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[bookmark: _Hlk102145181]3GPP TSG-RAN2 Meeting 123bis		 R2-2311497
Xiamen, 9th – 13th October, 2023                       
Agenda item:	7.15.1
Source:	LG
Title:	Summary of [AT123bis][106][V2XSL] MAC detailed open issues (LG)
[bookmark: _Hlk506366071]Document for:	Discussion and Decision 
1. Introduction
This is the summary of below offline discussion. 
[AT123bis][106][V2X/SL] MAC detailed open issues (LG)
	Scope: Discuss MAC detailed open issues. It includes open issues in R2-2309750. It can also include MAC detailed proposals from other contributions (e.g. P8/9/10/11/12/13 in R2-2309814, P8/10 in R2-2309815, P9 in R2-2310143, P3 in R2-2310159, P4/4a/P5 in R2-2309497, P9/10 in R2-2309718, P1/2a/2b/3/4a/4b/5/6/7/8/9 in R2-2310969, P5 in R2-2309816, and P11/12 in R2-2310132, but it’s up to MAC rapporteur with no restriction).  
	Intended outcome: Discussion summary in R2-2311497
Deadline: 10/12 20:00 (local time in RAN2#123bis)
2. Discussion
[bookmark: _Hlk103023256]2.1 Issue 1 in R2-2209750 and P1 in R2-2310969
Issue 1:(Section 5.4.4 in MAC running CR) Stopping ongoing random access procedure due to a pending SR for SL consistent LBT failure recovery.
RAN2 can discuss whether the condition for stopping the ongoing Random Access procedure in SL consistent LBT failure recovery similar to NR-U as shown below should also be defined in SL-U.
5.4.4 Scheduling Request
The MAC entity may stop, if any, ongoing Random Access procedure due to a pending SR for consistent SL LBT failure recovery, which has no valid PUCCH resources configured, if:
-    a MAC PDU is transmitted using a UL grant other than a UL grant provided by Random Access Response or a UL grant determined as specified in clause 5.1.2a for the transmission of the MSGA payload, and this PDU includes an SL LBT failure MAC CE that indicates consistent LBT failure; or
-    all the triggered consistent SL LBT failure recovery are deactivated (see clause 5.13.2).

Q1: Does your company agree to adding the text proposed in R2-2309750 and R2-2310969 to section 5.4.4?
	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Further comments

	LG (Rapp)
	Agree
	

	OPPO
	Intention OK
	-    all the triggered consistent SL LBT failure recovery are deactivated (see clause 5.13.2).
Deactivated => cancelled
5.13.2 => 5.31.2?
[Rapp] “cancelled” and “5.31.2” is correct.

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	ASUSTeK
	Partially agree
	The second condition, -    all the triggered consistent SL LBT failure recovery are deactivated (see clause 5.13.2)., may not be needed, as it was meant for deactivation of SCells with triggered Uu LBT failure, which may not be applicable in SL-U. 


	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	No “deactivated triggered consistent SL LBT failure”, should be cancelled.
[Rapp] “cancelled” is correct.

	Vivo
	
	Agree with OPPO&HW

	Xiaomi
	Agree with comments
	Deactivated should be changed to cancelled and also it should be SL consistent LBT failure

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	


[Summary] Out of 8 companies
Agree: 8
Disagree: 0
Follow majority view:
Proposal 1 (8/0): Condition for stopping the ongoing Random Access procedure in SL consistent LBT failure recovery similar to NR-U is introduced in SL-U. Detail wording on this UE procedure is discussed in MAC running CR discussion (“[POST123bis][105][V2X/SL] 38.321 running CR”).  

2.2 Issue 2 in R2-2309750
Issue 2: (Section 5.22.1.1 in MAC running CR) Whether to capture the RAN1 agreements for the Inter-UE LBT blocking as NOTE or normative text.
In Endorsed MAC Running CR below, UE behaviour related to Inter-UE LBT blocking is reflected as a square blacked NOTE. RAN2 can further discuss whether UE behaviour based on this RAN1 agreement for the Inter-UE LBT blocking will be reflected in normative text or whether the current NOTE is sufficient.
[NOTE 3A3:	If configured, UE may avoid selection of N consecutive resource(s) before a reserved resource of other UE with high L1 SL priority, where the selection of N is up to UE implementation from {0,1,2}. UE may avoid selection of M consecutive resource(s) after a reserved resource of other UE when the transmitting symbols of the reserved resource overlap with LBT of its own selected resource, where the selection of M is up to UE implementation (at least including 0). It is up to UE implementation how the physical layer reports detected reserved resources to MAC layer.]
According to the RAN1 WA below, although option 1 and option 2 are supported based on UE capability, UE behavior is up to UE implementation.
Rapporteur also believes that the RAN1 WA can be captured based on NOTE or Normative text, but prefers the NOTE-based approach. In other words, I do not prefer that the MAC specification becomes complicated when the WA is captured based on the normative text.
Working assumption
For Type 1 LBT block issue (inter-UE case), the following option 2 and option 1 are supported separately based on UE capability
· Option 2: If transmission in slot(s) before a reserved resource is able to share its initiated COT to the reservation [with high L1 SL priority], UE may prioritize/select resource(s) in the slot(s) for transmission. 
· FFS: details of applying this prioritization, which layer to perform above prioritization behaviour, and if the reserved resource belongs to a MCSt, the COT initiating UE should be able to share the COT to cover the whole MCSt
· (pre)configuring enabling/disabling option 2 is supported
· Option 1: 
· UE may avoid selection of N consecutive resource(s) before a reserved resource with high L1 SL priority. 
· The value of N can be selected from {0, 1, 2}
· The selection of the value of N is up to UE implementation
· FFS: unless (pre-)configured or indicated by UE reserved resource in SCI
· UE may avoid selection of M consecutive resource(s) after a reserved resource when the transmitting symbols of the reserved resource overlap with LBT of the selected resource. 
· M is determined based on UE implementation (at least including 0)
· FFS: Which layer to perform above behaviour
· FFS: any restriction of M
· (pre)configuring enabling/disabling option 1 is supported
· FFS: Whether the above high priority is determined according to a (pre)configured threshold
· Note: both option1 and option2 are optional UE features

Option 1: NOTE based approach
Option 2: Normative text based approach
Q2: Which of the two options does your company prefer to capture RAN1 WA of type 1 LBT block issue (inter-UE case) to MAC specification?
	Company
	NOTE based approach/Normative text based approach
	Further comments

	LG (Rapp)
	NOTE based approach
	According to the RAN1 WA, although option 1 and option 2 are supported based on UE capability, UE behavior is up to UE implementation.
We also believe that the RAN1 WA can be captured based on NOTE or Normative text, but prefers the NOTE-based approach. In other words, we do not prefer that the MAC specification becomes complicated when the WA is captured based on the normative text.

	OPPO
	NOTE based approach
	

	ZTE
	Note based approach with modification
	FYI, according to last RAN1 meeting’s agreement, resource exclusion and prioritization due to inter-UE blocking are both captured by MAC layer:
	Agreement
In Option 2, the behaviour of UE prioritization / selection of transmission resources in slot(s) before a reserved resource that is able to share UE’s initiated COT is performed at the higher layer (MAC layer).
· Note: it is up to UE implementation how the physical layer report detected reserved resources to MAC layer

Working assumption
In Option 1, the following UE behaviours are performed at the higher layer (MAC layer).
· UE may avoid selection of N consecutive resource(s) before a reserved resource with high L1 SL priority.
· UE may avoid selection of M consecutive resource(s) after a reserved resource when the transmitting symbols of the reserved resource overlap with LBT of the selected resource.
· Note: it is up to UE implementation how the physical layer report detected reserved resources to MAC layer





	ASUSTeK
	Note-based approach
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Normative text
	The UE behavior is dependent on the UE’s capability. It is more suitable to express this UE behavior in the normative text

	Vivo
	NOTE based approach
	

	Xiaomi
	Note based 
	There is no need to have normative text since how many consecutive resources to avoid to select before/after the reserved resource is up to UE implementation. Also this kind of behaviour is not mandatory as we use “may” instead of “shall”, therefore, there is no need to have normative text. 

	Qualcomm
	Note based
	


[Summary] Out of 8 companies
Note-based apporoach: 7
Normative text: 1
Follow majority view:
Proposal 2 (8/0): UE behaviour related to Inter-UE LBT blocking is specified using NOTE-based approach.

2.3 Issue 3 in R2-2309750
Issue 3: (Section 5.22.1.4.1.2 in MAC running CR) Which layer decides LBT type for shared COT
At the #123 meeting, RAN2 agreed on the UE behaviour where E-LCP can be applied if the UE decides to perform Type-2 LBT using shared COT. However, there was no agreement on which layer determines the LBT type. I share Rapporteur's opinion in this (i.e., which layer decides LBT type for shared COT) regard. In RAN1, an agreement was made on the rules that determine the channel access type as shown below.
RAN1 agreements on the rules for determining SL channel access type based on criteria (such as Gap between SL transmissions, SL channel type, etc.) other than CAPC value are as follows:
	Agreement
· Type 2A/2B/2C SL channel access procedures
· Type 2A channel access procedure is applicable to the following case:
· Transmission(s) by a UE following transmission(s) by another UE for a gap ≥ 25μs in a shared channel occupancy
· FFS any other transmission by a UE (e.g., other than COT sharing)
· FFS whether Type 2A is used also for the case of short control signalling transmission
· Type 2B channel access procedure is applicable to the following case:
· Transmission(s) by a UE following transmission(s) by another UE at least when the gap is 16μs in a shared channel occupancy
· FFS the case when the gap is between 16 and 25us
· FFS any other transmission by a UE (e.g., other than COT sharing)
· Type 2C channel access procedure is applicable to the following case:
· Transmission(s) by a UE following transmission(s) by another UE for a gap ≤ 16μs in a shared channel occupancy and the duration of the corresponding transmission is at most 584us.
· FFS any other transmission by a UE (e.g., other than COT sharing)
· FFS whether Type 2C is used also for the case of short control signalling transmission
· FFS under which conditions (other than the gap) UEs can apply the Type 2A/2B/2C SL channel access procedures
· FFS under which conditions Type 2B or Type 2C is applied in case of a gap of 16 μs
Agreement
If a responding UE shares a channel occupancy initiated by a COT initiating UE using Type 1 SL channel access procedure on a channel, the responding UE may transmit a SL transmission that follows a SL transmission by the COT initiating UE after a gap as follows:
· If the gap is at least 25μs, the responding UE can transmit the SL transmission on the shared channel after performing Type 2A SL channel access procedures.
· If the gap is equal to 16μs, the responding UE can transmit the SL transmission on the shared channel after performing Type 2B SL channel access procedures.
· If the gap is up to 16μs and the transmission is limited to 584μs, the responding UE can transmit the SL transmission on the channel after performing Type 2C SL channel access.
Agreement
· Type 2A channel access procedure is applicable for S-SSB transmissions from a UE without a shared channel occupancy, when the following constraints are met:
· Time duration is at most 1ms per transmission 
· The duty cycle of the S-SSB transmissions is at most 1/20
· FFS: details of EDT
· FFS: whether/how to define observation period, including whether or not observation period would be captured in the specifications if defined
· FFS: Type 2A applicability for PSFCH without a shared channel occupancy and further limitations for combined transmissions of both S-SSB and PSFCH using Type 2A channel access procedure
Agreement
For the case where a COT initiating UE uses Type 1 channel access procedure to initiate a SL transmission, in order to support the COT initiating UE to resume its transmission(s) within the same channel occupancy after a COT responding UE’s transmission,
· If the COT initiator UE determines the TX gap between responding UE’s SL transmission and the initiator UE’s resumed transmission, 
· The COT initiating UE performs Type 2A, or Type 2B, or Type 2C SL channel access procedures if the gap is at least 25μs, or equal to 16μs, or up to 16μs, respectively.
· Otherwise, the COT initiating UE performs Type 2A SL channel access procedures to resume its SL transmission.
Agreement
A UE using a Type 1 channel access procedure to initiate a channel occupancy for SL transmission can resume its transmission(s) within the same channel occupancy, after the COT initiating UE has stopped transmitting, by performing a Type 2A SL channel access procedures, if the channel sensed by the UE is continuously idle. 


