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1	Introduction
In last RAN2 meeting, RAN2 discussed the SL-U and achieved some WAs and agreements [1].
In this contribution, we would like to discuss some remaining issues related to SL-U and have corresponding proposals.
2	Discussion
2.1 DRX impact from multiple PSFCH
In last meeting, regarding when to start the HARQ RTT timer for BC, we achieved the following agreement. 

Agreements on HARQ RTT:
1. 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.

While, if HARQ is disabled and retransmission is not scheduled in SCI, when to start the HARQ RTT timer should be discussed as well. Similar as groupcast, it is reasonable to start the sl-drx-HARQ-RTT-Timer for the corresponding Sidelink process in the first slot after the end of the last PSFCH occasion.
	4>	if HARQ feedback is disabled by the SCI and the resource(s) for one or more retransmission opportunities is not scheduled in the SCI:
5>	start the sl-drx-HARQ-RTT-Timer for the corresponding Sidelink process in the slot following the end of PSFCH resource.


Proposal 1: If HARQ feedback is disabled and retransmission is not scheduled in SCI, in case of multiple PSFCH occasion per PSCCH/PSSCH, 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.
2.2 LBT impact on CSI/IUC reporting 
Based on current specification, CSI reporting/IUC reporting is required to be transmitted within a configured latency if triggered and is cancelled as long as the CSI MAC CE/IUC MAC CE is generated. However, if the corresponding MAC PDU is not transmitted due to LBT failure, how to handle the out of date CSI/IUC information should be discussed. Actually in NR-U, there was some similar discussion on BSR/PHR and the final conclusion is to leave to UE implementation to handle. 
	NOTE 3:	If a HARQ process is configured with cg-RetransmissionTimer and if the PHR is already included in a MAC PDU for transmission on configured grant by this HARQ process, but not yet transmitted by lower layers, it is up to UE implementation how to handle the PHR content.
NOTE 5:	If a HARQ process is configured with cg-RetransmissionTimer and if the BSR is already included in a MAC PDU for transmission on configured grant by this HARQ process, but not yet transmitted by lower layers, it is up to UE implementation how to handle the BSR content.



If we follow the NR-U principle, there is no need to define any specified solutions for this case and how to handle the out of date CSI/IUC information can be up to UE implementation. The CSI/IUC reporting should be cancelled as long as the CSI MAC CE/IUC MAC CE is generated regardless of the LBT outcome.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK3]Proposal 2: How to handle the out of date CSI/IUC information due to LBT failure is up to UE implementation.
Proposal 3: CSI/IUC reporting should be cancelled as long as the CSI MAC CE/IUC MAC CE is generated regardless of the LBT outcome.
2.3 LBT impact on resource allocation
In last meeting, we discuss about type 1 LBT blocking issue for intra-UE case and confirmed the following WA.
Agreements on resource (re)selection:
1. 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.
2. 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.
 
Actually based on RAN1 conclusion, there were two candidate options to solve inter-UE LBT blocking issue. Option 2 allows UE to prioritize to select resource before the reserved resource if the UE can share its initiated COT to the reservation. During last meeting, there was some discussion to consider option 2 for intra-UE case, however, in our understanding, COT sharing does not apply to intra-UE, i.e., UE is not allowed to share COT to itself since COT sharing requires the initiating UE to be the receiver of the responding UE. From this perspective, option 2 is not supported to solve intra-UE LBT blocking issue.
Proposal 4: Shard COT prioritization does not apply to intra-UE LBT blocking.
In last meeting, we achieved the following WA on resource allocation from MCSt. 
Agreements on MCSt:
1. Working assumption: Trigger resource (re)selection if all initial transmission and retransmission within MCSt fail due to LBT failure. It should provide minimum specification change.
According to the running CR, the specification change is quite minimum and acceptable, thus we propose to confirm this WA as agreement.
Proposal 5: RAN2 to confirm the following WA as agreement “Trigger resource (re)selection if all initial transmission and retransmission within MCSt fail due to LBT failure.”
2.4 COT sharing in mode 1
According to RAN1, COT sharing can be supported for both mode 1 and mode 2. However, different from NR-U, where both COT sharing and resource allocation are all centralized controlled by the network, in SL-U, COT sharing is performed by the UE while the transmission resource is allocated by the network when operating in mode 1. Therefore, without any information of the shared COT, the network may not be able to schedule the resource accordingly. In order to assist the network to allocate corresponding resource within the shared COT, initiating UE or responding UE or any UE detecting the shared COT shall report the related information to the network. However, considering the limited time, it is not preferred to introduce this reporting to NW and actually in last meeting, we have agreed to not report the “number of consecutive slots” to NW for MCSt. In this case, we think similar principle should apply to COT sharing, e.g., leave it to NW and UE implementation to handle COT sharing in mode 1.
Proposal 6: RAN2 does not support to report COT sharing information to the network. How to handle COT sharing in mode 1 is left to NW and UE implementation. 
3	Conclusion		
In this contribution, we discussed about remaining issues on SL-U and provide corresponding observations and proposals:
Proposal 1: If HARQ feedback is disabled and retransmission is not scheduled in SCI, in case of multiple PSFCH occasion per PSCCH/PSSCH, 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.
Proposal 2: How to handle the out of date CSI/IUC information due to LBT failure is up to UE implementation.
Proposal 3: CSI/IUC reporting should be cancelled as long as the CSI MAC CE/IUC MAC CE is generated regardless of the LBT outcome.
Proposal 4: Shard COT prioritization does not apply to intra-UE LBT blocking.
Proposal 5: RAN2 to confirm the following WA as agreement “Trigger resource (re)selection if all initial transmission and retransmission within MCSt fail due to LBT failure.”
Proposal 6: RAN2 does not support to report COT sharing information to the network. How to handle COT sharing in mode 1 is left to NW and UE implementation. 
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