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Introduction
RAN2 made the following agreement at RAN2 #121 meeting [1].
Agreement on SL LCP and COT
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 this contribution, we discuss design considerations on COT sharing with Logical channel prioritization (LCP).
Discussion  
Currently, sidelink LCP procedure (5.22.1.4.1 Logical channel prioritization of TS 38.321 [2]) is conducted as the follows, which determines a destination based on the MAC CE or a logical channel with highest priority in order to ensure timely delivery of the MAC CE or the logical channel with highest priority.

	2>	select a Destination associated to one of unicast, groupcast and broadcast, that is in the SL Active time for the SL transmission occasion if SL DRX is applied for the destination, and having at least one of the MAC CE and the logical channel with the highest priority, among the logical channels that satisfy all the following conditions and MAC CE(s), if any, for the SL grant associated to the SCI:
3>	SL data is available for transmission; and
3>	SBj > 0, in case there is any logical channel having SBj > 0; and
3>	sl-configuredGrantType1Allowed, if configured, is set to true in case the SL grant is a Configured Grant Type 1; and
3>	sl-AllowedCG-List, if configured, includes the configured grant index associated to the SL grant; and
   3> sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to disabled, if PSFCH is not configured for the SL grant associated to the SCI.



For COT sharing on sidelink between an initiating UE and a responding UE (e.g., qualified for sharing the COT), the following conditions must be satisfied.
1. Sidelink CAPC value of a qualified responding UE’s data transmission should not be higher than the sidelink CAPC value of the sidelink transmission initiating a COT from the initiating UE.
2. The scheduled resource(s) (e.g., for resource allocation mode 1) or selected resource(s) (e.g., for resource allocation mode 2) should be within the time gap requirement for not losing the COT to other devices using LBT type 1 to access the channel.
In the case that a responding UE has a data with sidelink CAPC value lower or equal to the sidelink CAPC of the COT initiating transmission, the responding UE may not be able to share the COT if the sidelink grant not meeting the time gap requirement using Type 2 LBT. Therefore, the chance for being able to share a COT between UEs may be lower (in some cases) than COT sharing with gNB, since gNB has the full control of resource scheduling. 
For the following three options discussed at RAN2 #121 [1], there are pros and cons which are summarized in Table 1 below.
Option 1: Change the current LCP procedure (e.g., select the destination ID based on the highest priority logical channel): select the destination ID satisfying COT sharing. Sharing the COT or not is based on 1) SL CAPC value and 2) resource allocation.
Option 2: Keep the current LCP procedure. Sharing the COT or not is based on 1) valid destination ID, 2) SL CAPC value and 3) resource allocation.
Option 3: Responding UE sends UE assistant information to help the COT initiator to determine a COT that the responding UE may be able to share.

Table 1. Comparison with Three Options
	
	Conditions for a responding UE to share a COT
	Pros
	Cons

	Option 1
	1) Sidelink CAPC value
2) Sidelink resources grant or selected
	Improve the chance of COT sharing by guranteeing the destination ID. 
	- Condition 1) and 2) may still be the main factors affecting COT sharing possibility.
- Cause undesired delay or failure to transmissions with higher priority, since Priority and CAPC are not aligned
- Some spec impact

	Option 2
	1) Sidelink CAPC value
2) Sidelink resources grant or selected
3) Destination ID
	-Insure transmissions with higher priority.
-Least spec impact 
	In addition to condition 1 and 2), need to meet the destination ID requirement.

	Option 3
	1) LBT type 1 or 2 for sending a UE assistent info message
2) Applied to Option 1: the conditions for Option 1 
3) Applied to Option 2: the conditions for Option 2
	Possibly improved COT sharing chances for Option 1 or Option 2
	-The cost of LBT type 1 or 2 and transmission of UE assistence info is higher than sharing the COT with LBT type 2 (e.g., negative system performance impact observed.)
- Most spec impact.


Based on the comparisons in Table 1 and the consideration of increased workload in RAN2 (with late starting of SL CA), Option 2 should be supported, Option 1 may be set with low priority, and Option 3 is not supported.
Proposal 1. Support option 2 using priority-based LCP like NR-U.
Proposal 2. Set lower priority for option 1.
Proposal 3. Not support option 3.

Conclusion
[bookmark: _Hlk92772570]In this contribution, we further discussed design considerations on COT sharing with Logical channel prioritization and concluded with the following proposals.
Proposal 1. Support option 2 using priority-based LCP like NR-U.
Proposal 2. Set lower priority for option 1.
Proposal 3. Not support option 3.
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