In other words, since the rules for determining the channel access type have already been decided in RAN1, it is unnecessary to discuss this in RAN2, and Rapporteur think it is sufficient to just discuss how to reflect this rule in MAC specification. For example, one way is to refer PHY specification which specifies the rules for determining the channel access type in the MAC specification. Another way is for RAN2 to not capture anything in the MAC specification because its rules will be captured in the RAN1 specification.
Q3: Does your company agree the observation (i.e., “In other words, since the rules for determining the channel access type have already been decided in RAN1, it is unnecessary to discuss this in RAN2, and Rapporteur think it is sufficient to just discuss how to reflect this rule in MAC specification.”) of the rapporteur?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Further comments

	LG (Rapp)
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	ASUSTeK
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	Vivo
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes with commnets 
	We are OK to not discuss this in RAN2 but we are wondering if we it is really necessary to reflect “how to determine the LBT type” in MAC. Therefore we think we should further discuss whether/how to reflect this rule in MAC. 

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	


[Summary] Out of 8 companies
Yes: 8
No: 0
RAN2 made the following agreement at the session on 12th. So proposal is not needed.
RAN2 agreement:
“R2 not pursue specifying which layer to decide on LBT type.”

Option 1: Adding the reference of PHY specification which specifies the rules for determining the channel access type in the MAC specification
Option 2: RAN2 does not capture anything to the MAC specification because the rules for determining the channel access type will be captured in the RAN1 specification.
Q4: If you answered yes to Question 3, which option does your company prefer as a way to address Issue 3?
	Company
	Option 1/Option 2
	Further comments

	LG (Rapp)
	Option 1 or Option 2 
	

	OPPO
	2
	

	ZTE
	2
	

	ASUSTeK
	Option 1 or 2
	Maybe it needs to be referenced in enhanced LCP selection.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Option2
	

	Vivo
	Option 2
	In NR-U, the UE behaviour of optional LBT type change is captured in TS 37.213. We think it’s the similar case for SL-U, since L1 determines the final LBT type.

	Xiaomi
	Option 1 or Option 2
	If there is any description related to LBT type, then option 1, otherwise, option 2. 

	Qualcomm
	2
	


[Summary] Out of 8 companies
Option 1: 3
Option 2: 8
Majority view is aligned with the following RAN2 agreement made at the session on 12th.
Proposal is not needed.
RAN2 agreement:
“R2 not pursue specifying which layer to decide on LBT type.”

2.4 Issue 4 in R2-2309750
Issue 4: (Section 5.31.2 in MAC running CR) How to implement S-SSB transmission where RB set is included (or not included) in selected resource pool)
At the #123 meeting, RAN2 agreed on UE behaviour that can apply LBT failure for S-SSB transmission in the RB set belonging to the selected resource pool to the LBT count. This RAN2 agreement can be captured in TS 38.321 as follows:
For activated SL BWP configured with sl-lbt-FailureRecoveryConfig, the MAC entity shall:
1>	if SL LBT failure indication has been received from lower layers for an RB set belonging to resource pool(s):
2>	start or restart the sl_lbt-FailureDetectionTimer for the RB set;
2>	increment SL_LBT_COUNTER for the RB set by 1;
2>	if SL_LBT_COUNTER >= sl-lbt-FailureInstanceMaxCount:
3>	trigger SL consistent LBT failure for the RB set in the SL BWP;
3>	if consistent LBT failure has been triggered in all RB sets in the SL BWP:
4>	indicate SL consistent LBT failure based Sidelink RLF detection to RRC.
Q5: Does your company agree to reflect the RAN2 agreement (i.e., “Counting LBT failure indication regardless of whether LBT failure was provided because of S-SSB transmission or data transmission when RB set for S-SSB transmission belongs to the selected TX resource pool.”) related to S-SSB transmission in the MAC running CR as suggested (i.e., 1> if SL LBT failure indication has been received from lower layers for an RB set belonging to resource pool(s):) by rapporteur?
	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Further comments

	LG (Rapp)
	Agree 
	

	OPPO
	
	I thought that typically S-SSB would not occupy a RB-set exclusively, i.e., without any pool on that RB-set. If this is a rare case, maybe we do not even need to handle it specifically (i.e., no need to add “belonging to resource pool(s)”)? Sorry if I miss anything here.
[Rapp] Your interpretation is correct.
So how should we capture the RAN2 agreement below in the MAC specification? The correction suggested is the simplest correction that I know of so far.
Do you have any other good suggestion?
RAN2 agreement:
· Agreements on SL C-LBT failure and S-SSB
Counting LBT failure indication regardless of whether LBT failure was provided because of S-SSB transmission or data transmission when RB set for S-SSB transmission belongs to the selected TX resource pool.

	ZTE
	Disagree
	Q6 shows that SSB without in resource pool will not be considered, no need to duplicate it here. A note in Q6 is enough.
[Rapp] 
How should we capture the RAN2 agreement below in the MAC specification?
· Agreements on SL C-LBT failure and S-SSB
Counting LBT failure indication regardless of whether LBT failure was provided because of S-SSB transmission or data transmission when RB set for S-SSB transmission belongs to the selected TX resource pool.

	ASUSTeK
	Can follow majority 
	The agreement referenced was that RAN2 will not do anything to handle S-SSB and/or PSFCH that does not belong to the selected SL resource pool unless RAN1 asks? Maybe we don’t have to specify it with further handling, but we can follow majority.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree
	A better wording can be “associated with a resource pool”

	Vivo
	Agree
	Agree with HW’s wording modification

	Xiaomi
	Disagree 
	We don’t think we need to distinguish if the RB set is within the RP or not as we have already agreed that we will not  handle the case until there is any request from RAN1.
Agreements on C-LBT failure with S-SSB and/or PSFCH 
RAN2 will not do anything to handle S-SSB and/or PSFCH that does not belong to the selected SL resource pool unless RAN1 asks.


	Qualcomm
	Disagree w. comment
	Transmitting SL-SSB is transparent to MAC layer, and not sure where in MAC this should be covered.


[Summary] Out of 8 companies
Agree: 3
Disagree: 3
Follow majority view:
There is no majority view on the question.
Rapporteur suggests that each company take time to consider how to capture the RAN2 agreement to the MAC specification and discuss it again based on the prepared solution in the MAC CR discussion ([POST123bis][105]). Therefore, proposal is not needed.

The remaining issue is whether the MAC entity performs LBT counting for S-SSB transmission in the RB set that does not belong to the resource pool(s). Since RAN2 has agreed to perform LBT counting only for S-SSB transmission in the RB set belonging to the resource pool, the UE behaviour of LBT counting for S-SSB transmission can be clearly clarified by adding NOTE as follows.
NOTE: The MAC entity does not consider S-SSB transmission in an RB set that does not belong to the resource pool(s) to increment SL_LBT_COUNTER.
RAN2 can discuss whether the above NOTE is necessary for clarification of UE behaviour for LBT counting of S-SSB transmission.
Q6: Does your company agree to reflect the UE behaviour for S-SSB transmission (e.g., whether the MAC entity performs LBT counting for S-SSB transmission in the RB set that does not belong to the resource pool(s).) in the MAC running CR as suggested (i.e., NOTE: The MAC entity does not consider S-SSB transmission in an RB set that does not belong to the resource pool(s) to increment SL_LBT_COUNTER.) by rapporteur?
	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Further comments

	LG (Rapp)
	Agree 
	

	OPPO
	
	Same reply as Q5, do we really need to handle that case specifically?

	ZTE
	OK to have it
	

	ASUSTeK
	Can follow majority
	

	Huawei, HiSIlicon
	Not necessary
	If it does not belong to a certain resource pool, the issue has already been addressed by the solution to Q5

	Vivo
	Disagree
	Since there’s no agreement on this issue, the NOTE is not needed if the spec captures the issue as Q5 suggests:
1>	if SL LBT failure indication has been received from lower layers for an RB set belonging to resource pool(s):

	Xiaomi
	Disagree
	Same view as above. 

	Qualcomm
	Disagree
	Same comment as Q5


[Summary] Out of 8 companies
Agree: 1
Disagree: 4
Follow majority view:
Most companies think that specifying the UE behaviour for counting the LBT failure of S-SSB transmission (i.e., whether the MAC entity performs LBT counting for S-SSB transmission in the RB set that does not belong to the resource pool(s).) is not needed.  
Proposal 3 (1/4): UE behaviour for S-SSB transmission (i.e., whether the MAC entity performs LBT counting for S-SSB transmission in the RB set that does not belong to the resource pool(s).) is not specified in the MAC running CR.

2.5 Issue 5 in R2-2309750
Issue 5: (Section 5.31.2 in MAC running CR) UE behaviour when the UE cancels triggered SL consistent LBT failure if the SL consistent LBT failure MAC CE is transmitted and the sl-LBT-RecoveryTimer is also started.
At the #122 and #123 meeting, RAN2 made the following agreement regarding SL consistent LBT failure recovery of mode 2 UE.
#122 agreement
Agreements on SL C-LBT failure recovery (mode 2, RRC ide/inactive UE)
1:  Exclusion of RB set(s) that SL C-LBT failure was detected in candidate resource selection + resource pool (re)selection
2: The UE performs resource pool (re)selection
-  When SL C-LBT failure was detected for all RB-sets within a selected resource pool or;
-  Up to UE implementation although the above condition is not met
3a: MAC informs L1 of the RB set information where SL C-LBT failure was detected.
3b: L1 performs the resource exclusion for the RB set that SL C-LBT failure was detected.
3c: RAN2 will send a LS to RAN1 to ask to take it into consideration in their job.
4: It is up to UE implementation to select a resource pool out of resource pools that has at least one RB-set that SL C-LBT failure was not detected. 
#123 agreements
Agreements on SL C-LBT failure recovery (RRC connected mode 2)
1: 	C-LBT failure recovery for RRC idle/inactive mode 2 is applied.
 
