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[bookmark: _Ref35586532]Introduction
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]In this paper, we discuss resource allocation for MCSt and remaining issues for SL LCP enhancement for COT sharing. 
Regarding resource allocation for MCSt, in RAN1 #114 meeting, LS in R1-2308664 [1] was sent to RAN2 with the following RAN1 agreements:
	[bookmark: _Hlk143776340]Agreement
In Mode 2 resource allocation,
· The higher layer can indicate a “number of consecutive slots for MCSt” () larger than 1 for L1 reporting multi-slots candidates to the higher layer. The candidate multi-slots resource definition is applied.
· Otherwise, the candidate single-slot resource definition is applied (same as R16/17).
· The higher layer selects resources from the reported  according to one of the following based on UE implementation:
· Random selection as per R16/17
· Higher layer is not restricted to select resources at random, and can select in consecutive slots
· It is up to RAN2 to define detailed behaviour as needed
· It is RAN1 intention that, once the higher layer selects a multi-slots candidate from the set , it will use all the single-slot resources of the selected multi-slots candidate for transmission. This RAN1 agreement has no intention on potential RAN2 discussion about how SL resource selection processes are defined in MCSt.
· Note, the above is intended to support Approach 1 and 2 only.
· Send an LS to RAN2 informing that it is up to RAN2 to decide in regards to the HARQ RTT timing (minimum time gap)
· whether a single TB transmitted over consecutive slots is supported in a resource pool configured with PSFCH resource


Besides finishing the homework assigned by RAN1 LS on “whether a single TB transmitted over consecutive slots is supported in a resource pool configured with PSFCH resource”, this contribution also discusses other RAN2 impacts that are needed to support resource allocation for MCSt, and also address one leftover FFS on whether resource reselection is triggered upon LBT failure for MCSt case.
Regarding enhanced SL LCP for COT sharing, remaining issue is discussed based on the progress of and open issue left in the MAC running CR.
Discussion on resource allocation for MCSt
	Issue 1: Confirmation on Approach 1/2 only
According to below statement in RAN1 LS [1], we understand RAN1 decides to support only Approach 1 and 2 based on our LS reply, and Approach 3 is precluded already:
· Note, the above is intended to support Approach 1 and 2 only.
We propose that RAN2 confirms this understanding, so that only Approach 1 and 2 need to be considered for any discussion related to MCSt in RAN2. 
Proposal 1: RAN2 confirms that only Approach 1 and 2 are supported for MCSt in Rel-18 SL-U. 
With a reminiscence to previous RAN1 LS in [2], support of Approach 1 and 2 means that all resources included in a MCSt can only be used to transmit the same TB, and MCSt resources selected by different resource reselecction procedures are used to transmit different TBs independently (even if they happen to be consecutive in time domain).
Proposal 1a: RAN2 confirms the common understanding that a MCSt can only be used to transmit the same TB, and MCSt resources selected by different resource reselection procedures are used to transmit different TBs independently (regardless of whether they happen to be consecutive in time domain or not). 
	Issue 2: Whether MCSt is allowed in TX pool with PSFCH config
RAN1 leaves it to RAN2 to decide whether MCSt can still be supported in the TX pool with PSFCH configuration. 
	· Send an LS to RAN2 informing that it is up to RAN2 to decide in regards to the HARQ RTT timing (minimum time gap)
· whether a single TB transmitted over consecutive slots is supported in a resource pool configured with PSFCH resource


