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[bookmark: _Ref488331639][bookmark: _Ref178064866]Introduction
This paper is to further discuss left issues of SL-U. 
Table 1 Per-WI Open Issues for SL-U
	Index
	Issue

	[2-1] 

	Whether/how to enhance Mode-2 resource (re)selection procedure due to MCSt (including the issues from R1-2308664)

	[2-2] 

	Mode-2 resource (re)selection procedure due to COT sharing (i.e., whether a COT responding UE prioritizes the resource in  the shared COT, which has been covered [POST123][511])

	[2-3] 

	Mode-2 resource (re)selection procedure due to inta-UE LBT impact, including the confirmation of WA from 123 meeting

	[2-4] 

	Left issues from R4-2314351

	[2-5] 

	Whether/how reporting (C-)LBT failure indication to the peer UE, and if so, how to make use of it

	[2-6] 

	RTT timer start condition for GC

	[2-7] 

	E-LCP impact on MCSt (i.e., when generating TB in the subsequent slots of a MCSt, whether CAPC-related LCH filtering is needed)

	[2-8] 
	DRX active time considering shared COT due to the support of additional ID (because of the R2 agreement: Working assumption “Not define shared COT as SL DRX active time” is agreed. If RAN1 introduces additional ID, we can revisit it.)



For Per-WI Open Issues
Resource (Re)selection for MCSt (LS R1-2308664)
Besides the topics that have been touched in [POST123][511], one left issue is on
The higher layer selects resources from the reported S_A 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
The new behavior of consecutive slots selection is to map to the following steps in Approach-1 and 2.
Approach 1: “best effort for multiple TBs”
	Step 3: Higher layer selects a set of resources either randomly (R16/17 behavior) or according to a consecutive-slots criterion (new behavior) to achieve MCSt.
Approach 2: “guarantee MCSt for single TB and best effort for multiple TBs”
	Step 3: Higher layer selects a candidate multi-slot resource either randomly (R16/17 behavior) or according to a consecutive-slots criterion (new behavior).
Here the consecutive-slot selection includes two aspects:
1) One is for intra-process selection, i.e., for resource selection of the same process, the selected resources can be consecutive to each other. This is related to the discussion in post-123 [511], regarding whether the minimum gap requirement has to be respected for MCSt case.
2) The other is for inter-process selection, i.e., the resource selected for process-A is consecutive to resource selected for process-B.
While considering on the top level, it is “based on UE implementation” to select using either random or the new consecutive-slot based selection, there is no need to dig into the detailed UE behavior too much. 
[bookmark: _Toc146899565]For Open Issue [2-1], R2 confirm if UE (by implementation) selects to use the consecutive-slot resource, it can be applied to at least inter-process resource selection (whether it applies to intra-process resource selection depends on outcome of [Post123][511]), and the detailed wording is left to stage-3 running CR discussion.
For the reselection triggering for MCSt, it seems the majority view as discussed in 123 meeting still works, even if considering the R1 LS reply. 
[bookmark: _Toc146899566]For Open Issue [2-1], If the MCSt transmissions of a single TB have all failed due to LBT failure, resource reselection needs to be triggered. 