Agreements on C-LBT failure cancellation conditions
3:	Based on a timer expiry (the timer starts upon C-LBT failure)
That is, when an RRC connected mode 2 UE detects SL C-LBT failure, the RRC connected mode 2 UE not only transmits the SL LBT failure MAC CE to the gNB for SL C-LBT failure recovery, but also starts the sl-LBT-RecoveryTimer. In this case, the timing of cancellation of the UE's triggered SL C-LBT failure is unclear. Therefore, RAN2 should clarify the UE behavior for when the UE should cancel the triggered SL C-LBT failure if the SL C-LBT failure MAC CE is transmitted and the sl-LBT-Recovery Timer is also started.
One approach is that RAN2 confirms the triggered SL C-LBT-F cancellation based on SL C-LBT-F MAC-CE report does not apply to RRC_CONNECTED mode-2 UE.
Q7: Does your company agree that RAN2 confirms the triggered SL C-LBT-F cancellation based on SL C-LBT-F MAC-CE report does not apply to RRC_CONNECTED mode-2 UE?
	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Further comments

	LG (Rapp)
	Agree 
	

	OPPO
	Agree
	

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree
	

	Vivo
	Agree
	

	Xiaomi
	Disagree 
	We are confused why we have such limitation and how to reflect this in speciciation. The cancellation of C-LBT failure upon MAC CE reporting should be common to both mode 1 and mode 2 connected UEs and this is alingned with NR-U.
Regarding connected mode 2 UE may have two cancellation scheme, e.g., MAC CE report and recovery timer, we think both can apply and UE cancels C-LBT failure whichever cancellation condition satisfied. For example, if UL grant received and MAC CE transmitted but the timer is stil running, UE cancels C-LBT and stops the recovery timer, while if the timer expires firstly, UE cancels C-LBT failure and the C-LBT failure will not be indicated in the MAC CE which is generated later. 
We do not see any issue to support both, otherwise it is strange we support MAC CE for connected mode 2 but the corresponding cancellation is not supported. And if the C-LBT is not cancelled even reported, it will trigger and report the MAC CE continuously until the recovery timer expires. 
Also the original intention to define the recovery timer is for IDLE/INACTIVE/OOC UE since MAC CE reporting is not supported for these UEs and there are no other conditions for those UEs to cancel C-LBT unless MAC reset etc., in this case, it makes more sense to not support the recovery timer for connected mode 2 UEs is there is any concern with the cancellation. 

	Qualcomm
	Agree w. comment
	We have agreed the cancelation criteria for Mode 2.


[Summary]
Proposal is not needed because RAN2 has made an agreement (“R2 confirm the C-LBT-F cancellation based on UL C-LBT-F MAC-CE report does not apply to RRC_CONNECTED mode-2 UE.”) on this question.

2.6 Issue 1 for SL-CA in R2-2309750
Issue 1 for SL-CA: (Section 5.22.1.11 in MAC running CR) How to select a resource pool to determine Carrier CBR (e.g., limiting resource pool selection related to Carrier CBR decision considering HARQ attribute)
According to legacy NR Sidelink, UE selects a pool of resources based on a HARQ Feedback option as shown below:
	[bookmark: _Toc124712925][bookmark: _Toc60777045]5.22.1.1	SL Grant reception and SCI transmission
1>	if the MAC entity has selected to create a selected sidelink grant corresponding to transmissions of multiple MAC PDUs, and SL data is available in a logical channel:
2>	if the MAC entity has not selected a pool of resources allowed for the logical channel:
3>	if SL data is available in the logical channel for NR sidelink discovery:
4>	if sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfig or sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfigCommon is configured according to TS 38.331 [5]:
5>	select the sl-DiscTxPoolSelected configured in sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfig or sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfigCommon for the transmission of NR sidelink discovery message.
4>	else:
5>	select any pool of resources among the configured pools of resources.
3>	else if sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to enabled for the logical channel:
4>	select any pool of resources configured with PSFCH resources among the pools of resources except the pool(s) in sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfig or sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfigCommon, if configured.
3>	else:
4>	select any pool of resources among the pools of resources except the pool(s) in sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfig or sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfigCommon, if configured.
2>	perform the TX resource (re-)selection check on the selected pool of resources as specified in clause 5.22.1.2;


And carrier selection procedure is targeted to finally selecting a pool of carrier that supports HARQ attribute and service related to a packet to be transmitted by UE. Therefore, resource pool(s) on carrier(s) that satisfy the packet-related HARQ attribute and service should be considered in carrier selection procedure.
The UE behaviour mentioned above is written in current running CR as shown below: 
	5.22.1.11	TX carrier (re-)selection for NR sidelink
The MAC entity shall consider a CBR of a carrier to be one measured by lower layers according to TS 38.214 [7] if CBR measurement results are available, or the corresponding sl-defaultTxConfigIndex configured by upper layers if CBR measurement results are not available.
If the TX carrier (re-)selection is triggered for a Sidelink process according to clause 5.22.1.1, the MAC entity shall:
1>	if there is no selected sidelink grant on any carrier allowed for the sidelink logical channel where data is available as indicated by upper layers (TS 38.331 [5] and TS 23.287 [19]):
2>	for each carrier configured by upper layers associated with the concerned sidelink logical channel:
3>	if the CBR of the carrier is below [sl-threshCBR-FreqReselection] associated with the priority of the sidelink logical channel:
4>	consider the carrier as a candidate carrier for TX carrier (re-)selection for the concerned sidelink logical channel when the carrier satisfies all the following conditions;
5>	if sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to enabled for the sidelink logical channel:
6> the carrier includes [at least] one pool of resources configured with PSFCH resources among the pools of resources except the pool(s) in sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfig or sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfigCommon, if configured. 
5>	else:
6> the carrier includes any pool of resources among the pools of resources except the pool(s) in sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfig or sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfigCommon, if configured. 
1>	else:
2>	if the CBR of the carrier is below [sl-threshCBR-FreqKeeping] associated with priority of the sidelink logical channel, for each sidelink logical channel, if any, where data is available and that are allowed on the carrier for which Tx carrier (re-)selection is triggered according to clause 5.22.1.1:
3>	select the carrier and the associated pool of resources.
2>	else:
3>	if the CBR of the carrier is below [sl-threshCBR-FreqReselection] associated with the priority of the sidelink logical channel:
4>	consider the carrier as a candidate carrier for TX carrier (re-)selection, for each carrier configured by upper layers on which the sidelink logical channel is allowed when the carrier satisfies all the following conditions;
5>	if sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to enabled for the sidelink logical channel:
6> the carrier includes at least one pool of resources configured with PSFCH resources among the pools of resources except the pool(s) in sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfig or sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfigCommon, if configured.
5>	else:
6> the carrier includes any pool of resources among the pools of resources except the pool(s) in sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfig or sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfigCommon, if configured.
Editor’s Note: Further discussion is needed on how to select a resource pool to determine Carrier CBR (e.g., limiting resource pool selection related to Carrier CBR decision considering HARQ attribute).


Further discussion is needed in RAN2 to determine whether texts of current running CR for the carrier reselection procedure considering this packet-related HARQ attribute and PSFCH attribute of a pool(s) is valid.
Q8: Does your company agree that RAN2 confirms the text in the current MAC running CR on the carrier reselection procedure taking into account the packet-related HARQ attribute and PSFCH attribute of a pool(s)?
	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Further comments

	LG (Rapp)
	Agree 
	

	OPPO
	Intention agreeable
	But we believe the [at least] is not needed, otherwise, it hints that more than one pools can be selected, and how to derive a per-carrier CBR based on multiple pools becomes problematic
6> the carrier includes at least one pool of resources configured with PSFCH resources among the pools of resources except the pool(s) in sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfig or sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfigCommon, if configured.


	ZTE
	Disagree
	Different UEs/services will use different carriers, we think each carrier will be configured with at least one resource pool with PSFCH resource.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Disagree
	Each carrier will be configured with at least one resource pool with PSFCH resource.

	vivo
	Agree
	

	Xiaomi
	Intention agree
	We also think the HARQ attribute should be considered during carrier selection and reselection. Also in R16, we have limitation on NW configuration to configure at least one RP with PSFCH if there is at least one HARQ-enabled LCH. We think similar note is needed for CA case as well, see below
NOTE 2:	The MAC entity expects that PSFCH is always configured by RRC for at least one pool of resources in sl-TxPoolSelectedNormal of at least one aggregated carrier and for the resource pool in sl-TxPoolExceptional of at least one aggregated carrier in case that at least a logical channel configured with sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to enabled.

	Qualcomm
	Disagree
	Follow Rel 16, at least one pool with PSFCH within a SL BWP (SL carrier).


[Summary] Out of 7 companies
Agree: 2
Intention agree: 2
Disagree: 3
Follow majority view:
There is no majority view on the issue (i.e., “RAN2 confirms the text in the current MAC running CR on the carrier reselection procedure taking into account the packet-related HARQ attribute and PSFCH attribute of a pool(s)”). How to specify the UE procedure for selecting the resource pool considering the packet-related HARQ attribute and PSFCH attribute of a pool(s) can be discussed in detail in the Running CR discussion (“[POST123bis][105][V2X/SL] 38.321 running CR”).
Proposal 4 (2/3): How to specify the UE procedure for selecting the resource pool considering the packet-related HARQ attribute and PSFCH attribute of a pool(s) is discussed in detail in the Running CR discussion (“[POST123bis][105][V2X/SL] 38.321 running CR”).

2.7 Issue 2 for SL-CA in R2-2309750
Issue 2 for SL-CA: (Section 5.22.1.3.3 in MAC running CR) Concerned carrier set
In NR Sidelink CA, the RAN2 agreement of DTX based RLF is reflected in the endorsed running CR as below.
	[bookmark: _Toc52796541][bookmark: _Toc52752079][bookmark: _Toc139032340][bookmark: _Toc46490384]5.22.1.3.3	HARQ-based Sidelink RLF detection
For each carrier, the HARQ-based Sidelink RLF detection procedure is used to detect Sidelink RLF based on a number of consecutive DTX on PSFCH reception occasions for a PC5-RRC connection.
RRC configures the following parameter to control HARQ-based Sidelink RLF detection:
-	sl-maxNumConsecutiveDTX.
The following UE variable is used for HARQ-based Sidelink RLF detection.
-	numConsecutiveDTX, which is maintained for each PC5-RRC connection if single carrier frequency is used for NR sidelink.
-	numConsecutiveDTX, which is maintained per carrier if multiple carrier frequencies are used for NR sidelink. 
For each carrier, the Sidelink HARQ Entity shall (re-)initialize numConsecutiveDTX to zero for each PC5-RRC connection which has been established by upper layers, if any, upon establishment of the PC5-RRC connection or (re)configuration of sl-maxNumConsecutiveDTX.
For each carrier, the Sidelink HARQ Entity shall for each PSFCH reception occasion associated to the PSSCH transmission:
1>	if PSFCH reception is absent on the PSFCH reception occasion:
2>	increment numConsecutiveDTX by 1;
2>	if more than one carrier is considered as the carriers for HARQ-based Sidelink RLF detection:
Editor’s Note: How to define the concerned carrier set is FFS.
3>	if numConsecutiveDTX reaches sl-maxNumConsecutiveDTX for all carriers applied for HARQ-based Sidelink RLF detection:
4>	indicate HARQ-based Sidelink RLF detection to RRC.
2>	else:
3>	if numConsecutiveDTX reaches sl-maxNumConsecutiveDTX:
4>	indicate HARQ-based Sidelink RLF detection to RRC.
1>	else:
2>	re-initialize numConsecutiveDTX to zero.


