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This paper is to further discuss C-LBT failure report to peer UE. 
Discussion
In R2#123, there is one issue discussed as follows
6. Need of reporting C-LBT failure indication to the peer UE ? (P5,6: 8375: IDC, P9: 7478: ZTE, P19: 7956: Lenovo)

P5,6: 8375:
Proposal 5:	A UE in mode 2 uses a received consistent LBT failure MAC CE for its own resource/RB set selection.  FFS on the details.
Proposal 6:	A UE in mode 1 informs the network of a received consistent LBT failure MAC CE.  

P8,9: 7478:
Proposal 8	UE can send the SL-specific consistent LBT failure indication to the peer UE via another available SL RB set.
Proposal 9	Upon receiving SL-specific consistent LBT failure from RX UE, TX UE can suspend the HARQ-DTX counter or T400 timer for the destination.

P18,19: 7956
Proposal 18: A SL UE should inform the corresponding peer UE(s) about a consistent LBT failure detected for a set of RB(s). 
Proposal 19: During LCP/destination selection UE should also take into account the LBT status of a set of RB(s), e.g. C-LBT failure reported by corresponding Rx UE(s), e.g. UE should only map LCHs for which HARQ feedback is disabled on SL resources on a set RB(s) for which the corresponding RX UE reported a consistent LBT failure. UE should prioritize destinations during LCP Procedure for which no C-LBT failure was reported by corresponding Rx UE(s).
Firstly, on the applicability:
Since this report mostly relies on unicast connection, it is not for group-cast and broadcast. Even for unicast, it relies whether the UE pair supports one additional LBT channel where C-LBT-F has not happened, if configured in the BWP / resource-pool. So it is not a tool that is widely applicable.
C-LBT failure indication to peer UE cannot apply to GC and BC scenarios.
Secondly, on the usage of this indication:
For Mode-1, although by reporting it to the network, the network may perform a resource (pool) adjustment for the TX UE, yet considering the resource (pool) configuration is agnostic to destinations, this kind of resource (pool) adjustment may not be necessary for all destinations, and thus may over-kill some resources.
For impact on mode-1 resource assignment, it is unclear how for network to behave upon receiving the C-LBT-F indication from Rx UE which is per-destination. 
For Mode-2, the same logic holds, i.e., it is not preferred to have an impact on the resource (re)selection procedure, since that is agnostic to the destination, of which the down-selection happens at LCP stage later. Although there were voices that IUC is an example that resource (re)selection is optimized for specific destinations, due to the concern of the point above, 
1) The current specification would drop the IUC-based resource restriction in case there is no resource in the intersection of available resources based on sensing and IUC report;
2) The effect would become even worse when a further dimension (due to C-LBT-F) is added into the filtering of resource (re)selection.
3) Eventually, even for IUC, the filtered resource may not finally apply to the UE sending out the IUC report, since the destination selection is finally up to the LCP procedure.
Essentially, C-LBT-F of RX UE doesn’t mean C-LBT-F of TX UE on the same RB set. The TX UE should based on its own C-LBT-F result which is more accurate for including/excluding certain RB set for resource (re)selection.
For impact on mode-2 resource (re)selection, it is not preferred for UE to change resource (re)selection procedure based on the received C-LBT-F indication from peer UE(s).  
For impact on LCP, firstly, there is concern from companies to further complicate the procedure. Secondly, although sending the data via the RB-set where peer UE is experiencing C-LBT-F may fail to send PSFCH feedback, yet that does not necessarily mean the transmission would fail to reach peer UE. We don’t have an agreement on whether PSFCH transmission is impacted by C-LBT-F. The peer UE may still try sending PSFCH and succeed with slight success rate. In case of delay critical traffic, it may be preferred to send out the data even with the sacrifice of possible unnecessary re-transmission. 
For impact on LCP, the additional complexity due to the C-LBT-F indication from peer UE is not justified by the benefit it brings. 
For impact on T400, since T400 relies on PSSCH transmission (carrying SCCH) rather than PSFCH, if peer UE can find a RB-set to send out C-LBT-F indication as a MAC-CE, it is doubtable why peer UE would delay the transmission of the complete message as SCCH, which has a higher LCP priority than MAC-CE.
For the impact on T400, it is not reasonable considering SCCH has a higher LCP priority than MAC-CE.
For impact on numConsecutiveDTX, since R1 has already developed the tools of multi-PSFCH, which could enable multiple PSFCH resources on different time and/or frequency domain (including different RB-sets), it is not clear why R2 would need to develop a redundant tool as well.
For the impact on numConsecutiveDTX, the issue has been solved by R1 developed tool of multi-PSFCH, so no need for a redundant tool by R2. 
Furthermore, if we further check the status of peer UE:
In case the peer UE is in mode-1, the C-LBT-F indication would trigger MAC-CE report to serving gNB, and it would be cancelled as soon as the report is sent, by expecting instant network reconfiguration of resource pool upon reception of the MAC-CE report. However, if the C-LBT-F indication between UEs is enabled, it is very likely that as soon as a first C-LBT-F indication is sent from Rx-UE to Tx-UE, a follow-up indication would be sent as well to cancel the previous indication, even though the serving gNB of Rx-UE have not reconfigure the resource pool yet. It means all the reaction by Tx-UE, based on the received C-LBT-F indication from Rx UE, is meaningless. 
In case the Rx-UE is working in mode-1, the triggered C-LBT-F would be cancelled soon upon C-LBT-F from Rx-UE to its serving gNB, the Tx-UE cannot base on the received C-LBT-F indication triggered accordingly to know the true C-LBT-F status at Rx-UE accurately.
In case the peer UE is in mode-2, although the triggered C-LBT-F would not be cancelled soon, due to the usage of the timer-based cancellation, but still there is no guarantee that the timer expiry would lead to a true C-LBT-F cancellation, which means the cancellation of C-LBT-F indication to Tx-UE would also be unreliable, i.e., similar core problem as for mode-1. 
In case the Rx-UE is working in mode-2, the triggered C-LBT-F would be cancelled upon timer expiry, the Tx-UE cannot base on the received C-LBT-F indication triggered accordingly to know the true C-LBT-F status at Rx-UE accurately.
In short, the C-LBT-F indication to peer UE is not preferred. 
[bookmark: _Toc144914165]R2 not pursue the C-LBT-F indication to peer UE.
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We have the following proposals:
Proposal 1	R2 not pursue the C-LBT-F indication to peer UE.
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