Resource (Re)selection for LBT
R2 made the following WA at 123 
Agreements on resource (re)selection with consideration of intra-UE LBT impact
1:	R2 makes the WA that UE may avoid selection of N consecutive resource(s) before a reserved resource of its own. Where the selection of N is up to UE implementation from {0,1,2}. Further details (including MCSt) are to be clarified after R1 confirmation on RAN1 option1.
2:	R2 makes the WA that UE may avoid selection of M consecutive resource(s) after a reserved resource of its own. Where the selection of M is up to UE implementation (at least including 0). Further details (including MCSt) are to be clarified after R1 confirmation on RAN1 option1.
In order to confirm the WA, the main FFS point is the MCSt part. 
1) On the one hand, even for the inter-UE blocking case, R1 ended up with a somewhat colliding conclusion (between option-1 and option-2) as analyzed above.
2) On the other hand, for the intra-UE blocking case, the usage of consecutive-slot selection is up to UE implementation in general. 
So it seems not justified to dig into details of the intra-UE blocking issue, but can just leave the handling of MCSt to UE implementation. 
[bookmark: _Toc146899567]For Open Issue [2-3], R2 confirm the WA that UE may avoid selection of N consecutive resource(s) before a reserved resource of its own, if the two cannot constitute a MCSt transmission. Where the selection of N from {0,1,2} and the judgment of whether MCSt transmission is feasible are both up to UE implementation. 
[bookmark: _Toc146899568]For Open Issue [2-3], R2 confirm the WA that UE may avoid selection of N consecutive resource(s) after a reserved resource of its own, if the two cannot constitute a MCSt transmission. Where the selection of M (at least including 0). and the judgment of whether MCSt transmission is feasible are both up to UE implementation. 
R4-2314351
RAN4 sent an LS to RAN2 last meeting on the SLSS transmission in SL-U, considering the SLSS transmission may fail due to LBT failure, they have enhanced measurement delay requirements, and discussed a case when the available measurement results during the Tevaluate,SLSS_CCA is not enough to derive an accurate PSBCH-RSRP measurement result.
Based on the discussion, RAN4 has agreed to define measurement delay requirements as function of CCA failures (L1) during the evaluation period (Tevaluate,SLSS_CCA), where
· L1 is the number of occasions containing sidelink synchronization reference signal of the SyncRef UE not available at the UE during Tevaluate,SLSS_CCA due to the CCA failures; L1, max is the maximum number of allowed occasions containing sidelink synchronization reference signal of the SyncRef UE not available at the UE during Tevaluate,SLSS_CCA due to the CCA failures where L1 ≤ L1, max.
When the extension of evaluation period reaches L1, max, the number of available occasions containing sidelink synchronization reference signals during Tevaluate,SLSS_CCA is not enough to derive an accurate PSBCH-RSRP measurement result, which cannot be used to compared with syncTxThreshO and further determine whether to initiate/cease SLSS transmission. 
RAN4 would like to ask RAN2 which of the following options regarding the UE behaviour is reasonable from RAN2 perspective:
· The UE measures PSBCH-RSRP and evaluates whether to initiate/cease SLSS transmissions within Tevaluate,SLSS_CAA, and upon exceeding the maximum allowed CCA failures during Tevaluate,SLSS_CCA, the UE shall:
· Option 1: cease all SLSS transmissions,
· Option 2: initiate SLSS transmissions 
· Option 3: UE keeps current SLSS transmission status.
Before answering the question from R4, it is better to further understand the issue concerned in the LS. R4 has agreed the following measurement requirements:
For information what is the value ‘x’ and ‘x_max’, the agreement for requirements for initiation/cease of SLSS transmission in the last RAN4 meeting is as follow:
· Extending the measurement period to 4+x S-SSB periods, x is the S-SSB periods in which the SLSS is not available due to LBT failures, and is capped by x_max. FFS for detailed description and x_max.
· x_max = [4 or 6]
· FFS if further updates are needed subject to RAN1 agreements on the number of additional SSB occasions
As shown in the R4 agreement above for requirements for initiation/cease of SLSS transmission, the concerned case in RAN4 LS is the result if the PSBCH-RSRP measurement result of the SyncRef UE in the past (4+x_max)*160ms time window is not sufficient.
The concerned case in R4 LS is the result if the PSBCH-SSB measurement result of the SyncRef UE in the past (4+x_max)*160ms time window is not sufficient.
Based on current RAN2 specification, the UE will decide on whether to transmit SLSS based on the quality of Sync-Ref 
2>	for the frequency used for NR sidelink communication/discovery, if syncTxThreshOoC is included in SidelinkPreconfigNR; and the UE is not directly synchronized to GNSS, and the UE has no selected SyncRef UE or the PSBCH-RSRP measurement result of the selected SyncRef UE is below the value of syncTxThreshOoC; or
2>	for the frequency used for NR sidelink communication/discovery, if the UE selects GNSS as the synchronization reference source:
3>	transmit sidelink SSB on the frequency used for NR sidelink communication/discovery in accordance with TS 38.211 [16] , including the transmission of SLSS as specified in 5.8.5.3 and transmission of MasterInformationBlockSidelink as specified in 5.8.9.4.3;
And further, R2 define the relay reselection triggering as follows
3>	if the PSBCH-RSRP of the current SyncRef UE is less than the minimum requirement defined in TS 38.133 [14]:
4>	consider no SyncRef UE to be selected;
I.e., R2 intention was to handle this case (i.e., the serving SyncRef being unreliable) as a part of “no selected SyncRef UE”, so it would lead to SyncRef reselection (and further, which SyncRef to select, will follow current R2 spec).
Based on current R2 specification, if the serving SyncRef becomes unreliable, it is handled as “the PSBCH-RSRP of the current SyncRef UE is less than the minimum requirement defined in TS 38.133”, and will trigger SyncRef reselection procedure.
Furthermore, it also aligns with R4 conclusion, since based on the following R4 agreement
For information what is the value ‘y’ and ‘y_max’, the agreement for requirements for Tmeasure,PSBCH-RSRP in the last RAN4 meeting is as follow:
[image: ]
· y is the S-SSB periods in which the SLSS is not available due to LBT failures and FFS for detailed description and y_max which is capped.
· y_max = [2 or 4]
FFS if further updates are needed subject to RAN1 agreements on the number of additional SSB occasions
I.e., based on the R4 agreement for requirements for the SyncRef UE reselection evalution, i.e., the maximum time duration for PSBCH-RSRP measurement is (2+y_max)*160ms.
R4 has defined the maximum time duration for PSBCH-RSRP measurement for SyncRef UE reselection evaluation as (2+y_max)*160ms.
So combining the two R4 agreements above, the maximum time requirement for SyncRef UE reselection measurement is less than requirement for initiation/cease of SLSS transmission measurement requirement, i.e., (4+x_max)*160 > (2+y_max)*160, which means at the time point when PSBCH-SSB measurement result of the SyncRef UE being unavailable (i.e., after (4+x_max)*160ms time window), the SyncRef UE reselection should have already been triggered. Therefore, SyncRef reselection seems to be aligned with both R2 spec and R4 conclusion.
Based on R4 conclusion, when serving SyncRef fail to send out SLSS due to LBT failure, the concerned UE should already trigger SyncRef reselection before reaching (4+x_max)*160ms time window, which aligns with R2 spec which handles this case as a SyncRef reselection trigger condition.
On the other hand, we understand there were proposals in R4 to treat this in a different way