However, it is not clear which are the "more than one carrier", i.e., how to define the concerned carrier set for HARQ-based Sidelink RLF detection. Thus, some clarification in RAN2 is necessary. 
Rapporteur thinks that the carrier set in the option below can be considered as a concerned carrier set for HARQ-based Sidelink RLF detection.
Option 1: A set of all carriers including resource pool(s) configured with PSFCH resources among the carriers negotiated to be used for CA between UEs through PC5 RRC (e.g., capability negotiation) or
Option 2: A set of all carriers including resource pool(s) configured with PSFCH resources among the carriers configured for QoS flows of a pair of SRC/DST from the V2X layer or
Option 3: A set of all carriers including resource pool(s) configured with PSFCH resources among the multiple carriers selected (i.e., It is left to UE implementation how many carriers to select based on UE capability) by the UE among the carrier set configured by the Network
Option 4 (P19 in R2-2309510): The available SL carriers for SL RLF declaration are the carriers UE (re)selected as specified in MAC.
Any other option:
Rapporteur think that option 4 is the carrier set for sidelink grant creation. Therefore, this carrier set can be changed dynamically. However, the concerned carrier set for RLF declaration is semi-static. Rapporteur also think option 1/2/3 is a superset of option 4. Therefore, rapporteur prefers option 1/2/3 over option 4.
Q9: Which option does your company prefer for the concerned carrier set for RLF declaration?
	Company
	Option 1/Option 2/Option 3/Option 4
	Further comments

	LG (Rapp)
	Option 1 or Option 2  or Option 3
	

	OPPO
	Option-3 and Option-4 (have not understood the diff between the two)
	Option-1/2 is the super set, if it is used, then the carriers that the UE did not select will maintain a numConsecutiveDTX which is initialized and kept as 0, and thus would prevent the declaration of RLF.
So the key is that we should only limit to the carriers that Tx UE selected, which will carry data transmission, from that perspective, what is the diff between option-3 and option-4
Option 3: A set of all carriers including resource pool(s) configured with PSFCH resources among the multiple carriers selected (i.e., It is left to UE implementation how many carriers to select based on UE capability) by the UE among the carrier set configured by the Network
Option 4 (P19 in R2-2309510): The available SL carriers for SL RLF declaration are the carriers UE (re)selected as specified in MAC.
Any other option:


	ZTE
	Option 3 with modification or 4
	For option1,2,3, the  first level bullet has clarified the procedure is applied on PSFCH resource(i.e. “PSFCH reception”), so, not need to further clarify configured with PSFCH resources.
Seems option3 share the seems meaning of option4 that only considers the selected carriers.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Option 3  or Option 4
	Seems no difference between option3 and option4.

	vivo
	Intersection of Option 1 and Option 2 (with removing the restriction of  configured with PSFCH resources)
	We also think Option 3 and Option 4 somehow means the same thing. Option 3 is just the final (re)selected carriers by Tx UE after executing Option 4.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Regarding  Option 1 and Option 2, suggest to remove the restriction of  configured with PSFCH resources as it’s dependent on the outcome discussed in section 2.6, and thus doesn’t have to be mentioned here. Moreover, we don’t think Option 1 and Option 2 mean that the carriers that the UE did not select will maintain a numConsecutiveDTX . 
Our understanding on the complete modeling of RLF declaration  is illustrated as below:
Step 1: the intersection set of Option 1 and  Option 2 is configured by RRC layer and will be passed to MAC layer, which is used for MAC layer to perform TX carrier (re)selection procedure.
Step 2: only the carriers that the UE currently selected after the TX carrier (re)selection procedure will maintain a numConsecutiveDTX  for judging RLF declaration or not. 
Step 3: the  decision on  RLF declaration depends on two conditions both fulfilled:
Condition-1: the carriers that the UE currently selected all reaches corresponding carrier’s sl-maxNumConsecutiveDTX
Condition-2: there is none carrier after excluding the carriers that meet conditon-1 within the Intersection set of Option 1 and  Option 2.
Step 3a: If Condition-2 in Step 3 is not fullfilled (i.e., there is available carrier) , TX carrier (re)selection is triggered and UE will go to Step 2 based on the carriers that the UE re-selected after the TX carrier (re)selection procedure.

	Xiaomi
	Option 4 with comments
	Actually during the carrier selection procedure, UE shall consider the carrier as candidate carrier if the carrier is configured by upper layer (option2/3) and satisfy the CBR threshold. In addition, we agreed for unicast, the selected carrier should be supported by the peer UE (option1). Therefore during carrier selection, the intersection of upper layer configuration, CBR and UE capability are already considered, therefore option 4 is the intersection of option1/2/3. However, we think only carriers selected and associated with the unicast link should be considered for DTX counting since UE may select multiple carriers for different unicast links/BC or GC traffic, so we suggest to further clarify option 4 is for selected carriers associated with the uncast link.

	Qualcomm
	Option 3 w. comment
	More leaning towards to option 3.


[Summary] Out of 7 companies
Option 1: 2
Option 2: 2
Option 3: 5
Option 4: 4
Majority view is option 3 and option 4. And most companies believe there is no difference between option 3 and option 4. Therefore, rapporteur suggests a concerned carrier set for RLF declaration as follows:
- “The available SL carriers for SL RLF declaration are the carriers selected by UE among the carrier set configured by the network.”
Proposal 5 (option 3: 5, option 4: 4): The available SL carriers for SL RLF declaration are the carriers selected by UE among the carrier set configured by the network. 

2.8 Proposal 8 in R2-2309814
Proponent (Xiaomi) observation of P8: 
In previous RAN2 meeting, we have agreed both mode 1 UE and connected mode 2 UE shall use MAC CE to report consistent LBT failure to the network and the MAC CE indicates the RB set(s) where consistent LBT failure happens. 
Actually in NR-U, as long as the LBT failure MAC CE is transmitted, UE cancels the consistent LBT failure of the SCells for which consistent LBT failure is indicated in the MAC CE. When it comes to SL-U, similar principle should be applied, UE should cancel the SL consistent LBT failure of the RB sets for which SL consistent LBT failure indication is included in the SL consistent LBT failure MAC CE. However, it is possible when the SL LBT failure is transmitted and SL consistent LBT failure of the RB set is cancelled, the associated SL consistent LBT failure recovery timer is still running, in this case, UE should stop the timer associated with the RB set where SL consistent LBT failure has been cancelled. 
Proposal 8: When SL consistent LBT failure of a RB set has been cancelled, UE should stop the SL consistent LBT failure recovery timer associated with this RB set, if running.
Q10: Does you company agree the proposal 8 in R2-2309814?
	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Further comments

	LG
	Disagree
	We preper that triggered SL C-LBT-F cancellation based on SL C-LBT-F MAC-CE report does not apply to RRC_CONNECTED mode-2 UE.

	OPPO
	Disagree
	Same as Rapp.

	ZTE
	Disagree
	When SL consistent LBT failure of a RB set has been cancelled, the consequence of NOT stopping the SL consistent LBT failure recovery timer is the timer will expiry. But if the timer expires, UE will also cancel the C-LBT, no issue is observed. 

	Huawei, HiSIlicon
	Disagree
	Nothing is broken if this is not agreed

	Vivo
	Disagree
	The result of recovery timer expiry is to cancel the C-LBT-F on the corresponding RB-set, too. Since it’s not likely to implement in the way that C-LBT-F can be cancelled and quickly triggered again on the same RB set before the timer expiry, we don’t observe a problem on not to stop the timer if the C-LBT-F is cancelled on the corresponding C-LBT-F, as the cancellation will not trigger some other UE procedures.

	Xiaomi
	Agree 
	Please note we have agreed and reflected in the running CR that as long as the recovery timer expires, UE cancels C-LBT failure if detected, therefor if the C-LBT failure is already cancelled and the timer is not stopped, then opon timer expriry, there is no C-LBT to cancel, see below from the running CR
1>	if the sl-LBT-RecoveryTimer for the triggered SL consistent LBT failure(s) expires:
2>	cancel the triggered SL consistent LBT failure(s) in RB set(s) for which SL consistent LBT failure was detected.
For LG, OPPO’s comments, we think it is strange we support reporting but we don’t support cancellation upon reporting. Also it may continuously trigger and transmit the C-LBT MAC CE report if not cancelled upon reporting. In this case, as long as C-LBT is cancelled upon reporing of MAC CE, and if the timer is running, the timer should be stopped. Or we can agree that the timer is not applied to connected mode 2 UE.

	Qualcomm
	Disagree w. comment
	Depends on the trigger of cancellation. If based on timer, then cannot stop the timer.


[Summary] Out of 7 companies
Agree: 1
Disagree: 6
Rapporteur think that the proposal is not agreed due to the RAN2 agreement (“R2 confirm the C-LBT-F cancellation based on UL C-LBT-F MAC-CE report does not apply to RRC_CONNECTED mode-2 UE.”) was agreed on the 12th.  
Proposal 6 (1/6): Proposal 8 (i.e., “When SL consistent LBT failure of a RB set has been cancelled, UE should stop the SL consistent LBT failure recovery timer associated with this RB set, if running”) in R2-2309814 is not agreed. 

2.9 Proposal 9 in R2-2309814
Proponent (Xiaomi) observation of P9: 
According to the running CR, it is stated as long as the SL BWP is deactivated, UE should stop the sl-lbt-FailureDetectionTimer for all RB sets in the SL BWP, if running. Similarly, when the SL BWP is deactivated, UE should stop the SL consistent LBT failure recovery timer for all RB sets in the SL BWP, if running. 
	1>	if the BWP is deactivated:
2>	not transmit SL-BCH on the BWP, if configured;
2>	not transmit S-PSS and S-SSS on the BWP, if configured;
2>	not transmit PSCCH on the BWP;
2>	not transmit SL-SCH on the BWP;
2>	not receive PSFCH on the BWP, if configured;
2>	not receive SL-BCH on the BWP, if configured;
2>	not receive S-PSS and S-SSS on the BWP, if configured;
2>	not receive PSCCH on the BWP;
2>	not receive SL-SCH on the BWP;
2>	not transmit PSFCH on the BWP, if configured;
2>	suspend any configured sidelink grant of configured grant Type 1;
2>	clear any configured sidelink grant of configured grant Type 2;
2>	cancel, if any, triggered Scheduling Request procedure for sidelink;
2>	cancel, if any, triggered Sidelink Buffer Status Reporting procedure;
2>	cancel, if any, triggered Sidelink CSI Reporting procedure;
2>	cancel, if any, triggered Sidelink DRX Command MAC CE;
2>	cancel, if any, triggered Sidelink IUC-Request transmission procedure;
2>	cancel, if any, triggered Sidelink IUC-Information Reporting procedure.
2> stop the sl-lbt-FailureDetectionTimer for all RB sets in the SL BWP, if running;



Proposal 9: When the SL BWP is deactivated, UE should stop the SL consistent LBT failure recovery timer for all RB sets in the SL BWP, if running.
Q11: Does you company agree the proposal 9 in R2-2309814?
	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Further comments

	LG
	Agree 
	

	OPPO
	Intention agreeable
	If the intention is to mimic NR-U, then how about add the similar condition as for NR-U? (although it was in BWP activation branch)m
2>	if lbt-FailureRecoveryConfig is configured:


	ZTE
	Disagree
	Compared with stopping the recovery timer, we think UE should cancel the triggered C-LBT failure. Stop the recovery timer is not necessary, since UE will also cancel the C-LBT if recovery timer expires.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Disagree
	Same as the previous question, nothing is broken if not agreed

	Vivo
	Disagree
	Same reason as stated in Q10.

