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[bookmark: _Ref178064866]In RAN2#121 meeting, RAN2 reached the following agreement with regards to LCP for COT:  
Agreement on SL LCP and COT @RAN2#121
1: 	UE can select 1/ either to do a changed-LCP, in order to satisfy the COT requirement, and to do the type-2 LBT (How to do the LCP can be decided after RAN1 agreement) 2/ or to do a legacy-LCP, e.g. using type-1, type-2 LBT. FFS on the need of assistance INFO to initiating UE. FFS on spec impact, e.g., conditions for UE to choose either solution.

In RAN1#112 meeting, RAN1 reached the following agreement with regards to shared COT:
Agreement on shared COT @RAN1#112
For a shared COT, a responding UE is:
 a receiving UE, which is the target of a PSCCH/PSSCH transmission of a COT initiator;
 or, a UE identified by additional ID in the COT sharing information (if supported);
A responding UE’s PSCCH/PSSCH transmission in a shared COT is: 
 for unicast, source ID and destination ID match to the indication of COT initiating UE;
 for groupcast or broadcast, destination ID matches to the indication of COT initiating UE;

This paper further discusses the issue on LCP for COT sharing taking account of both RAN1 and RAN2 latest progress.
Discussion
In the last RAN2 meeting, the following options were agreed for the UE to take with regards to UE-to-UE COT sharing, when the MAC PDU, generated by the UE before COT arrival from the pair UE, does not satisfy the COT requirement: 
Option-1: do a changed-LCP, in order to satisfy the COT requirement, and to do the type-2 LBT (How to do the LCP can be decided after RAN1 agreement)
Option-2: do a legacy-LCP, using either type-1, or type-2 LBT (which relies on the assistance message to initiating UE, which is still FFS) 
With the current SL LCP procedure, a Transmission UE selects a destination with the highest priority for its transmission among all destinations with pending data to be transmitted. This cannot guarantee that the transmission to the selected destination is intended for the COT initiating UE. This means, in the existing LCP procedure, UE prioritizes the Destination having data with highest priority, which may be different from the COT initiating UE.
However, as can be seen, the latest RAN1 agreement actually put a hard restriction for the usage of the shared COT for the responding UE, as highlighted in the following yellow text:
A responding UE’s PSCCH/PSSCH transmission in a shared COT is: 
 for unicast, source ID and destination ID match to the indication of COT initiating UE;
 for groupcast or broadcast, destination ID matches to the indication of COT initiating UE; 

Therefore, the SL LCP procedure needs to be updated to make sure that the transmission to the selected destination is intended for the COT initiating UE if the Transmission UE uses the COT shared by the COT initiating UE for its transmission(s). Based on this understanding, a candidate LCP procedure enhancement for the abovementioned option-1 based handling is actually to add destination ID as one of the additional LCP restriction for the so called changed-LCP procedure. The LCH(s) carrying the data towards COT initiating UE should be prioritized during this LCP procedure. 

Proposal-1:  When the UE performs a changed-LCP, in order to satisfy the COT requirement, the LCH(s) carrying the data towards COT initiating UE should be prioritized.
In addition, according to the discussion at last RAN2 meeting, even though it was agreed to allow the responding UE to take the flexibility to perform the abovementioned option-1 and option-2. However it is still FFS on the spec impact, e.g., conditions for UE to choose either solution. It should be highlighted that the trigger of this discussion is that the generated MAC PDU does not satisfy the requirement of a late arriving COT. In addition, there may be more cases that we cannot exhaust as the conditions for this UE behaviour, for example, one of the possible cases can be even though the MAC PDU has not been generated but no data in RLC buffer can satisfy the COT requirement. Taking all this into consideration, we think it would be difficult to list all of the conditions in the specification and it seems no need for that. Hence we suggest that the UE determination of above listed option-1 and option-2 could be UE implementation and then no specification impact should be expected.    
Proposal-2:  Weather to take a changed-LCP (with type-2 LBT intended) or take legacy-LCP (using either type-1, or type-2 LBT) should be left for UE implementation. 

Conclusion and Proposal
We have the following proposals:
Proposal-1:  When the UE performs a changed-LCP, in order to satisfy the COT requirement, the LCH(s) carrying the data towards COT initiating UE should be prioritized.

Proposal-2:  Weather to take a changed-LCP (with type-2 LBT intended) or take legacy-LCP (using either type-1, or type-2 LBT) should be left for UE implementation.
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