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1 Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk61519723]In RAN2#121 [1], RAN2 discussed resource (re)selection, SL DRX and CG. Below agreements were made:
Agreements on SL DRX
1: 	RAN2 deprioritizes the SL DRX enhancement on active time extension for SL LBT failure.
2:	Working assumption: Not define shared COT as SL DRX active time.
Agreements on SL CG
1: 	Working assumption: Not to support CG retransmission timer in SL-U.
Agreements on SL resource (re)selection
1: 	RAN2 understands UE triggers a resource (re)selection when PSSCH transmission was not performed due to an LBT failure indication from L1. FFS on MCST case. Send LS to RAN1 to check if there is any concern.
2a:	RAN2 understands L1 handles LBT impact to/from other UEs’ reserved resources in SL candidate resource selection (inter-UE case).
2b:	RAN2 will study how MAC performs resource (re)selection with the consideration of LBT impact to its own candidate resource (intra-UE case).
3:	Will send LS to RAN1 to check if there is any concern.
In this contribution, we address their remaining issues, including  
· SL DRX
· SL CG
· Resource (re)selection
· LBT impacts on SL RLF
2 Discussion 
2.1 SL DRX
We think the only remaining issue is whether to confirm below WA:
2:	Working assumption: Not define shared COT as SL DRX active time.
We prefer to confirm this WA. Our justifications are:
1) As discussed in RAN2#121 [1], the responding UE may not use the shared COT even if it has received the COT information from the initiating UE. The possible cases at least include:
· When responding UE doesn't have available data towards the initiating UE. 
· When SL data towards initiating UE is available but its CAPC value  CAPC value indicated in COT information.
· When remaining COT duration is not long enough to complete the data transmission (e.g. no available resource within COT duration to select).
· When responding UE has more important SL data towards other UEs.
· When COT is available after the responding UE has selected resource.
2) RAN1 is still discussing whether the responding UE can use the shared COT for transmission towards a third UE. 
3) Although unicast data is typically coupled bidirectionally, TX UE behavior in SL DRX is not detailed specified, i.e. it is up to TX UE implementation to avoid the response message falling into SL inactive duration.  
Based on 1) and 2), the specification would be quite complex with multiple conditions. And according to 3), it is not aligned with our current specification modeling of SL DRX.   
Observation 1: After responding UE receives the COT information from the initiating UE, it may not use the COT in multiple cases. If specified, it would be quite complex to describe many exceptional cases.
Observation 2: In existing SL DRX, TX UE behavior is not detailed specified, i.e. it is up to TX UE implementation to avoid the response message falling into SL inactive duration.  
Thus, we propose to confirm this WA
Proposal 1: Confirm the WA on SL DRX "Not define shared COT as SL DRX active time.” (i.e. leave it to UE implementation). 
2.2 SL CG
We think the only remaining issue is whether to confirm below WA:
Agreements on SL CG
1: 	Working assumption: Not to support CG retransmission timer in SL-U.
The reasoning behind this WA is that we can rely on dynamic scheduled retransmission from gNB because Uu link is licensed band in this release. We share the similar view. Thus, we prefer to confirm the WA. 
Proposal 2: Confirm the WA on SL CG " Not to support CG retransmission timer in SL-U”.  
[bookmark: _Ref54102585][bookmark: _Ref54102582]2.3 Resource (re)selection
We discuss the below FFS on MCST: 
1: 	RAN2 understands UE triggers a resource (re)selection when PSSCH transmission was not performed due to an LBT failure indication from L1. FFS on MCST case. Send LS to RAN1 to check if there is any concern.
We noticed that RAN1 has discussed this issue, and listed some candidate solutions in RAN1#111 [2]:
Agreement
On the support of MCSt operation in SL-U, following options are to be further studied and one or more of the following options will be selected in future meetings.
·       When L1 is triggered for reporting a subset of candidate resources for MCSt,
o   Option 1: Only one set of parameters ( , remaining PDB,  and ) is provided for the resource selection procedure in L1
§  Note, this is applicable for transmission of a single TB and multiple TBs
§  FFS: whether this is the same or different than Rel-16
o   Option 2: one or multiple sets of parameters ( , remaining PDB,  and ) are provided for the resource selection procedure in L1
o   FFS: any further information needs to be provided to L1 for MCSt
·       When L1 reports a subset of candidate resources for MCSt,
o   Option A: L1 reports candidate multi-slot resources in SA where a candidate multi-slot resource consists of a set of single-slot resources that are consecutive in time
§  FFS whether the set of single-slot resources within a candidate multi-slot resource can have different  sizes
o   Option B: L1 reports candidate single-slot resources in (SA) as in Rel-16
§  It is up to the higher (MAC) layer to select a set of single-slot resources that are consecutive in logical slots
o   Option C: L1 reports consecutive single-slot candidate resources in SA
§  FFS whether the consecutive single-slot candidate resources can have different  sizes
o   FFS: any further information needs to be reported to MAC layer, provided to L1 or utilized for MCSt
o   FFS: whether/how to consider the additional LBT time in SL resource allocation