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描述已自动生成]
However, if we handle this as “PSBCH-RSRP measurement result of the selected SyncRef UE is below the value of syncTxThreshOoC” but not “less than the minimum requirement defined in TS 38.133”, the difference is that the UE will keep basing on the serving SyncRef to derive the content of PSBCH and the sequence of SLSS, although also no impact to R2 spec, there are some disadvantages
1) If the serving SyncRef continues failing to send out SLSS for a long time period, it means, during this time period, the UE is performing sync transmission without guidance from / monitoring on SyncRef, which is not preferred. And furthermore, eventually, it may cause that a new mechanism may be needed for UE to judge when to quit from this state, and trigger SyncRef reselection, since this transition period is not sustainable anyway.
2) It is not aligned with the R4 definition of reselection behavior, since as clarified above, the R4 requirement would lead to UE to perform reselection before reaching the (4+x_max)*160ms time window.
If handle this as “PSBCH-RSRP measurement result of the selected SyncRef UE is below the value of syncTxThreshOoC” but above “the minimum requirement defined in TS 38.133”, it would lead to the result that the UE is performing sync transmission without guidance-from / monitoring-on SyncRef, and there might be a need to design further mechanism for UE to quit from such temporary situation if the SyncRef continue the LBT failure for a long time.
If handle this as “PSBCH-RSRP measurement result of the selected SyncRef UE is below the value of syncTxThreshOoC”, it does not align with R4 requirement on SyncRef reselection.
[bookmark: _Toc146899569]For Open Issue [2-4], R2 reply the R4 LS that: R2 spec handles the case where SyncRef becomes unreliable as “the PSBCH-RSRP of the current SyncRef UE is less than the minimum requirement defined in TS 38.133”, and will see it as “no SyncRef UE to be selected” and thus trigger SyncRef reselection. Thus, whether the concerned UE will initiate SLSS will depend on the reselected SyncRef, and no R2 spec impact identified so far.
SL GC RTT Timer 
For SL DRX, the following WAs are confirmed for unicast case, while for groupcast case, it is suggested for further thinking since the issue “When applying the WA to Groupcast (both ACK/NACK and NACK only), the sl-drx-HARQ-RTT-Timer will operate differently depending on when Rx UE succeed in LBT” has been raised in R2-2306384. 
1: 	Working assumption “In case of multiple PSFCH occasion per PSCCH/PSSCH, if HARQ A/N is successfully transmitted in one PSFCH occasion, Rx UE starts the sl-drx-HARQ-RTT-Timer for the corresponding Sidelink process in the first slot after the end of the corresponding PSFCH transmission carrying the SL HARQ feedback.” is agreed at least for UC.
2: 	Working assumption “In case of multiple PSFCH occasion per PSCCH/PSSCH, if LBT failure happens in all PSFCH occasions, Rx UE starts the sl-drx-HARQ-RTT-Timer for the corresponding Sidelink process in the first slot after the end of the last PSFCH occasion for the SL HARQ feedback.” is agreed at least for UC.
It is proposed for groupcast, Rx UEs start the sl-drx-HARQ-RTT-Timer for the corresponding Sidelink process in the first slot following the last PSFCH occasion for SL HARQ feedback, which would solve the mismatch between different Rx UEs.
[bookmark: _Toc146899570]For Open Issue [2-6], in case of multiple PSFCH occasions per PSCCH/PSSCH, for Groupcast, Rx UEs start the sl-drx-HARQ-RTT-Timer for the corresponding Sidelink process in the first slot following the last PSFCH occasion for SL HARQ feedback.
LCP Impact for MCSt, and COT Resumption
R1 concluded that
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, 
o	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.
So one may consider whether there is a need for LCP change. Before that, it is good to review the R2 conclusion so far on LCP impact