The controversy in RAN1 was that the interval between the resources in the consecutive slots included in MCSt cannot meet the minimum time gap (i.e. which ensures the HARQ RTT time) as specified in the MAC Spec [3] (see below Table 1); so after a (re)transmission performed, there is not enough time for HARQ feedback to be signalled via PSFCH before the next retransmission opportunity in the MCSt, and thus impossible for the HARQ feedback based retransmission to be performed. 
Table 1: Minimum time gap requirement for the resource reselection in PSFCH-configured TX pool [3]
	If the MAC entity has been configured with Sidelink resource allocation mode 2 to transmit using pool(s) of resources in a carrier as indicated in TS 38.331 [5] or TS 36.331 [21] based on full sensing, or partial sensing, or random selection or any combination(s), the MAC entity shall for each Sidelink process:
[…]
5>	if transmission based on full sensing or partial sensing is configured by upper layers and there are available resources left in the resources indicated by the physical layer according to clause 8.1.4 of TS 38.214 [7] for more transmission opportunities; or
5>	if transmission based on random selection is configured by upper layers and there are available resources left in the resource pool for more transmission opportunities:
6>	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 [9].
[…]
For a selected sidelink grant, the minimum time gap between any two selected resources comprises:
-	a time gap between the end of the last symbol of a PSSCH transmission of the first resource and the start of the first symbol of the corresponding PSFCH reception determined by sl-MinTimeGapPSFCH and sl-PSFCH-Period for the pool of resources; and
-	a time required for PSFCH reception and processing plus sidelink retransmission preparation including multiplexing of necessary physical channels and any TX-RX/RX-TX switching time.


Observation 1: Once a (re)transmission has been performed over a slot within MCSt, there is not enough time for the HARQ feedback over PSFCH to be signalled and processed before the next slot within the same MCSt, so HARQ feedback based retransmission may be unable to be performed on the slots within the same MCSt.  
As a result, some companies argued in RAN1 to make a restriction that MCSt can only be used in the TX pool w/o PSFCH configuration and is only usable for the transmission of HARQ-feedback-disabled TB. However, except for simplifying the discussion, we fail to find any technical reason on why MCSt cannot be used to transmit the data from the SL LCH with HARQ feedback enabled; in the other way around, it is usually the data with high reliability requirements that is mapped into the SL LCHs configured with “HARQ feedback enabled”, so the reliability requirements of these SL LCHs should even be better guaranteed by applying the “repetition-like” retransmission, in conjunction with HARQ feedback based retransmission. This is similar to the bundling operation in Uu which enables repetition that can be used together with scheduled based HARQ retransmission based on HARQ Feedback. 
To this end, we propose that the MCSt can still be used in the TX pool configured with PSFCH, and can be used to transmit data from SL LCHs with HARQ feedback enabled. Specifically, a UE can select more than one sets of MCSt resources to perform the transmission of the same TB, and HARQ feedback can be signalled via PSFCH across different MCSts (e.g. at the end of the last retransmission of a MCSt), if the TB is with HARQ feedback enabled as shown in the following figure. In addition, this requires that the interval between the any two sets of MCSt selected to be larger than the minimum time gap specified in TS 38.321. 

 Figure 1: Support of MCSt with HARQ feedback in a pool with PSFCH configuration
Proposal 2: In a pool configured with PSFCH, a UE can select more than one sets of MCSt resources for the (re)transmissions of a single TB, and HARQ feedback is signalled via PSFCH after the retransmission performed on the last slot included in each MCSt, if the TB is with HARQ feedback enabled.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Proposal 2a: The selected multiple sets of MCSt resources in P2 comprise the selected resources within the same periodicity, in the case of resource reselection for multiple MAC PDU transmission. 
Proposal 2b: MAC entity ensures that the interval between each two sets of MCSt selected (i.e. the last slot of the former and the first slot of the later) is larger than the minimum time gap.
	Issue 3: How to determine 
RAN1 in the LS assumes that higher layer indicates the “number of consecutive slots for MCSt” denoted . So RAN2 has to decide how to determine .
	Agreement
In Mode 2 resource allocation,
· The higher layer can indicate a “number of consecutive slots for MCSt” () larger than 1 for L1 reporting multi-slots candidates to the higher layer. The candidate multi-slots resource definition is applied.