	Xiaomi
	Agree 
	Please note according to the running CR the detection timer will be stopped upon SL BWP deactivation, then why we have different handling for these two timers?
2>	clear any configured sidelink grant of configured grant Type 2;
2>	cancel, if any, triggered Scheduling Request procedure for sidelink;
2>	cancel, if any, triggered Sidelink Buffer Status Reporting procedure;
2>	cancel, if any, triggered Sidelink CSI Reporting procedure;
2>	cancel, if any, triggered Sidelink DRX Command MAC CE;
2>	cancel, if any, triggered Sidelink IUC-Request transmission procedure;
2>	cancel, if any, triggered Sidelink IUC-Information Reporting procedure.
2> stop the sl-lbt-FailureDetectionTimer for all RB sets in the SL BWP, if running.


	Qualcomm
	Disagree w. comment
	Not sure if need to go to timer level. We do this only for procedures not for other timers


[Summary] Out of 7 companies
Agree: 3
Disagree: 4
There is no majority on this proposal. 
Proposal 7 (3/4): RAN2 dicuss the proposal (i.e., “When the SL BWP is deactivated, UE should stop the SL consistent LBT failure recovery timer for all RB sets in the SL BWP, if running.”). 

2.10 Proposal 11 in R2-2309814
Proponent (Xiaomi) observation of P11: 
In previous meeting, we have agreed that upon detection of SL consistent LBT failure on a resource pool, UE shall perform resource pool reselection. 
Agreements on SL C-LBT failure recovery (mode 2, RRC ide/inactive UE)
1: 	Exclusion of RB set(s) that SL C-LBT failure was detected in candidate resource selection + resource pool (re)selection
2:	The UE performs resource pool (re)selection
 	-  When SL C-LBT failure was detected for all RB-sets within a selected resource pool or;
	-  Up to UE implementation although the above condition is not met
In addition, when all the RB sets are detected with SL consistent LBT failure on the resource pool, UE shall clear all the selected sidelink grant on the selected pool of resources. 
Proposal 11: When SL consistent LBT failure is detected on all RB sets within a selected resource pool, UE shall clear the selected sidelink grant on the selected resource pool.
Q12: Does you company agree the proposal 11 in R2-2309814?
	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Further comments

	LG
	Agree 
	It seems to be an natural UE behaviour due to SL consistent LBT failure.

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	Huawei, HiSIlicon
	Agree
	

	Vivo
	Agree
	It prevents the UE from falsely use the SL grant since pool reselection will be triggered when SL consistent LBT failure is detected on all RB sets within a selected resource pool.

	Xiaomi
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	


[Summary] Out of 6 companies
Agree: 6
Disagree: 0
Proposal 8 (6/0): Proposal 11 (i.e., “When SL consistent LBT failure is detected on all RB sets within a selected resource pool, UE shall clear the selected sidelink grant on the selected resource pool.”) in R2-2309814 is agreed.  

2.11 Proposal 12 in R2-2309814
Proponent (Xiaomi) observation of P12: 
During last meeting, we have agreed some cancellation conditions, i.e., upon reconfiguration of detection timer/counter, MAC reset and expiry of a new defined timer, e.g., SL consistent LBT failure recovery timer. 
Similarly, as long as this new timer is reconfigured, UE shall cancel if any triggered SL consistent LBT failure in the RB set(s) of which the associated SL consistent LBT failure recovery timer is reconfigured. 
Proposal 12: Upon reconfiguration of SL consistent LBT failure recovery timer, UE shall cancel if any triggered SL consistent LBT failure in the RB set(s) of which the associated SL consistent LBT failure recovery timer is reconfigured.
Q13: Does you company agree the proposal 12 in R2-2309814?
	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Further comments

	LG
	Agree 
	

	OPPO
	Disagree
	The reconfiguration of the recovery timer should only affect whether / how the triggered C-LBT-F is cancelled, but should not lead an instant cancellation of all C-LBT-F (?). Instead, the timer should be reset?

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	ASUSTeK
	Agree
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Disagree
	Not necessary.
The new length of the timer is applied when the timer is started again. While there is no need to directly reocover the LBT failure when it is reconfigured

	Vivo
	Disagree
	Agree with HW. The C-LBT-F will be cancelled when the original recovery timer expires anyway. We do not observe a need for instant cancellation.

	Xiaomi
	Agree
	The intention to have this is to copy the handling of C-LBT detection timer, since in last meeting we agreed, when the detection timer is reconfigured, the triggered C-LBT failure should be cancelled. 
Agreements on C-LBT failure cancellation conditions
1: 	Upon MAC reset.
2:	Upon C-LBT count and/or timer reconfiguration.
3:	Based on a timer expiry (the timer starts upon C-LBT failure)
There is no additional change on the exixting running CR if the recovery timer is included in the sl-lbt-FailureRecoveryConfig.
1>	if sl-lbt-FailureRecoveryConfig is reconfigured by upper layers for the BWP:
2>	cancel all the triggered SL consistent LBT failure(s) in the SL BWP.


	Qualcomm
	Disagree w. comment
	A little more leaning to disagreeing.


[Summary] Out of 8 companies
Agree: 4
Disagree: 4
Rapporteur agree the intention of the proposal. But several companies have different view on the proposal. And there is no majority on the proposal. So discussion for the proposal is needed.  
Proposal 9 (4/4): RAN2 discuss the proposal (i.e., “Upon reconfiguration of SL consistent LBT failure recovery timer, UE shall cancel if any triggered SL consistent LBT failure in the RB set(s) of which the associated SL consistent LBT failure recovery timer is reconfigured.”). 

2.12 Proposal 13 in R2-2309814
Proponent (Xiaomi) observation of P13: 
In addition, similar as in NR-U, upon transmission of the consistent LBT failure MAC CE, UE shall cancel all the triggered consistent LBT failure(s) in RB sets for which consistent LBT failure was indicated.
Proposal 13: Upon successful transmission of the SL consistent LBT failure MAC CE to the network, UE shall cancel all the triggered consistent LBT failure(s) in RB sets for which consistent LBT failure was indicated.
Q14: Does your company agree the proposal 13 in R2-2309814?
	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Further comments

	LG
	Comment
	I am not sure what the difference is between the proposal and the UE behavior captured in the MAC running CR based on the previous RAN2 agreement below.
· RAN2 #122’s agreements on SL C-LBT cancellation
· For mode 1, SL C-LBT is cancelled upon SL C-LBT failure MAC CE transmission
Captured UE behaviour in the MAC running CR:
1>	if a MAC PDU is transmitted and this PDU includes the SL LBT failure MAC CE; or
2>	cancel the triggered SL consistent LBT failure(s) in RB set(s) for which SL consistent LBT failure was indicated in the transmitted SL LBT failure MAC CE.


	OPPO
	
	Same view as Rapp

	ZTE
	
	Agree with rapper.

	ASUSTeK
	
	Current running CR’s wording seems sufficient.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Disagree
	This is only applicable for mode 1. For mode 2 connected, the LBT failure should not be recovered directly when the MAC ce is transmitted.

	Vivo
	comment
	This is only agreed for mode-1. For mode-2 UE, we think the UE should follow the agreement achieved in last meeting to cancel C-LBT-F when the recovery timer expires.

	Xiaomi
	Agree 
	This proposal is to cover both mode 1 and connected mode 2. See our reply on Q7 and Q10. We think it makes sense to have unified handling for both mode 1 and connected mode 2 UEs supporting MAC CE reporting and the exixting running CR is sufficient to reflect the proposal.
If the cancellation is limited to mode 1, we need to add restriction on the existing running CR since in the following text procedure, it is not limited to mode 1. 
1>	if a MAC PDU is transmitted and this PDU includes the SL LBT failure MAC CE; or
2>	cancel the triggered SL consistent LBT failure(s) in RB set(s) for which SL consistent LBT failure was indicated in the transmitted SL LBT failure MAC CE.


	Qualcomm
	Disagree
	Not for Mode 2


[Summary] Out of 8 companies
Agree: 1
Disagree: 6
Most companies think that current running CR’s wording seems sufficient.
Proposal 10 (1/6): Proposal 13 (i.e., “Upon successful transmission of the SL consistent LBT failure MAC CE to the network, UE shall cancel all the triggered consistent LBT failure(s) in RB sets for which consistent LBT failure was indicated.”) in R2-2309814 is not agreed. 

2.13 Proposal 10 in R2-2309815
Proponent (Xiaomi) observation of P10: 
However, according to the running CR, there is no update on the next-step LCH selection procedure. To satisfy the COT sharing requirement, the generated packet should have a CAPC smaller than or equal to the CAPC indicated in the COT sharing information. Also in previous meetings, we have agreed that the CAPC of the MAC PDU is the lowest priority CAPC of the LCHs multiplexed in the MAC PDU, therefore, to satisfy theCAPC requirement during COT sharing, all the selected LCHs should have a CAPC smaller than or equal to the CAPC indicated in the COT sharing information. 
Agreement on SL CAPC mapping rule:
1: 	As in NR-U, the lowest priority CAPC of the logical channel(s) with MAC SDU multiplexed in the TB is used regardless of whether the TB also contains SL MAC CEs in addition to MAC SDUs.
The proposed TP is shown below.
	1>	select the logical channels satisfying all the following conditions among the logical channels belonging to the selected Destination:
2>	SL data is available for transmission; and
2>	sl-configuredGrantType1Allowed, if configured, is set to true in case the SL grant is a Configured Grant Type 1; and.
2>	sl-AllowedCG-List, if configured, includes the configured grant index associated to the SL grant; and
2>	CAPC value of the SL data has an equal or smaller CAPC value than a CAPC value indicated in the COT sharing information if MAC decides to use the shared COT; and
2>	sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to the value that satisfies the following conditions:
3>	if PSFCH is configured for the sidelink grant associated to the SCI and the UE is capable of PSFCH reception:
4>	sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to enabled, if sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to enabled for the highest priority logical channel satisfying the above conditions; or
4>	sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to disabled, if sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to disabled for the highest priority logical channel satisfying the above conditions.
3>	else:
4>	sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to disabled.

	


Proposal 10: For COT sharing, the selected LCH should have a CAPC smaller than or equal to the CAPC indicated in the COT sharing information.
Q15: Does you company agree the proposal 10 in R2-2309815?
	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Further comments

	LG (Rapp)
	Disagree with comment
	According to Rapporteur's understanding, the proposed TP is unnecessary because "the selected destination" in 1> is already a filtered destination based on CAPC restriction, as shown in the text of the running CR below. 
4>	select a Destination associated to one of unicast, groupcast and broadcast that satisfy the following destination condition and CAPC condition, 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) satisfying CAPC and destination requirement, if any, for the SL grant associated to the SCI:
5>	if a Source Layer-1 ID and a Destination Layer-1 ID contained in the COT initiator’s SCI match to the corresponding Destination Layer-1 ID and a Source Layer-1 IDs relating to the same unicast at the receiving UE and cast type indicator in the SCI is set to unicast; or if a Destination Layer-1 ID contained in the COT initiator’s SCI match to a Destination Layer-1 ID known at the receiving UE and cast type indicator in the SCI is set to groupcast or broadcast; and
5>	if a CAPC value of the SL data has an equal or smaller CAPC value than a CAPC value indicated in the COT sharing information; and
Have I misunderstood something?

	OPPO
	Agree
	If I understand the intention of this proposal correctly, it is to exclude the case that a destination is selected (considering the capc value), but the LCH with higher CAPC value is selected in the end?