Figure 1 An example of MCSt, COT-sharing/resumption
For the restriction of b,c <= a, R2 concluded that
Agreements on reserved resource and COT
1: 	For type-1 LBT, if UE observes buffer status change after LBT initiation (i.e., before MAC PDU generation), which leads to a higher CAPC priority than the value used for type-1 LBT, it’s left to UE implementation how to handle this case (like NR-U). No spec impact.
I.e., UE should adopt a as max (b, c), but if buffer status change leads to a b,c > a, no further specification impact is needed, as in NR-U.
[bookmark: _Toc146899571]For Open Issue [2-7], for MCSt of multiple TBs, R2 not pursue LCP impact.
For the restriction of d <= a (which is delivered via COT-SI, carried via TB1 and/or TB2), R2 concluded to reflect the LCP restriction in specification, considering initiating UE cannot take d into account to derive a.
Agreement:
If a UE decides to use the resource in a shared COT, and when enhanced LCP is decided to be used, for destination selection step in enhanced LCP, at least further restrict the destinations to be the candidates allowed by the COT (as defined by RAN1).
Then for the restriction of e <= a, we tend to believe it should be handled in the same way for b,c <= a, i.e., UE should adopt a as max (b, c, e), and thus if any buffer status change after LBT initiation, no further LCP impact due to it. 
[bookmark: _Toc146899572]For Open Issue [2-7], for COT resumption, R2 not pursue LCP impact. 
SL Active Time due to Additional-ID
Based on the following agreement
Agreements on SL DRX active time
1: 	Working assumption “Not define shared COT as SL DRX active time” is agreed. If RAN1 introduces additional ID, we can revisit it. 
For the concern on dependency with RAN1 progress on additional IDs: Regardless of whether the COT sharing is based on the additional-ID or not, the shared COT can only be used to the transmission of a known BC/GC/UC session. Therefore, the DRX pattern is known by both the COT responding UEs and the Rx UE, which means the additional IDs make no additional impacts to the agreement. Or in other words, to justify the additional active time definition, additional-ID does not make any additionl contribution. 
[bookmark: _Toc146899573]For Open Issue [2-8], R2 not pursue revisiting the agreement of  “Not define shared COT as SL DRX active time”.
Other Issues out of Per-WI Open Issue list
Left issues on C-LBT-F
Given the following agreements on C-LBT cancellation
Agreements on SL C-LBT failure recovery (mode 2, RRC connected UE)
1: 	RAN2 confirms that SL C-LBT failure indication is reported to the gNB also for mode 2, RRC connected UE.
Agreements on SL C-LBT cancellation
1: 	For mode 1, SL C-LBT is cancelled upon SL C-LBT failure MAC CE transmission
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)
It seems not clear whether RRC_CONNECTED mode-2 UE would also cancel C-LBT-F based on C-LBT-F MAC-CE transmission. 
[bookmark: _Toc146899574]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. 
The following table summarizes the agreed C-LBT-F recovery and cancellation mechanism(s)
Table 2 C-LBT-F recovery and cancellation mechanism(s)
	