Basically, we think  should be subject to the two factors as follows:
· Allowed TX number in “CBR-priority” look-up table: Since a MCSt is now used to perform the new transmission and retransmission(s) of a single TB,  decides the total transmission numbers that can be performed on a MCSt (e.g. with Retx number equal to  or  ). The CBR-priority based parameter adaptation was introduced to regulate UE behavior, preventing bad UE implementation from selecting excessive resources and setting aggressive Tx parameters, in order to avoid channel congestion. This mechanism is now directly inherited from the legacy to the current running MAC CR [4], and thus applied to the resource reselection for non-MCSt case. With the necessity of this mechanism to keep acceptable channel status, this mechanism should be supported to MCSt, especially the “CBR-priority” based allowed transmission number considered here. 
Observation 2: “CBR-priority” based link adaptation is a necessary congestion control mechanism for SL, and is inherited to SL-U. It is now already specified in the MAC running CR, with specifically the allowed transmission number decided by “CBR-priority” having been applied for the resource reselection in non-MCSt case. 
· : It is specified in TS 37.213 running CR [5] that the UE shall not transmit with a channel occupancy time exceeding the  once the UE performs channel access for a TB with a specific CAPC value. So the time duration corresponding to the  in a MCSt cannot exceed the  corresponding to the CAPC of the TB to be transmitted. 
A UE shall not transmit on a channel for a Channel Occupancy Time that exceeds  where the channel access procedure is performed based on the channel access priority class  associated with the UE transmissions, as given in Table 4.5-1. 
In terms of “Allowed TX number in the ‘CBR-priority’ look-up table”, MAC entity should select the  as such that the total number of the transmissions of a single TB, including both new transmission and retransmissions, do not exceed the allowed  maximum TX number decided by the CBR highest priority of sidelink logical channels in the “CBR-priority” look-up table, where the total number of the transmissions corresponds to all the transmission on multiple sets of MCSt resources (if P2 is agreed), or on one set of MCSt resources (if P is not agreed). This is proposed as follows:
Proposal 3: RAN2 confirms  should be determined based on the allowed maximum transmission number configured in the “CBR-priority” look-up table. 
Proposal 3a: When performing resource reselection for MCSt, MAC shall select  as such that:
· the total number of transmissions of a TB (including new transmission and retransmissions) across all sets of MCSt does not exceed the allowed maximum transmission number decided by the CBR of the selected pool and the highest SL LCH priority (if P2 is agreed); 
· the total transmission number of a TB (including new transmission and retransmissions) on a MCSt does not exceed the allowed maximum transmission number corresponding to the CBR of the selected pool and the highest SL LCH priority (if P2 is not agreed).
RAN2 may further discuss whether the value of the existing parameter for the allowed transmission time (i.e. sl-MaxTxTransNumPSSCH) parameter is sufficient, if Proposal 3 is agreed, because with MCSt being used here, it is envisioned that more times of HARQ retransmission could be afforded. 
Proposal 3b: RAN2 discusses whether an extension of the existing parameter sl-MaxTxTransNumPSSCH is needed to support MCSt case (e.g. a MCSt-specific parameter with larger configurable values). 
Regarding , when the resource reselection is triggered and the UE decides to apply MCSt, the MAC eneity  shall determine the  as such that the time duration decided by the  slots does not exceed the  corresponding to the CAPC of the highest priority logical channel. This CAPC is taken as the reference, with similarity the legacy operations, when a TB has not been built during resource reselection procedure).   
Proposal 4: RAN2 confirms that MAC entity shall select  as such that the time duration decided by  slots does not exceed the  corresponding to the CAPC of the highest priority logical channel. 
In the end, if RAN2 finally decides to consider both the CBR-priority decided allowed TX number and , then the  need to be decided satisifying both conditions in Proposal 3 and 4. 
Proposal 5: MAC entity shall select  satisfying conditions in both Proposal 3/3a and 4, if both are agreed. 
	Issue 4: How UE determines whether to apply MCSt 
Following issue 3, RAN2 needs to decide how UE determine whether to apply MCSt and thus selects MCSt resources, if resource reselection is triggered. We think there could be a number of factors that impact the final decision, e.g. buffer status, channel condition, QoS requirements, etc., and it could be difficult to discuss them all and evaluate which is more importantly considered and which is less. At the same time, we think UE implementation can take care of all of these factors well. 
Therefore, we propose that if resource (re)selection is triggered, it is up to UE implementation to decide whether to apply MCSt and thus selecting MCSt resources. 
Proposal 6: If resource reselection is triggered for SL-U, it is up to UE implementation whether to apply MCSt and select MCSt resources.
 Issue 5: Trigger of resource reselection or not upon LBT failure
There is a remaining FFS not concluded yet, as recorded in the LS sent to RAN1 previously [6]:
	RAN2 discussed the impact of LBT failure to the SL resource (re)selection procedure. It is RAN2 understanding, that UE triggers resource (re)selection upon receiving an LBT failure indication from PHY for a PSSCH transmission. It is FFS whether such new resource (re)selection trigger is also applicable for the multiple consecutive slots transmission (MCSt) case.


