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[bookmark: _Ref174151459][bookmark: _Ref189809556]Introduction
RAN2#121-bis meeting discussed SL Consistent LBT failure and achieved following agreements [1]:

	Agreements
· SL C-LBT failure is declared per RB-set
· Confirm the following working assumption:
· UE uses the MAC CE to report consistent LBT failure to the gNB
· Uu MAC CE indicates RB set(s) where C-LBT failure happens.
· Confirm the working assumption:
· UE triggers SL RLF for all UC connections when UE has triggered consistent SL LBT failure in all RB sets.



This contribution further discusses details on SL consistent LBT failure handling/recovery.
Discussion
RAN2#121 meeting agreed that SL LBT failure indication granularity is per SL RB set and RAN2#121-bis e-meeting further agreed that SL consistent failure is declared per SL RB-set. Then for the case where a resource pool contains multiple RB-sets, lbt-FailureDetectionTimer and UE variable (LBT_COUNTER) are maintained at MAC entity per SL RB set.

1. RAN2 to confirm that lbt-FailureDetectionTimer and UE variable (LBT_COUNTER) are maintained at MAC entity per SL RB set.
  Regarding the RRC parameters of lbt-FailureInstanceMaxCount and lbt-FailureDetectionTimer, there is no motivation to configure individual values of them, so we suggest having a common configuration. 
1. RAN2 to confirm to have the common parameters (lbt-FailureInstanceMaxCount and lbt-FailureDetectionTimer) configured by RRC.
One more aspect is the LBT failure indications details from the lower layer. When granularity of SL LBT failure indication is per SL RB set level, our understanding is that RBset ID will be included in the LBT failure indication from the lower layer for the case where a resource pool contains multiple RB-sets. 
Regarding PSFCH, RAN1#112 meeting agreed to support more than 1 PSFCH occasion per PSCCH/PSSCH transmission as following.
	Agreement
To address PSFCH transmission dropping due to LBT failure:
· Support more than 1 PSFCH occasion per PSCCH/PSSCH transmission
· Down-select one or support both of the followings
· Option 1: Such PSFCH occasion(s) are (pre-)configured
· Option 2: Such PSFCH occasion(s) are (pre-)configured and dynamically indicated
· FFS applicable scenarios, e.g., considering the applicability of COT sharing, MCSt, etc. 
· FFS other details



 RAN1#112bis e-meeting further agreed the following:

	Agreement
Regarding more than 1 PSFCH occasion per PSCCH/PSSCH transmission, support the followings:
· One PSCCH/PSSCH transmission has N associated candidate PSFCH occasion(s) via (pre-)configuration
· FFS value range of N
· FFS detailed design of such N associated candidate PSFCH occasion(s)
· E.g., they are in different slots of the same RB set, or in different RB sets of the same slot, or combination thereof, etc.
· E.g., whether PSSCH transmission and its related PSFCH occasion(s) are in the same RB set(s)
· FFS: whether to support that COT initiating UE can dynamically indicate which subset of the (pre-)configured PSFCH occasions within its COT are available for PSFCH transmissions. 
· FFS: whether other associated candidate PSFCH occasion(s) within its COT are used for PSSCH transmissions, and applicable scenarios.
· FFS: whether AGC issue and PSFCH/PSSCH collision issue exist, and whether/how to address them
· FFS other details
· E.g., how to meet the HARQ RTT restriction
· E.g., UE behavior on transmitting PSFCH
· E.g., how to avoid the risk of losing the COT if the COT is interrupted by periodic PSFCH occasions




The above RAN1 agreements can be considered as a kind of LBT failure recovery in lower layer for PSFCH transmission. If the LBT failure indication due to LBT failures prior to PSFCH transmission is counted in the detection procedure, it may result in redundant recovery for PSFCH since the purpose of consistent LBT failure detection is to do consequent LBT failure recovery. So, we suggest RAN2 to confirm it.

1. RAN2 to confirm whether LBT failure indication due to LBT failures prior to PSFCH transmission is needed to be counted in the detection procedure.
In our view, redundant LBT failure recovery for PSFCH may result in service continuity degradation and should be avoided. One way to avoid redundant LBT failure recovery for PSFCH is to exclude LBT failure indication for the intended PSFCH transmission, another way is not sent LBT failure indication from lower layer for the intended PSFCH transmission. Either way needs coordination with RAN1, i.e., the former one needs to include intended PSFCH transmission in the LBT failure indication from the lower layer, the latter one needs to define there is no LBT failure indication for the intended PSFCH transmission.

Summary
[bookmark: OLE_LINK3]This contribution discussed details on SL consistent LBT failure handling/recovery.

Proposal 1 RAN2 to confirm that lbt-FailureDetectionTimer and UE variable (LBT_COUNTER) are maintained at MAC entity per SL RB set.

Proposal 2 RAN2 to confirm to have the common parameters (lbt-FailureInstanceMaxCount and lbt-FailureDetectionTimer) configured by RRC.

Proposal 3 RAN2 to confirm whether LBT failure indication due to LBT failures prior to PSFCH transmission is needed to be counted in the detection procedure.
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