	ZTE
	Agree
	Destination only check the CAPC status of the LCH belonging to the Destination. It is possible that destination has both LCH meeting the CAPC requirement and LCH not meeting the CAPC requirement. During the destination selection, only LCH meeting the CAPC requirement will be considered. Then the LCH not meeting the CAPC requirement should be excluded during LCH selection.
That’s why we duplicate the following rules during destination selection and LCH selection.
	2>	SL data is available for transmission; and
2>	sl-configuredGrantType1Allowed, if configured, is set to true in case the SL grant is a Configured Grant Type 1; and.
2>	sl-AllowedCG-List, if configured, includes the configured grant index associated to the SL grant; and***





	ASUSTeK
	Agree
	Agree with OPPO and ZTE.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree
	The CAPC requirement should be put under the current LCH restriction framework

	Vivo
	Comment
	The proposed TP is necessary if companies think the destination selection procedure in the running CR is just indicating some of the SL data has a CAPC value equal to or smaller than the CAPC value indicated in the COT sharing information. 
Otherwise, it’s unnecessary.

	Xiaomi
	Agree
	Echo to OPPO’s question, yes this is to avoid this case, since the CAPC of the MAC PDU depends on the multiplexed LCHs, therefore, the CAPC restriction should be considered during LCH selection.

	Qualcomm
	Disagree
	Share Rapporteur's understanding


[Summary] Out of 8 companies
Agree: 6
Disagree: 2
The reporter understands and agrees with the companies' comments.
Proposal 11 (6/2): Proposal 10 (i.e., “For COT sharing, the selected LCH should have a CAPC smaller than or equal to the CAPC indicated in the COT sharing information.” and correspoiding TP) in R2-2309815 is agreed. 

2.14 Proposal 9 in R2-2310143 and Proposal 10 in R2-2309814 and proposal 4/4a in R2-2309497
Proponent (Lenovo) observation of P9: 
In RAN2#123 meeting, MAC CE for SL C-LBT failure was discussed and following agreements were made. For SR associated with MAC CE, dedicated SR configuration was agreed and it was FFS whether to consider more configurations e.g. any SR configuration if dedicate SR configuration is not configured.
Agreements on SL C-LBT failure MAC CE 
1: 	RAN2 understands 5bits indication per SL carrier. Will ask how RB set index is derived, whether RB set index is unique within SL-BWP, to RAN1.
2:	LCP order of SL LBT Failure MAC CE is defined as the next of Uu LBT Failure MAC CE.
3: 	Dedicated SR configuration can be configured. FFS if we need to consider more.
In NR-U, the SR configuration for consistent LBT failure recovery can be mapped to zero or one SR configuration as in the following.
	Each logical channel, SCell beam failure recovery, beam failure recovery of a BFD-RS set and consistent LBT failure recovery, may be mapped to zero or one SR configuration, which is configured by RRC.


If mapped to zero SR configuration, it means there has no PUCCH resource configured for SR transmission and RACH procedure will be triggered to request resource. We think SR configuration for SL consistent LBT failure can resuse such mechanism.
Proposal 9: As in NR-U, SL consistent LBT failure MAC CE may be mapped to zero or one SR configuration. 
Q16: Does you company agree the proposal 9 in R2-2310143?
	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Further comments

	LG 
	Agree
	

	OPPO
	Agree
	

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	ASUSTeK
	Agree
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree
	

	Vivo
	Agree
	

	Xiaomi
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	


[Summary] Out of 8 companies
Agree: 8
Disagree: 0
Proposal 12 (8/0): Proposal 9 (i.e., “As in NR-U, SL consistent LBT failure MAC CE may be mapped to zero or one SR configuration.”) in R2-2310143 is agreed. 

2.15 Proposal 3 in R2-2310159 
Proponent (Nokia) observation of P3: 
In RAN2#122 it was agreed that a UE could select resources from a pool where one or more RB-sets does not have C-LBT indication.
4:    It is up to UE implementation to select a resource pool out of resource pools that has at least one RB-set that SL C-LBT failure was not detected.
This agreement was captured in the running CR for 38.321 as
	4>	select any pool of resources configured with PSFCH resources among the pools of resources except the pool(s) in sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfig or sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfigCommon, if configured and the pool(s) including all RB sets for which Sidelink consistent LBT failures were detected.


Based on our understanding, the above text may not fit the intention completely, as it may be interpreted as it exempts the resource pools in which C-LBT per RB-set is detected i.e. if any resource pool have detected C-LBT it should not be selected. We propose to resolve this ambiguity by one of two ways:
1. State that the UE can select any pool of resources with at least one RB-set where C-LBT has not been detected, except the pool(s) in sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfig or sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfigCommon, if configured.
2. State more explicitly that the exempted pools includes the pool(s) where all RB-sets have had SL C-LBT failure detected
We do prefer option 1, as we see that it expresses it clearer to what the UE is expected to do.
Proposal 3: RAN2 to revise the running CR text covering exclusion of pools with C-LBT detected to state that the UE may select any pool of resources with at least one RB-set where C-LBT has not been detected.
As shown below, UE behavior reflecting RAN2 agreements is specified in the MAC running CR.
RAN2 #122’s agreement: 
· Agreements on SL C-LBT failure recovery (mode 2, RRC ide/inactive UE)
· Exclusion of RB set(s) that SL C-LBT failure was detected in candidate resource selection + resource pool (re)selection
· The UE performs resource pool (re)selection
· When SL C-LBT failure was detected for all RB-sets within a selected resource pool or;
· Up to UE implementation although the above condition is not met
· It is up to UE implementation to select a resource pool out of resource pools that has at least one RB-set that SL C-LBT failure was not detected.
Text of UE behaviour for RAN2 agreement: 
2>	if Sidelink consistent LBT Failure is detected as specified in clause 5.31.2 in all RB sets of the selected resource pool for single carrier frequency:
3>	if sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to enabled for the logical channel: 
4>	select any pool of resources configured with PSFCH resources among the pools of resources except the pool(s) in sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfig or sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfigCommon, if configured and the pool(s) including all RB sets for which Sidelink consistent LBT failures were detected and not cancelled.
3>	else:
4>	select any pool of resources among the pools of resources except the pool(s) in sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfig or sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfigCommon, if configured and the pool(s) including all RB sets for which Sidelink consistent LBT failures were detected and not cancelled.
2>	perform the TX resource (re-)selection check on the selected pool of resources as specified in clause 5.22.1.2;
NOTE 3:	It is up to UE implementation to select a resource pool that has at least one RB set in which SL consistent LBT failure was not detected.
From Rapporteur's perspective, the current MAC running CR has been written to reflect RAN2 agreemet well. So I don't think any corrections are needed.

Q17: Does you company agree the proposal 3 in R2-2310159?
	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Further comments

	LG (Rapp)
	Disagree
	As shown below, UE behavior reflecting RAN2 agreements is specified in the MAC running CR.
RAN2 #122’s agreement: 
· Agreements on SL C-LBT failure recovery (mode 2, RRC ide/inactive UE)
· Exclusion of RB set(s) that SL C-LBT failure was detected in candidate resource selection + resource pool (re)selection
· The UE performs resource pool (re)selection
· When SL C-LBT failure was detected for all RB-sets within a selected resource pool or;
· Up to UE implementation although the above condition is not met
· It is up to UE implementation to select a resource pool out of resource pools that has at least one RB-set that SL C-LBT failure was not detected.
Text of UE behaviour for RAN2 agreement: 
2>	if Sidelink consistent LBT Failure is detected as specified in clause 5.31.2 in all RB sets of the selected resource pool for single carrier frequency:
3>	if sl-HARQ-FeedbackEnabled is set to enabled for the logical channel: 
4>	select any pool of resources configured with PSFCH resources among the pools of resources except the pool(s) in sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfig or sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfigCommon, if configured and the pool(s) including all RB sets for which Sidelink consistent LBT failures were detected and not cancelled.
3>	else:
4>	select any pool of resources among the pools of resources except the pool(s) in sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfig or sl-BWP-DiscPoolConfigCommon, if configured and the pool(s) including all RB sets for which Sidelink consistent LBT failures were detected and not cancelled.
2>	perform the TX resource (re-)selection check on the selected pool of resources as specified in clause 5.22.1.2;
NOTE 3:	It is up to UE implementation to select a resource pool that has at least one RB set in which SL consistent LBT failure was not detected.
From Rapporteur's perspective, the current MAC running CR has been written to reflect RAN2 agreemet well. So I don't think any corrections are needed.

	OPPO
	
	At least we also understand the intention of current running CR is correct.

	ZTE
	Disagree
	Current running CR is fine.

	ASUSTeK
	
	The current wording in the running CR seems sufficient.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Disagree
	

	Vivo
	Disagree
	Agree with Rapporteur.

	Xiaomi
	Intention agree but already reflected in the running CR
	

	Qualcomm
	Disagree
	Share Rapporteur's view


[Summary] Out of 8 companies
Agree: 0
Disagree: 8
Proposal 13 (0/8): Proposal 3 (i.e., “RAN2 to revise the running CR text covering exclusion of pools with C-LBT detected to state that the UE may select any pool of resources with at least one RB-set where C-LBT has not been detected.”) in R2-2310159 is not agreed. 

2.16 Proposal 5 in R2-2309497 and Proposal 9 in R2-2309718
Proponent (CATT) observation of P5: 
An issue was originally proposed in [6]: How to handle the reserved resources, if SL C-LBT failure is triggered later on the SL RB set(s) spanned by the reserved resources. The issue can be illustrated by the below Figure 1 cited from [6]. 
In our understanding, to keep the UE using the reserved resources remaining on the other SL RB sets (e.g. resources on SL RB set 2/3 in Case A and resources on SL RB set 1/3 in Case B) could involve in the adjustment of transmission parameters (e.g. MCS, TX power) which could be complicated, and it is questionable whether the remaining resources can still afford the transmission of remaining data volume. So, if SL C-LBT Failure is triggered later on some of the SL RB set(s) spanned by the already reserved resources, the following steps should be performed as the intended UE behaviour from our perspective:
Step 1:		[Conditional] Resource pool (re)selection;
Step 2a:	Clear the selected sidelink grant with reserved resources spanning SL RB sets where SL C-LBT failure is triggered.
Step 2b:	Perform resource reselection on the (re)selected resource pool.  
It does not matter on the order between Step 2a and 2b, but the key point here is whether it is necessary to make the UE no more use the reserved resources that have a part suffering from SL C-LBT failure, and have the UE reselect resources on the selected resource pool instead (either a new pool or the existing selected pool, depending on whether Step 1 is performed). RAN2 is asked to discuss whether above Step 2a and 2b should be the intended UE behaviour to handle the case that SL C-LBT failure is triggered on the SL RB set(s) spanned by already reserved resources. 
Proposal 5: If a selected grant includes reserved resources on a SL RB set(s) where SL C-LBT failure is triggered later, RAN2 discusses:
· Whether the selected SL grant should be cleared;
· Whether resource reselection should be performed. 


Figure 1
From a rapporteur perspective, I believe that the UE should regenerate the selected sidelink grant even if C-LBT failure occurred in only some RB sets in the sidelink grant generated from the selected resource pool that spans multiple RB sets.
Regarding C-LBT failure, RAN2 can discuss two options of the UE.
Option 1: UE should clear the selected sidelink grant and regenerate a new sidelink grant even if C-LBT failure detected in only some RB sets in the sidelink grant generated from the selected resource pool that spans multiple RB sets.
Option 2: UE should trigger the resource re-selection for only RB set that C-LBT faiulure was detected in the sidelink grant generated from the selected resource pool that spans multiple RB sets.
Q18: Regarding C-LBT failure, which of the above two options does your company prefer?
	Company
	Option 1/Option 2
	Further comments

	LG
	Option 1
	We believe that the UE should regenerate the selected sidelink grant even if C-LBT failure occurred in only some RB sets in the sidelink grant generated from the selected resource pool that spans multiple RB sets.