	MAC-CE Report
	Timer
	Pool Reselection

	Mode-1
	X
	
	

	Mode-2, RRC_CONNECTED
	X
	X
	X

	Mode-2, RRC_INACTIVE/RRC_IDLE/OOC
	
	X
	X


Where the yellow ones are those adopted as recovery mechanism but not adopted as cancellation mechanism. I.e., after the related operation has been triggered upon C-LBT-F detection, the related C-LBT-F event could be still pending. In this case, it should be avoided that the related recovery operation is triggered multiple times.
[bookmark: _Toc146899575]R2 confirm only the pending C-LBT-F event that has not triggered pool reselection will trigger pool reselection for mode-2 UE.
[bookmark: _Toc146899576]R2 confirm only the pending C-LBT-F event that has not triggered UL C-LBT-F MAC-CE report will trigger UL C-LBT-F MAC-CE report for RRC_CONNECTED mode-2 UE.
Left issues on Resource (Re)selection for COT 
Based on the latest R1 conclusion
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
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
I.e., Option-2 is to require UE to prioritize the resource before another reserved resource, while option-1 is to require UE to avoid selecting the M resource before another reserved resource, and thus if both are configured for the same pool, there would be a collision in-between. 
R1 confirmed such WA without further clarification of the collision issue, so it seems can be left to UE implementation without further specification effort. 
[bookmark: _Toc142638950][bookmark: _Toc146899577]R2 confirm it is up to UE implementation to either follow option-1 to avoid selection of N consecutive resource(s) before a reserved resource for LBT blocking reason, or follow option-2 to prioritize selection of consecutive resource(s) before a reserved resource for COT sharing reason, when both options are configured. 
Left issues on eLCP
Firstly, for LBT type, most of this issue can be left to UE implementation, considering (even if we limit to PSCCH/PSSCH)
1) There could be an implementation that type-1/2 LBT is down-selected upon COT availability, e.g., based on buffer status;
2) Or there could be an implementation that both type-1/2 are performed in parallel (e.g., type-1 is initiated by default, and type-2 can be initiated when COT is available), so that data transmission can be done when either succeeds. 
So there seems no need to restrict UE implementation on the conditions/time point for UE to decide on LBT type. 
[bookmark: _Toc131674565]There are various UE implementations of conditions / time point to decide on LBT type(s). 
On the other hand, it is not clear whether there is a need to define which layer for UE to select type-2 LBT. 
1) For S-SSB and PSFCH: they can use type-2A LBT no matter whether there is COT sharing. This can be determined by PHY since when to perform such transmission is known by PHY. 
2) For PSCCH/PSSCH: UE may assume type-1 LBT can be used by default and when to start type-1 LBT is up to the implementation. If COT is received and the UE can share the COT, type-2 LBT can be performed. 
Whether the UE can use the shared COT is based on some criteria (i.e., destination ID and CAPC value) considering this information is known by MAC, seems MAC layer can make the decision for PSSCH/PSCCH. But it is also observed that companies have different understanding/preference on the implementation. (including the possibility of MAC-layer decide on the usage of type-2, while PHY can override it to type-1 eventually). 
PHY can decide on the LBT type for PSBCH and PSFCH, while MAC can decide on the LBT type for PSCCH/PSSCH (FFS on whether PHY can override it to rely on type-1 LBT finally).
[bookmark: _Toc146899578]R2 not pursue specifying which layer to decide on LBT type, i.e., rely on UE implementation for it.
Left issues on CG impact
Proposal 8	RAN2 discuss to support PSSCH (re)transmission via CG resource in case of LBT failure, relying on UE-decided HARQ process selection.
=> Noted.
In the previous RAN2 meeting, the UE implementation on the HARQ process id selection for the configured grant issue has been discussed but no conclusion has been made. The UE implementation-based HARQ process ID selection allows the UE to perform the (re)transmission autonomously and doesn’t need to wait for the CG occasion calculated by the formulation. In sidelink,
1) On the one hand, so far the CG grant handling for sidelink is similar to Uu, i.e., the UE uses the formula to decide the CG occasion to be used, thus there seems a reason that SL-U uses the flexible UE implementation on HARQ process ID determination mechanism as in NR-U to achieve consecutive transmission;
2) On the other hand, since it is concluded that in SL-U, the Uu interface will work on licensed band, i.e., UE can acquire the DG grant to perform the transmission or retransmission, it seems workable if we just rely on the DG grant from the network.
For these 2 options, the benefit of the first option (enhance CG for retransmission) is when the CG resource occasion arrives earlier than the DG grant, the UE can benefit from the flexible UE implementation on HARQ process ID determination; Besides, when the CG resources are consecutive occasions, the UE may also save some LBT efforts. And when DG grant arrives, the UE can still use the DG grant for transmission or retransmission, it also gives the UE more opportunities for transmission to mitigate LBT failure impact. 
[bookmark: _Toc118450696][bookmark: _Toc134795570][bookmark: _Toc146899579]RAN2 discuss whether to support PSSCH (re)transmission via CG resource in case of LBT failure, relying on UE-decided HARQ process selection or not. 
Left issues on resource (Re)selection
R1 agreement as follows
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In legacy R2 specification, it was stated that