For MCSt transmissions, if resource (re)selection is not triggered when channel access fails, the corresponding transmission may be dropped, leading to performance degradation. Therefore, triggering resource reselection may be a better choice and the following schemes can be considered.
· Scheme 1: resource reselection is triggered per slot upon LBT failure and UE can continue performing channel access procedure after resource selection, as shown in Figure 2-1.
· Scheme 2: resource reselection is triggered for the whole MCSt upon LBT failure, as shown in Figure 2-2.


Figure 2-1: Resource reselection scheme 1 for MCSt


Figure 2-2: Resource reselection scheme 2 for MCSt
Per simulation results in our RAN1 paper [7] (cited also in the Appendix), both schemes above can achieve significant gain, compared with no resource reselection triggers due to LBT failure. Therefore, it is proposed to support triggering resource reselection even for MCSt case when LBT fails.
Proposal 7: For the multiple consecutive slots transmission (MCSt) case, the UE triggers resource (re)selection upon receiving an LBT failure indication from PHY for a PSSCH transmission at a time. RAN2 decides how the UE reselects resources upon resource reselection triggered, with down-selection between Scheme 1 and 2. 
Discussion on enhanced LCP for COT sharing
In previous meetings, the following agreements were achieved on the condition that the enhanced LCP can be performed using the shared COT with type-2 LBT:
Table 2: RAN2 #123 agreements on enhanced SL LCP for COT sharing [8]
Agreements on enhanced LCP for shared COT
1:	For mode2, enhanced LCP is used if the shared COT is used with LBT type 2. All other cases, enhanced LCP is not used.
Agreements on enhanced LCP for shared COT
1:	R2 does not pursue additional conditions to allow UE to select enhanced LCP besides the agreed ones.
Table 3: RAN2 #121bis agreements on enhanced SL LCP for COT sharing [9]
Agreement:
If the resource to be used is within a shared COT, and if PDU not generated before COT arrival, and there is data in buffer satisfying COT requirement, at least enhanced LCP should be allowed. FFS on the condition for UE to use enhanced LCP. FFS on spec impact.
Based on the agreement in Table 2, a leftover issue from last meeting was which layer decides to use shared COT with type 2 LBT, as follows: [8]
	3. Which layer decides LBT type for shared COT?
· Option1: MAC (P7: 7090: OPPO)
· Option2: PHY (P5: 7131: Huawei)
· Noted. We’ll have more time to think about it. 