	OPPO
	
	We are fine to do resource reselection for this case. But not sure what is the meaning of option-2, which also mentioned reselection
Option 2: UE should trigger the resource re-selection for only RB set that C-LBT faiulure was detected in the sidelink grant generated from the selected resource pool that spans multiple RB sets.
But there is no RB set reselection right?

	ZTE
	See comments
	Option1 seems means trigger resource re-selection directly, i.e. adding new condition in “5.22.1.2	TX resource (re-)selection check”. If my understanding is correct, we agree option1.

	ASUSTeK
	Option 1
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Option1
	

	Vivo
	Option 1
	

	Xiaomi
	Option 2 with comments
	We have agreed to trigger resource reselection if C-LBT is detected on the RB set, in our view only the resources within the RB set should be reselected, there is no need to clear all the other reserved resources on the other RB set where there is no C-LBT failure. But whether the reselected resource should still belong to the existing RP or not is up to UE since we agree it is up to UE implementation to reselect RP if needed. 

	Qualcomm
	Option 1 w. Comment
	Generally OK with resource reselection. More leaning to Option 1. Not clear how Option 2 work giving the timeline for retransmittions.


[Summary] Out of 8 companies
Option 1: 7
Option 2: 1
Proposal 14 (7/1): UE should clear the selected sidelink grant and regenerate a new sidelink grant even if C-LBT failure detected in only some RB sets in the sidelink grant generated from the selected resource pool that spans multiple RB sets.

2.17 Proposal 10 in R2-2309718 
Proponent (LG) observation of P10: 
When RX UE transmits the PSFCH on one PSFCH occasion among multiple PSFCH occasions, it starts the SL DRX HARQ RTT Timer at the time when the PSFCH is successfully transmitted. At this time, if selected sidelink grant generated by TX UE in advance is within in the HARQ RTT Timer of the RX UE, the TX UE cannot use the selected sidelink grant. Therefore, in SL-U, it is necessary to define a resource selection procedure considering the multiple PSFCH occasions. For example, retransmission resources considered by the TX UE when generating the selected sidelink grant should be limited to resources located after the last PSFCH occasions among the multiple PSFCH occasions of the RX UE.
Proposal 10. Retransmission resources considered by the TX UE when generating the selected sidelink grant should be limited to resources located after the last PSFCH occasions among the multiple PSFCH occasions of the RX UE.
Q19: Does your company agree the proposal 10 in R2-2309718?
	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Further comments

	LG (proponent)
	Agree
	This proposal is useful from the perspective of ensuring that the TX UE's transmitted TB is well received by the RX UE.

	OPPO
	
	In 5.28.3, there is already some text saying the resource selected should be within the active time, so what is the delta part we expected? Just try to follow.

	ZTE
	See comments
	Intention is reasonable, but it can be left to UE implementation, since HARQ RTT should be ensured during resource selection, we think UE knows how to calculate HARQ RTT when multiple PSFCH resource is configured.

	ASUSTeK
	
	Not sure if we need to further specifiy details on how Tx UE selects retransmission resources as the Tx UE already considers Active time of Rx UE in resource selection procedure.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	AGree
	

	Vivo
	Disagree
	Agree with ZTE. The same issue may happen in legacy procedure when there is only one PSFCH occasion. The original resource selection procedure has properly handled the problem by defining the minimum time gap between any two selected resources. Take the following text as an example:
> randomly select the time and frequency resources for one or more transmission opportunities from the available resources which occur within the SL DRX Active time if configured as specified in clause 5.28.2 of the destination UE selected for indicating to the physical layer the SL DRX Active time above, according to the amount of selected frequency resources, the selected number of HARQ retransmissions and the remaining PDB of SL data available in the logical channel(s) allowed on the carrier by ensuring the minimum time gap between any two selected resources in case that PSFCH is configured for this pool of resources and that a retransmission resource can be indicated by the time resource assignment of a prior SCI according to clause 8.3.1.1 of TS 38.212

	Xiaomi
	Disagree 
	We think there is minimum time gap requirement in the existing resource selecetion procedure, which is enough. Also remaining PDB of the LCH having buffered data should be satisfied for initial/retransmission, if the retransmission is always after the last PSFCH, we are afraid the PDB can not be satisfied. 

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	


[Summary] Out of 8 companies
Agree: 3
Disagree: 5
Rapporteur (Proponent) think tha the proposal is useful from the perspective of ensuring that the TX UE's transmitted TB is well received by the RX UE. However, I can follow the majority view. 
Proposal 15 (3/5): Proposal 10 (i.e., “Retransmission resources considered by the TX UE when generating the selected sidelink grant should be limited to resources located after the last PSFCH occasions among the multiple PSFCH occasions of the RX UE.”) in R2-2309718 is not agreed.

2.18 Proposal 2a/2b/3/4a/4b/5/6/7/8/9 in R2-2310969 
Proponent (Samsung) observation of P2a:
In 5.15.2, a MAC entity is configured per SL carrier, thus we understand the MAC entity behaviors should be common for each SL carrier once TX carrier is selected. We can minimize the specification changes by mainly adding TX carrier selection procedure on top of Rel-17 SL operation. However the current running CR seems the MAC entity behaviors are specified in separate for when single carrier is used and when multiple carriers are used, which brings complication and duplication.
[Proposal 2a]: Remove the separate MAC entity behaviors for “if single carrier frequency is used for NR sidelink” and “else (i.e. multiple carrier frequencies are used for NR sidelink)” in 5.22.1.1. Instead just add TX carrier selection procedure on top of common MAC entity behavior for each SL carrier. 
From the Rapporteur point of view, I think the current CR is the correct approach (“if single carrier frequency is used for NR sidelink” and “else (i.e. multiple carrier frequencies are used for NR sidelink)”) from the point of view of clearly distinguishing and describing the behavior of UE.
Q20: Does your company agree the proposal 2a in R2-2310969?
	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Further comments

	LG (Rapp)
	Disagree
	From the Rapporteur point of view, I think the current CR is the correct approach (“if single carrier frequency is used for NR sidelink” and “else (i.e. multiple carrier frequencies are used for NR sidelink)”) from the point of view of clearly distinguishing and describing the behavior of UE.

	ZTE
	Disagree
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	disagree
	

	Vivo
	Disagree
	

	Xiaomi
	Agree with the intention
	we think the intention is correct. We think the general procedure should be UE selects carrier and then select RP on the carrier and then select resource within the selected RP. In this case, the proposal is more straightforward and clean. 

	Qualcomm
	Disagree
	


[Summary] Out of 6 companies
Agree: 1
Disagree: 5
From the Rapporteur point of view, I think the current CR is the correct approach (“if single carrier frequency is used for NR sidelink” and “else (i.e. multiple carrier frequencies are used for NR sidelink)”) from the point of view of clearly distinguishing and describing the behavior of UE.
Proposal 16 (1/5): Proposal 2a (i.e., “Remove the separate MAC entity behaviors for “if single carrier frequency is used for NR sidelink” and “else (i.e. multiple carrier frequencies are used for NR sidelink)” in 5.22.1.1. Instead just add TX carrier selection procedure on top of common MAC entity behavior for each SL carrier.”) in R2-2310969 is not agreed.

Proponent (Samsung) observation of P2b:
If proposal 2 is not agreed and the separate MAC entity behaviors for “if single carrier frequency is used for NR sidelink” and “else (i.e. multiple carrier frequencies are used for NR sidelink” are kept, “is/are used” sounds ambiguous since it includes a case “multiple carrier frequencies are configured but the UE only uses one of them”. Question is whether TX carrier selection procedure is also applicable for the case. We think TX carrier selection is also applicable for the case. To avoid this ambiguity, it is proposed to change “is/are used” to “is/are configured”
[Proposal 2b]: If proposal 2a is not agreed, it is proposed to change “is/are used” to “is/are configured” in “if single carrier frequency is used for NR sidelink” and “else (i.e. multiple carrier frequencies are used for NR sidelink”.
Q21: If you answer Question 20 as “disagree”, does your company agree the proposal 2b in R2-2310969?
	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Further comments

	LG (Rapp)
	Agree
	

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree
	

	Vivo 
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	


[Summary] Out of 5 companies
Agree: 5
Disagree: 0
Proposal 17 (5/0): Proposal 2b (i.e., “If proposal 2a is not agreed, it is proposed to change “is/are used” to “is/are configured” in “if single carrier frequency is used for NR sidelink” and “else (i.e. multiple carrier frequencies are used for NR sidelink”.”) in R2-2310969 is agreed.

[Proposal 3]: Add the following missing behaviors into 5.22.1.1
1> If there is no configured sidelink grant associated with the Sidelink process on any carrier
2>	TX carrier (re)selection procedure
1> Else if there is a configured sidelink grant associated with the Sidelink process:
…… (Omitted)
[Proposal 4a]: TX resource pool selection in 5.22.1.1 is common regardless of whether single carrier or multiple carriers is/are used, and TX resource pool selection is removed from 5.22.1.11.
[Proposal 4b]: TX resource pool selection behaviors are specified before TX carrier selection.
[Proposal 5]: Duplicated TX carrier (re)selection is removed from TX resource (re)selection check, 5.22.1.2. TX carrier (re)selection is moved to the sub-bullet of “2> if the TX resource (re-)selection is triggered as the result of the TX resource (re-)selection check”.
[Proposal 6]: (Initial) resource selection should be specified as sub-bullets of the following sentence.
4>	determine the order of the (re-)selected carriers, according to the decreasing order based on the highest priority of logical channels which are allowed on each (re-)selected carrier, and perform the following for each Sidelink process on each (re-)selected carrier according to the order:
	5> <Putting (initial) resource selection behaviors>
[Proposal 7]: The following sentence is moved after determination of the order of the (re)selected carrier. 
2> Indicate to L1 RB set information where sidelink C-LBT failure was detected if sl-lbt-FailureRecoveryConfig is configured
When it comes to the P3/4a/4b/5/6/7 (CA related suggestions), from Rapporteur's perspective, I need more time to check whether there are problems with the current running CR or whether these corrections proposed in R2-2310969 are appropriate, so Rapporteur suggests discussing these proposals in detail in short email discussion related to the MAC running CR.

Proposal 18: P3/4a/4b/5/6/7 (CA related suggestions) in R2-2310969 is discussed in MAC running CR discussion (“[POST123bis][105][V2X/SL] 38.321 running CR”).

