cast type/DST/unicast link. In our understanding, SL-LBT operation is not specific to a particular destination or cast type, since it operates based on channel occupancy time (COT) and corresponds to the reservation of the SL channel by some other UE(s). If we were to define the LBT failure detection based on a per unicast link basis, this would imply that each UE has to keep track of directional failure detection, which implies maintaining several variables per unicast link direction. With even a few concurrent unicast links set up, this would lead to huge complexity. Similarly, if we consider per L2 DST LBT failure detection, this implies that PHY layer would need to keep track of and provide LBT failure information with added information, e.g. destination ID for which LBT failure is detected. This has additional RAN1 impact and does not seem preferrable to us. By contrast, even without any such restriction of unicast link/cast type/DST, PHY layer will simply indicate LBT failure for a given resource and MAC should already be aware of the destination for which that resource was selected; hence no need to consider them again. Therefore, we think it is reasonable to confirm this working assumption and also inform RAN1 if there is some dependence on their work.
Proposal 1: Confirm the working assumption that SL-specific consistent LBT failure detection is not relevant to cast type/DST/unicast link. Also inform RAN1 if agreed.

The other aspect to consider is related to the reporting of the SL-LBT consistent LBT failure to the network. Note that RAN2 has already agreed to support this reporting for both mode-1 and RRC_CONNECTED mode-2 UE. For Uu, the LBT failure prompts the UE to generate an LBT failure MAC CE to inform the network about the cell where LBT failure is triggered. In case UE does not have UL resources for transmission of this MAC CE, the UE triggers a Scheduling Request for LBT failure MAC CE. For the case of sidelink operation, since we have already agreed to support the indication to the network, it needs to be discussed if a MAC CE needs to be defined, or some other mechanism like RRC signaling should be considered. We think it is reasonable to follow NR-U design in this regard, i.e. new SL MAC CE for SL-U LBT failure can be defined. Moreover, given that the UE is allowed to trigger SR for transmitting the LBT failure MAC CE for NR-U, we also need to consider if a similar SR needs to be defined for SL-U.
Proposal 2a: RAN2 agrees that a new MAC CE shall be defined to inform the network about consistent SL-U LBT failure.
Proposal 2b: If a new MAC CE is needed, RAN2 further discuss if a new SR or existing SR configuration can be utilized for SL-U.

Sidelink operation supports both type 1 and type 2 SL configured grant operation in mode 1; therefore, it seems natural to extend the CG operation for SL-U operation as well. In addition, the question about whether any of the enhancements introduced for NR-U is essential needs to be discussed. For instance, in order to avoid UE retransmitting too quickly over the CG resource autonomously, a CG retransmission timer was introduced. Autonomous retransmission on CG resource is prohibited for a HARQ process while the CG retransmission timer for the HARQ process is running. For the case of SL-U, assuming that type 1 and type 2 CGs shall be supported, the need for a similar CG retransmission timer as in the case of NR-U needs to be discussed.
Proposal 3: Sidelink configured grant type1 and type 2 are both supported for SL-U operation. FFS if any SL-U specific enhancements are needed e.g CG-retransmission timer.

Another aspect to consider for SL-LBT is the potential interaction with SL DRX procedure. In the last meeting, it was agreed to consider the interaction between DRX operation and shared COT, specifically on whether the COT sharing information can be utilized. We assume that since the TX UE determines the SL DRX configuration and sends to the RX UE, at least for the case of unicast, the peer UEs have agreed on a specific SL-DRX configuration. Subsequently, if one of the UEs (COT initiating/sharing UE) generates and shares COT info with the peer UE (COT responding UE), this information is generated considering the DRX active time based on the previously agreed SL-DRX configuration. In other words, the shared COT shall overlap with the DRX active time for the RX UE.
Proposal 4: The COT sharing UE shall generate COT information by considering the SL DRX active time of the RX UE.
3. Conclusion
[bookmark: _Hlk85555806][bookmark: _Hlk85205107]This contribution discusses MAC related aspects regarding SL-U and makes the following proposals:
Proposal 1: Confirm the working assumption that SL-specific consistent LBT failure detection is not relevant to cast type/DST/unicast link. Also inform RAN1 if agreed.
Proposal 2a: RAN2 agrees that a new MAC CE shall be defined to inform the network about consistent SL-U LBT failure.
Proposal 2b: If a new MAC CE is needed, RAN2 further discuss if a new SR or existing SR configuration can be utilized for SL-U.
Proposal 3: Sidelink configured grant type1 and type 2 are both supported for SL-U operation. FFS if any SL-U specific enhancements are needed e.g CG-retransmission timer.
Proposal 4: The COT sharing UE shall generate COT information by considering the SL DRX active time of the RX UE.
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