Also, during the MAC running CR discussion for [4], there was uncertainty about how to understand the Agreement in Table 3: whether any condition needs to be specified on how UE decides to use the shared COT with type-2 LBT, or it can still be up to UE implementation to make the decision, because in this agreement it says “should be allowed” but not “shall”. The related part in the endorsed MAC running CR [4] is cited as follows:
[image: ]
Observation 3: It is unclear whether the agreed condition in RAN2#121bis means a specified condition on how UE decides to use enhanced SL LCP on the shared COT with type-2 LBT, or it is still up to UE implementation to make the decision. 
Therefore, as probably the last mile to close this topic on enhanced SL LCP with shared COT, issues on “which layer actually decides to use shared COT with type-2 LBT” and “whether such a decision is made by UE implementation or need specified conditions per RAN2 #121bis agreement” need to be concluded by RAN2.
On which layer decides to use shared COT with type-2 LBT
Besides the agreed condition in Table 3 (i.e. data availability and PDU generation or not) which mainly covers L2 related factors, many other requirements on how the UE can use a shared COT with type-2 LBT are specified in TS 37.213 running CR [5], including: DST ID/CAPC requirements, gap requirements, SL RB set(s) restrictions, etc. All these requirements need be considered along with the agreed condition in Table 3, when the UE decides whether to use shared COT with type-2 LBT. 
Observation 4: The conditions for the responding UE to use shared COT with type-2 LBT for SL transmission are mainly specified in TS 37.213 (e.g. DST ID/CAPC requirements, gap requirements, applicable SL RB set restrictions, etc.). They are mainly L1 related requirements, and shall be considered together with the RAN2 agreed condition, when UE decides whether to use shared COT with type-2 LBT and apply enhanced SL LCP. 
From Observation 4, therefore, it should be a joint decision made by PHY and MAC to decide whether to use shared COT with type-2 LBT, not possibly made completely by MAC layer based on its own specification. 
Observation 5: Whether to use shared COT with type-2 LBT is a joint decision made by PHY and MAC, considering both L2 related conditions (e.g. agreed one in RAN2 #121bis) and L1 related conditions (specified in TS 37.213).
On specifying agreed condition in RAN2 #121bis vs. leaving it to UE implementation
If the agreed condition in Table 3 were to be specified (i.e. if the condition is satisfied, the UE shall use the shared COT with type-2 LBT and perform enhanced SL LCP), there could be the problem that the data of the DST, which has higher priority data available than the DST(s) indicated in the COT sharing info, cannot be transmitted on the SL resources covered by the COT. This will result in additional delay for the SL transmission towards the DST with higher priority data, and violate the basic logic of SL LCP design. Also, since we agreed to not consider any other conditions for applying enhanced SL LCP due to COT sharing, this problem becomes inevitable as long as we specify the agreed condition in Table 3. 
Observation 6: If the agreed condition in RAN2 #121bis for enhanced SL LCP with shared COT were specified in MAC, the transmission of the DST, which has higher priority data than the DST(s) in COT sharing info, would be likely to be postponed. This violates the basic logic of SL LCP design.
By contrast, if we leave it to UE implementation to decide whether to use the shared COT with type-2 LBT, it means the UE still has the freedom to decide whether to perform SL LCP enhanced or prioritize DST with higher priority data, and thus can avoid above problem for postponing transmission for higher priority DST. Also, UE implementation can take care of both the L1 and L2 requirements for using shared COT with type-2, and make the proper decision with comprehensive consideration. As another pro, UE implementation can avoid the bothersome modelling issue on which layer to make the decision, because all cross-layer operations can be done via UE’s internal implementation without specifying any cross-layer information exchange.
Therefore, we propose that UE determines whether to use shared COT with type-2 by UE implementation, by taking into account the related requirements specified in TS 37.213 (e.g. DST ID/CAPC requirements, gap requirements, SL RB set(s) restrictions, etc) [5]. Also, a TP which is drafted based on [4] is provided in Table 4 below, to show how this can be adopted in the MAC running CR.  
Proposal 8: UE determines whether to use shared COT with type-2 based on UE implementation, by taking into account the related requirements specified in TS 37.213 (e.g. DST ID/CAPC requirements, gap requirements, SL RB set(s) restrictions, etc). 
Proposal 8a: Adopt the TP in Table 4 in the MAC running CR. 
Table 4: TP to MAC running CR based on Proposal 8 
	[…]
1>	else:
2>	if COT sharing information has been received from lower layers as specified in TS 37.213[18]:
3>	if resources used for initial transmission for the SL grant associated to the SCI are used to perform transmission within the COT duration of the shared COT and MAC entity decides to use shared COT with type-2 LBT:
Editor’s Note: Which layer decides LTB type for shared COT is FFS.
NOTE X: Whether to use the resources within the duration of the shared COT to perform transmission with type-2 LBT is decided by UE implementation, by taking into account related requirements as specified in TS 37.213 [X]. 
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:
 […]