Proponent (Samsung) observation of P8:
In the running CR, resource re-selection from SL LBT failure indication is specified in the new section, 5.22.1.2c. However, we already have TX resource (re)selection check procedure in 5.22.1.2 in order to trigger TX resource (re-)selection. We do not understand why we need new section, which has duplicated parts, for SL LBT Failure indication. The simplest way would be just to add SL LBT failure indication reception as an additional condition into 5.22.1.2.
 [Proposal 8]: Remove new section 5.22.1.2c and instead simply add SL LBT failure indication reception as an additional condition into 5.22.1.2.
Rapporteur view on P8:
5.221.2c captures the RAN2 agreement below:
· Agreements on SL resource (re)selection
· 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. 
From Rapporteur's perspective, I thought that the best way to capture this RAN2 agreement was to create a new section to clearly describe UE behavior. This approach is the same principle as a new section related to pre-emption/re-evalulation. Additionally, the MCSt-related resource selection procedure for this #123bis meeting’s agreements can also be captured in this section.
Q22: Does your company agree the proposal 8 in R2-2310969?
	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Further comments

	LG (Rapp)
	Disagree
	5.221.2c captures the RAN2 agreement below:
· Agreements on SL resource (re)selection
· 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. 
From Rapporteur's perspective, I thought that the best way to capture this RAN2 agreement was to create a new section to clearly describe UE behavior. This approach is the same principle as a new section related to pre-emption/re-evalulation. Additionally, the MCSt-related resource selection procedure for this #123bis meeting’s agreements can also be captured in this section.

	OPPO
	Disagree
	Otherwise, one may wonder the need of separate section of 5.22.1.2a/b as well?

	ZTE
	Disagree
	Same view with rapp. Clause 5.22.1.2 is for full resource re-selection, we do not think full resource re-selection is needed due to only one shot LBT failure.

	ASUSTeK
	Disagree
	Agree with rapporteur.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Disagree
	

	Vivo
	Disagree
	Agree with rapporteur.

	Xiaomi
	Disagree
	Agree with rapporteur.

	Qualcomm
	Disagree
	


[Summary] Out of 8 companies
Agree: 0
Disagree: 8
Proposal 19 (0/8): Proposal 8 (i.e., “Remove new section 5.22.1.2c and instead simply add SL LBT failure indication reception as an additional condition into 5.22.1.2.”) in R2-2310969 is not agreed.

2.19 Proposal 5 in R2-2309816 and Proposal 11/12 in R2-2310132
Proponent (Xiaomi) observation of P5: 
In last RAN2 meeting, we discussed about HARQ-based SL RLF and agreed the counting is per carrier. 
Agreement on DTX based SL RLF in SL CA
1:	The counting is calculated per carrier.
2:	Legacy SL RLF is not declared when the counting is reached to sl-MaxnumConsecutiveDTX) for carrier(s) and the UE has other available SL carrier(s) for SL CA.
However, it is not critical clear how to define the “carrier set” for HARQ based DTX and according to the running CR, there is one editor’s note to FFS this point. Actually during the carrier selection procedure, UE shall consider the carrier as candidate carrier if the carrier is configured by upper layer and satisfy the CBR threshold. In addition, we agreed for unicast, the selected carrier should be supported by the peer UE. Therefore during carrier selection, the intersection of upper layer configuration, CBR and UE capability are already considered and the final selected carrier associated with the unicast link should be the “carrier set” to perform HARQ based DTX.
	If the TX carrier (re-)selection is triggered for a Sidelink process according to clause 5.22.1.1, the MAC entity shall:
1>	if there is no selected sidelink grant on any carrier allowed for the sidelink logical channel where data is available as indicated by upper layers (TS 38.331 [5] and TS 23.287 [19]):
2>	for each carrier configured by upper layers associated with the concerned sidelink logical channel:
3>	if the CBR of the carrier is below [sl-threshCBR-FreqReselection] associated with the priority of the sidelink logical channel:
4>	consider the carrier as a candidate carrier for TX carrier (re-)selection for the concerned sidelink logical channel when the carrier satisfies all the following conditions;



1: 	Agreements made for GC/BC (RAN2#121bis-e) are also applicable for UC. TX carrier reselection is done among the carriers that peer UE also supports. 
Therefore, we propose RAN2 to agree that HARQ based DTX is performed on each carrier associated with the unicast link and agree the TP in the Annex.
Proposal 5: HARQ based DTX is performed on each carrier associated with the unicast link and agree the TP in the Annex. 
5.22.1.3.3	HARQ-based Sidelink RLF detection
For each carrier associated with a PC5-RRC connection, the HARQ-based Sidelink RLF detection procedure is used to detect Sidelink RLF based on a number of consecutive DTX on PSFCH reception occasions for a PC5-RRC connection.
RRC configures the following parameter to control HARQ-based Sidelink RLF detection:
-	sl-maxNumConsecutiveDTX.
The following UE variable is used for HARQ-based Sidelink RLF detection.
-	numConsecutiveDTX, which is maintained for each PC5-RRC connection if single carrier frequency is used for NR sidelink.
-	numConsecutiveDTX, which is maintained per carrier associated with a PC5-RRC connection if multiple carrier frequencies are used for NR sidelink. 
For each carrier associated with a PC5-RRC connection, the Sidelink HARQ Entity shall (re-)initialize numConsecutiveDTX to zero for each PC5-RRC connection which has been established by upper layers, if any, upon establishment of the PC5-RRC connection or (re)configuration of sl-maxNumConsecutiveDTX.
For each carrier associated with a PC5-RRC connection, the Sidelink HARQ Entity shall for each PSFCH reception occasion associated to the PSSCH transmission:
1>	if PSFCH reception is absent on the PSFCH reception occasion:
[bookmark: _GoBack]2>	increment numConsecutiveDTX by 1;
2>	if more than one carrier is considered as the carriers for HARQ-based Sidelink RLF detection:
Editor’s Note: How to define the concerned carrier set is FFS.
3>	if numConsecutiveDTX reaches sl-maxNumConsecutiveDTX for all carriers applied for HARQ-based Sidelink RLF detection:
4>	indicate HARQ-based Sidelink RLF detection to RRC.
2>	else:
3>	if numConsecutiveDTX reaches sl-maxNumConsecutiveDTX:
4>	indicate HARQ-based Sidelink RLF detection to RRC.
1>	else:
2>	re-initialize numConsecutiveDTX to zero.
Rapporteur suggests RAN2 discuss the SL-CA RLF related proposals (i.e., proposal 5 of R2-2309816 and proposal 11/12 of R2-2310132 and proposal 9 of R2-2310969) in detail in the short email discussion([POST123bis][105][V2X/SL] 38.321 running CR (LG)) related to MAC running CR.	Comment by OPPO (Qianxi Lu): Just for my understanding, what is the diff between this issue and the issue in Q9?	Comment by LG - Giwon Park: Q9 is a question about clarification of what the concerned carrier set for SL-CA RLF detection is, and these proposals are separate discussions on corrections to the text of the current MAC running CR related to SL-CA RLF, so I think they are different topics of discussion.

Proposal 20: SL-CA RLF related proposals (i.e., proposal 5 in R2-2309816, proposal 11/12 in R2-2310132, proposal 9 in R2-2310969) are discussed in MAC running CR discussion (“[POST123bis][105][V2X/SL] 38.321 running CR”).

3. Conclusion
Proposal 1 (8/0): Condition for stopping the ongoing Random Access procedure in SL consistent LBT failure recovery similar to NR-U is introduced in SL-U. Detail wording on this UE procedure is discussed in MAC running CR discussion (“[POST123bis][105][V2X/SL] 38.321 running CR”).
Proposal 2 (8/0): UE behaviour related to Inter-UE LBT blocking is specified using NOTE-based approach.
Proposal 3 (1/4): UE behaviour for S-SSB transmission (i.e., whether the MAC entity performs LBT counting for S-SSB transmission in the RB set that does not belong to the resource pool(s).) is not specified in the MAC running CR.
Proposal 4 (2/3): How to specify the UE procedure for selecting the resource pool considering the packet-related HARQ attribute and PSFCH attribute of a pool(s) is discussed in detail in the Running CR discussion (“[POST123bis][105][V2X/SL] 38.321 running CR”).
Proposal 5 (option 3: 5, option 4: 4): The available SL carriers for SL RLF declaration are the carriers selected by UE among the carrier set configured by the network. 
Proposal 6 (1/6): Proposal 8 (i.e., “When SL consistent LBT failure of a RB set has been cancelled, UE should stop the SL consistent LBT failure recovery timer associated with this RB set, if running”) in R2-2309814 is not agreed. 
Proposal 7 (3/4): RAN2 dicuss the proposal (i.e., “When the SL BWP is deactivated, UE should stop the SL consistent LBT failure recovery timer for all RB sets in the SL BWP, if running.”). 
Proposal 8 (6/0): Proposal 11 (i.e., “When SL consistent LBT failure is detected on all RB sets within a selected resource pool, UE shall clear the selected sidelink grant on the selected resource pool.”) in R2-2309814 is agreed. 
Proposal 9 (4/4): RAN2 discuss the proposal (i.e., “Upon reconfiguration of SL consistent LBT failure recovery timer, UE shall cancel if any triggered SL consistent LBT failure in the RB set(s) of which the associated SL consistent LBT failure recovery timer is reconfigured.”). 
Proposal 10 (1/6): Proposal 13 (i.e., “Upon successful transmission of the SL consistent LBT failure MAC CE to the network, UE shall cancel all the triggered consistent LBT failure(s) in RB sets for which consistent LBT failure was indicated.”) in R2-2309814 is not agreed. 
Proposal 11 (6/2): Proposal 10 (i.e., “For COT sharing, the selected LCH should have a CAPC smaller than or equal to the CAPC indicated in the COT sharing information.” and correspoiding TP) in R2-2309815 is agreed. 
Proposal 12 (8/0): Proposal 9 (i.e., “As in NR-U, SL consistent LBT failure MAC CE may be mapped to zero or one SR configuration.”) in R2-2310143 is agreed. 
Proposal 13 (0/8): Proposal 3 (i.e., “RAN2 to revise the running CR text covering exclusion of pools with C-LBT detected to state that the UE may select any pool of resources with at least one RB-set where C-LBT has not been detected.”) in R2-2310159 is not agreed. 
Proposal 14 (7/1): UE should clear the selected sidelink grant and regenerate a new sidelink grant even if C-LBT failure detected in only some RB sets in the sidelink grant generated from the selected resource pool that spans multiple RB sets.
Proposal 15 (3/5): Proposal 10 (i.e., “Retransmission resources considered by the TX UE when generating the selected sidelink grant should be limited to resources located after the last PSFCH occasions among the multiple PSFCH occasions of the RX UE.”) in R2-2309718 is not agreed.
Proposal 16 (1/5): Proposal 2a (i.e., “Remove the separate MAC entity behaviors for “if single carrier frequency is used for NR sidelink” and “else (i.e. multiple carrier frequencies are used for NR sidelink)” in 5.22.1.1. Instead just add TX carrier selection procedure on top of common MAC entity behavior for each SL carrier.”) in R2-2310969 is not agreed.
Proposal 17 (5/0): Proposal 2b (i.e., “If proposal 2a is not agreed, it is proposed to change “is/are used” to “is/are configured” in “if single carrier frequency is used for NR sidelink” and “else (i.e. multiple carrier frequencies are used for NR sidelink”.”) in R2-2310969 is agreed.
Proposal 18: P3/4a/4b/5/6/7 (CA related suggestions) in R2-2310969 is discussed in MAC running CR discussion (“[POST123bis][105][V2X/SL] 38.321 running CR”).
Proposal 19 (0/8): Proposal 8 (i.e., “Remove new section 5.22.1.2c and instead simply add SL LBT failure indication reception as an additional condition into 5.22.1.2.”) in R2-2310969 is not agreed.
Proposal 20: SL-CA RLF related proposals (i.e., proposal 5 in R2-2309816, proposal 11/12 in R2-2310132, proposal 9 in R2-2310969) are discussed in MAC running CR discussion (“[POST123bis][105][V2X/SL] 38.321 running CR”).
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