We think RAN2 don't need to involve in duplicated discussion. Thus, we propose to leave it to RAN1.
Proposal 3: RAN2 leave the resource (re)selection for MCSt to RAN1.  
2.4 LBT impacts on SL RLF
In RAN2#121 [1], there were some proposals on enhancement of SL RLF. Specifically, it is proposed that TX UE is required to differentiate whether HARQ DTX is due to LBT failure or poor radio condition, to avoid fake SL RLF being triggered. 
However, RAN1 has discussed to resolve the issue of LBT impacted HARQ DTX, and the following agreements have been made:
	Agreement
To address PSFCH transmission dropping due to LBT failure, RAN1 down-select one of followings, or support the combination of followings:
· [bookmark: _Hlk119602860]Alt 1: Support more than 1 PSFCH occasion per PSCCH/PSSCH transmission
· FFS other details, e.g., HARQ-ACK timeline
· Alt 2: PSFCH occasions are dynamically indicated
· FFS: Whether/how to handle the case where some TB’s corresponding PSFCH cannot be transmitted within the same or different COT
· FFS other details, e.g., dynamically indicate one or more PSFCH transmission(s), container of the indication, etc.
· FFS: Whether such PSFCH occasions are within the same or different COT of corresponding PSSCH
· FFS: Whether/how to address PSFCH collision if any
· FFS: Whether/how to handle the linearly decreased PSFCH capacity


  
Observation 3: RAN1 has started the discussion on how to address PSFCH transmission dropping due to LBT failure, which is target for the same intention of SL RLF enhancement.
Thus, the proposed SL RLF enhancement is duplicated with RAN1 efforts. Meanwhile, we think it will be complex for the TX UE to differentiate whether HARQ DTX is due to LBT failure or poor radio condition. Thus, we prefer to rely on RAN1 solution to resolve this issue. 
Proposal 4: Not pursue solution which requires TX UE to differentiate whether HARQ DTX is due to LBT failure or poor radio condition.   
3 Conclusion
In this contribution, we discuss remaining issues on resource (re)selection, SL DRX and SL CG. Our observations are:
Observation 1: After responding UE receives the COT information from the initiating UE, it may not use the COT in multiple cases. If specified, it would be quite complex to describe many exceptional cases.
Observation 2: In existing SL DRX, TX UE behavior is not detailed specified, i.e. it is up to TX UE implementation to avoid the response message falling into SL inactive duration.  
Observation 3: RAN1 has started the discussion on how to address PSFCH transmission dropping due to LBT failure, which is target for the same intention of SL RLF enhancement.

Based on observations, our proposals are:
Proposal 1: Confirm the WA on SL DRX "Not define shared COT as SL DRX active time.” (i.e. leave it to UE implementation). 
Proposal 2: Confirm the WA on SL CG " Not to support CG retransmission timer in SL-U”.  
Proposal 3: RAN2 leave the resource (re)selection for MCSt to RAN1.  
Proposal 4: Not pursue solution which requires TX UE to differentiate whether HARQ DTX is due to LBT failure or poor radio condition.   
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