Conclusion
In this contribution, we discussed potential RAN2 impacts on resource allocation for MCSt addressing also the issue from RAN1 LS in [1] and also leftovers for enhanced SL LCP for COT sharing. According to the analysis in section 2 and 2, we provide below observations and proposals:
[For Resource allocation in MCSt]
· For Issue 1: Confirmation on Approach 1/2 only
Proposal 1: RAN2 confirms that only Approach 1 and 2 are supported for MCSt in Rel-18 SL-U. 
Proposal 1a: RAN2 confirms the common understanding that a MCSt can only be used to transmit the same TB, and MCSt resources selected by different resource reselection procedures are used to transmit different TBs independently (regardless of whether they happen to be consecutive in time domain or not). 
· For Issue 2: Whether MCSt is allowed in TX pool with PSFCH config
Observation 1: Once a (re)transmission has been performed over a slot within MCSt, there is not enough time for the HARQ feedback over PSFCH to be signalled and processed before the next slot within the same MCSt, so HARQ feedback based retransmission may be unable to be performed on the slots within the same MCSt.  
Proposal 2: In a pool configured with PSFCH, a UE can select more than one sets of MCSt resources for the (re)transmissions of a single TB, and HARQ feedback is signalled via PSFCH after the retransmission performed on the last slot included in each MCSt, if the TB is with HARQ feedback enabled.
Proposal 2a: The selected multiple sets of MCSt resources in P2 comprise the selected resources within the same periodicity, in the case of resource reselection for multiple MAC PDU transmission. 
Proposal 2b: MAC entity ensures that the interval between each two sets of MCSt selected (i.e. the last slot of the former and the first slot of the later) is larger than the minimum time gap. 
· For Issue 3: How to determine 
Observation 2: “CBR-priority” based link adaptation is a necessary congestion control mechanism for SL, and is inherited to SL-U. It is now already specified in the MAC running CR, with specifically the allowed transmission number decided by “CBR-priority” having been applied for the resource reselection in non-MCSt case. 
Proposal 3: RAN2 confirms  should be determined based on the allowed maximum transmission number configured in the “CBR-priority” look-up table. 
Proposal 3a: When performing resource reselection for MCSt, MAC shall select  as such that:
· the total number of transmissions of a TB (including new transmission and retransmissions) across all sets of MCSt does not exceed the allowed maximum transmission number decided by the CBR of the selected pool and the highest SL LCH priority (if P2 is agreed); 
· the total transmission number of a TB (including new transmission and retransmissions) on a MCSt does not exceed the allowed maximum transmission number corresponding to the CBR of the selected pool and the highest SL LCH priority (if P2 is not agreed).
Proposal 3b: RAN2 discusses whether an extension of the existing parameter sl-MaxTxTransNumPSSCH is needed to support MCSt case (e.g. a MCSt-specific parameter with larger configurable values). 
Proposal 4: RAN2 confirms that MAC entity shall select  as such that the time duration decided by  slots does not exceed the  corresponding to the CAPC of the highest priority logical channel. 
Proposal 5: MAC entity shall select  satisfying conditions in both Proposal 3/3a and 4, if both are agreed. 
· For Issue 4: How UE determines whether to apply MCSt
Proposal 6: If resource reselection is triggered for SL-U, it is up to UE implementation whether to apply MCSt and select MCSt resources.
· For Issue 5: Trigger of resource reselection or not upon LBT failure
Proposal 7: For the multiple consecutive slots transmission (MCSt) case, the UE triggers resource (re)selection upon receiving an LBT failure indication from PHY for a PSSCH transmission at a time. RAN2 decides how the UE reselects resources upon resource reselection triggered, with down-selection between Scheme 1 and 2. 