3>	select an amount of frequency resources within the range, if configured by RRC, between sl-MinSubChannelNumPSSCH and sl-MaxSubchannelNumPSSCH included in sl-PSSCH-TxConfigList and, if configured by RRC, overlapped between sl-MinSubChannelNumPSSCH and sl-MaxSubchannelNumPSSCH indicated in sl-CBR-PriorityTxConfigList for the highest priority of the logical channel(s) allowed on the carrier and the CBR measured by lower layers according to clause 5.1.27 of TS 38.215 [24] if CBR measurement results are available or the corresponding sl-defaultTxConfigIndex configured by RRC if CBR measurement results are not available or the corresponding sl-DefaultCBR-PartialSensing configured by RRC if partial sensing is selected and CBR measurement results are not available, or the corresponding sl-DefaultCBR-RandomSelection configured by RRC if random selection is selected and CBR measurement results are not available in case the sl-TxPoolExceptional is not used;
I.e., in legacy, only one parameter for the subchannel number is necessary, while now for interlace-based transmission, two parameters are needed, to provide to PHY layer. Based on our understanding, L_subCH * L_RBset = the legacy subchannel number, i.e., essentially it is just to split the one parameter into two parts. And then how to split the two can be left to UE implementation.
[bookmark: _Toc146899580]For interlace RB-based PSSCH transmission, it is up to UE implementation to decide how to split the legacy subchannel number into L_RBset (i.e., number of used RB sets) and L_subCH (i.e., the number of sub-channels within each RB set).
[bookmark: _Toc114214864][bookmark: _Toc114245162][bookmark: _Toc126008719][bookmark: _Toc114153059]Conclusion
We have the following proposals:
Proposal 1	For Open Issue [2-1], R2 confirm if UE (by implementation) selects to use the consecutive-slot resource, it can be applied to at least inter-process resource selection (whether it applies to intra-process resource selection depends on outcome of [Post123][511]), and the detailed wording is left to stage-3 running CR discussion.
Proposal 2	For Open Issue [2-1], If the MCSt transmissions of a single TB have all failed due to LBT failure, resource reselection needs to be triggered.
Proposal 3	For Open Issue [2-3], R2 confirm the WA that UE may avoid selection of N consecutive resource(s) before a reserved resource of its own, if the two cannot constitute a MCSt transmission. Where the selection of N from {0,1,2} and the judgment of whether MCSt transmission is feasible are both up to UE implementation.
Proposal 4	For Open Issue [2-3], R2 confirm the WA that UE may avoid selection of N consecutive resource(s) after a reserved resource of its own, if the two cannot constitute a MCSt transmission. Where the selection of M (at least including 0). and the judgment of whether MCSt transmission is feasible are both up to UE implementation.
Proposal 5	For Open Issue [2-4], R2 reply the R4 LS that: R2 spec handles the case where SyncRef becomes unreliable as “the PSBCH-RSRP of the current SyncRef UE is less than the minimum requirement defined in TS 38.133”, and will see it as “no SyncRef UE to be selected” and thus trigger SyncRef reselection. Thus, whether the concerned UE will initiate SLSS will depend on the reselected SyncRef, and no R2 spec impact identified so far.
Proposal 6	For Open Issue [2-6], in case of multiple PSFCH occasions per PSCCH/PSSCH, for Groupcast, Rx UEs start the sl-drx-HARQ-RTT-Timer for the corresponding Sidelink process in the first slot following the last PSFCH occasion for SL HARQ feedback.
Proposal 7	For Open Issue [2-7], for MCSt of multiple TBs, R2 not pursue LCP impact.
Proposal 8	For Open Issue [2-7], for COT resumption, R2 not pursue LCP impact.
Proposal 9	For Open Issue [2-8], R2 not pursue revisiting the agreement of  “Not define shared COT as SL DRX active time”.
Proposal 10	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.
Proposal 11	R2 confirm only the pending C-LBT-F event that has not triggered pool reselection will trigger pool reselection for mode-2 UE.
Proposal 12	R2 confirm only the pending C-LBT-F event that has not triggered UL C-LBT-F MAC-CE report will trigger UL C-LBT-F MAC-CE report for RRC_CONNECTED mode-2 UE.
Proposal 13	R2 confirm it is up to UE implementation to either follow option-1 to avoid selection of N consecutive resource(s) before a reserved resource for LBT blocking reason, or follow option-2 to prioritize selection of consecutive resource(s) before a reserved resource for COT sharing reason, when both options are configured.
Proposal 14	R2 not pursue specifying which layer to decide on LBT type, i.e., rely on UE implementation for it.
Proposal 15	RAN2 discuss whether to support PSSCH (re)transmission via CG resource in case of LBT failure, relying on UE-decided HARQ process selection or not.
Proposal 16	For interlace RB-based PSSCH transmission, it is up to UE implementation to decide how to split the legacy subchannel number into L_RBset (i.e., number of used RB sets) and L_subCH (i.e., the number of sub-channels within each RB set).

[bookmark: _In-sequence_SDU_delivery][bookmark: _Ref189809556][bookmark: _Ref174151459][bookmark: _Ref450865335]Reference
[1] 3GPP RP-230077, WID revision: NR sidelink evolution, OPPO
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Regarding frequency domain resource indication for interlace RB-based PSSCH transmission:

o Alt A: MAC layer indicates both Lgycy and Lpgs,, to PHY layer. where Lpg,, is the number of
used RB sets for one PSCCH/PSSCH transmission
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SL UE is operating in unlicensed bands, exceeding x4 LBT failures in an

evaluation period is considered as PSBCH-RSRP lower than syncTxThreshOQoC
and UE initiate/cease SLSS transmissions accordingly.





