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Introduction

· [AT123][512][V2X/SL] COT sharing for mode 1 (Ericsson)
	Scope: Discuss and check what current status of COT sharing for mode1 is, what concerns are for P1, 7903, any RAN2 common understanding. 
	Intended outcome: Discussion summary in R2-2309154
Deadline: F2F offline discussion. Date and time will be announced later after checking available time slots. If separate room is not available, Ericsson will send email for f2f offline discussion. 

Summary 

Discussions
RAN2 has discussed the below proposal in [1] during the online session, without convergence. In this offline discussions, companies are urged to further discuss this proposal to achieve possible convergence.
[bookmark: _Toc142568754][bookmark: _Toc131702029]P1: RAN2 to agree that:
· [bookmark: _Toc142568755]For shared COT, CAPC restriction is applicable to the enhanced LCP procedure, i.e., UE should exclude LCHs whose CAPC values are higher than the CAPC value in the COT information.
· [bookmark: _Toc141707278][bookmark: _Toc142568756]The network configures whether Mode 1 UEs are allowed to apply the enhanced LCP procedure.
Regarding the online comments

[Session chair]: COT sharing by the resource allocated by mode 1 is agreed? [IDC]: There is no restriction in COT sharing. [OPPO]: Understand in mode 1 case, the UE determines whether LBT type 1 or 2 dependent on whether there is shared COT in front of NW scheduled resource. With P2 in 7903, it seems conflict with each other. [Session chair]; Let’s discuss mode 2 first. 

We understand there may be two possible scenarios where the gNB signaling (RRC signaling) on allow to disallow the UE to perform enhanced LCP may be misaligned with Mode 1 grant.
Scenario 1: the gNB configures/enables the UE to perform enhanced LCP procedure, however, Mode 1 grant is not feasible for the UE to apply Type 2 LBT operation, i.e., the gap between the last transmission from the COT initiating UE and the transmission using the Mode 1 grant from the COT responding UE is more than 25us.
Scenario 2: the gNB configures/disables the UE to perform enhanced LCP procedure, however, Mode 1 grant is feasible for the UE to apply Type 2 LBT operation, i.e., the gap between the last transmission from the COT initiating UE and the transmission using the Mode 1 grant from the COT responding UE is no more than 25us.
For Scenario 1, RAPP’s understanding is that, the UE will anyway not perform the enhanced LCP procedure in this scenario, due to the Mode 1 grant is not feasible for the UE to perform Type 2 LBT operation. Therefore, no issue is foreseen for Scenario 1.
NEC: it is hard to address the issue using long term measurement to address the short term issues.
ZTE: In NR-U, UE doesn’t perform exclusion due to gNB has knowledge on UE buffer status to some extent, while for SL-U, UE doesn’t know the buffer status information of the peer UE. If UE exchanges status information between each other, the unfairness problem between NR-U and SL-U become less problematic.
Vivo: from our side, the advantage of the P1 solution is to achieve fairness, up to NW configuration. On the other hand, it may cause Mode 1 UE not able to apply shared COT. This is a drawackk.
Apple: even with enhanced LCP, UE may not use the COT due to different conditions.
IDC: the better solution is that the gNB consider priority and data activity and consider priority threshold, using dedicated RRC signalling.
Xiaomi: for IDC comment, we can leave for NW implementation.
Vivo: due to exclusion of LCHs with higher CAPC value, the SL-U UE can access the channel.
NEC: the issue is also related to how to achieve scheduling fairness between NR-U and SL-U
OPPO: for NR-U, the UE always follows the NW command. For SL-U, the different is that we have COT requirement which was not used in NR-U, by doing CAPC restriction, the UE can use the COT, from this perspective, they are fair.
LG: the gNB has already indicated CAPC threshold, we don’t need to introduce additional signalling. A different solution compared to Ericsson solution. 
Based on the above comments, a way forward is proposed in the below.
RAN2 has discussed the below three options to address the issue
Solution 1: NW provides on/off indicator for the enhanced LCP procedure.
Solution 2: UE performs same as for Mode 2 UE, i.e., no further spec work
Solution 3: NW provides CAPC value of the logical channel, to allow the enhanced LCP procedure, i.e., up to NW implementation.
RAN2 further discuss pros and cons of the above solutions.

Rapporteur summary
rapporteur would like to suggest further discussions for the issue.

[bookmark: _Toc143600130]For COT sharing for Mode 1 UE, RAN2 further discuss below solutions 
a. [bookmark: _Toc143600131]Solution 1: NW provides on/off indicator for the enhanced LCP procedure
b. [bookmark: _Toc143600132]Solution 2: UE performs the enhanced LCP procedure same as Mode 2 UE
c. [bookmark: _Toc143600133]Solution 3: NW provides CAPC value of the logical channel, to allow the enhanced LCP procedure, i.e., up to NW implementation.
Conclusion

We have the following proposal:
Proposal 1	For COT sharing for Mode 1 UE, RAN2 further discuss below solutions
a.	Solution 1: NW provides on/off indicator for the enhanced LCP procedure
b.	Solution 2: UE performs the enhanced LCP procedure same as Mode 2 UE
c.	Solution 3: NW provides CAPC value of the logical channel, to allow the enhanced LCP procedure, i.e., up to NW implementation.
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