[For LCP enhancement for COT sharing]
Observation 3: It is unclear whether the agreed condition in RAN2#121bis means a specified condition on how UE decides to use enhanced SL LCP on the shared COT with type-2 LBT, or it is still up to UE implementation to make the decision. 
Observation 4: The conditions for the responding UE to use shared COT with type-2 LBT for SL transmission are mainly specified in TS 37.213 (e.g. DST ID/CAPC requirements, gap requirements, applicable SL RB set restrictions, etc.). They are mainly L1 related requirements, and shall be considered together with the RAN2 agreed condition, when UE decides whether to use shared COT with type-2 LBT and apply enhanced SL LCP. 
Observation 5: Whether to use shared COT with type-2 LBT is a joint decision made by PHY and MAC, considering both L2 related conditions (e.g. agreed one in RAN2 #121bis) and L1 related conditions (specified in TS 37.213).
Observation 6: If the agreed condition in RAN2 #121bis for enhanced SL LCP with shared COT were specified in MAC, the transmission of the DST, which has higher priority data than the DST(s) in COT sharing info, would be likely to be postponed. This violates the basic logic of SL LCP design.
Proposal 8: UE determines whether to use shared COT with type-2 based on UE implementation, by taking into account the related requirements specified in TS 37.213 (e.g. DST ID/CAPC requirements, gap requirements, SL RB set(s) restrictions, etc). 
Proposal 8a: Adopt the TP in Table 4 in the MAC running CR. 
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Appendix: Simulation results in [7]

Figure A-1: UPT[footnoteRef:2] for Scheme 1 and Scheme 2 of resource reselection method of MCSt [2:  “UPT” stands for User perceived throughput.] 


System Level Evaluation Assumptions for MCSt
	Parameter
	Value

	Deployment scenario
	Indoor layout Option 1 in RAN1#110 [13]

	Channel model
	NR InH Mixed Office model used in NR-U

	Simulated Bandwidth
	20 MHz

	Subcarrier spacing
	30 kHz

	Traffic model
	FTP model 3 with arrival rate of 20%

	Resource allocation schemes
	· Approach 1: L1 report a set of candidate single-slot resource (SA) according to existing L1 resource allocation procedure. Higher layer selects a set of resources according to a consecutive-slots criterion (new behavior) to achieve MCSt.
· Approach 2: L1 report a set of candidate multi-slot resource (SA) according to most of the existing L1 resource allocation procedure. Higher layer selects a candidate multi-slot resource either randomly (R16/17 behavior).

	Resource reselection schemes
	· Scheme 1: Resource reselection is triggered per slot when channel access is failed and UE can continuing perform channel access procedure after resource selection.
· Scheme 2: Resource reselection is triggered for the whole MCSt when channel access is failed.

	Transmission number per TB
	· 3

	Number of slots for MCSt
	· 3

	Performance metric
	· UPT




Baseline	Scheme 1	Scheme 2	4.7300000000000004	5.08	4.96	
UPT (Mbps)
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1> else:.

2> if COT sharing information has been received from lower layers as specified in TS 37.213[18]:

3> if resources used for initihl transmission for the SL grant associated to the SCI are within the COT
duration and MAC entity decides to use shared COT with type-2 LBT:.

Editor’s Note: Which laver decides LTB tvpe for shared COT is FFS..





