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1. Introduction
In this contribution, we will provide our view on the question related to the SL LBT failure indication in RAN2 LS [1]. 

2. Discussion
For the question below on LS [1], we think that under a situation where only one SL BWP is (pre)configured on a SL-U carrier, defining the granularity of SL LBT failure indication as SL BWP could cause a problem that the probability of declaring the consistent SL LBT failure detection(s) for the ongoing SL session(s) within the SL BWP becomes excessively high. Considering that the channel access procedure in the SL-U carrier is performed in a unit of RB set, one way to mitigate this problem is to define the granularity of SL LBT failure indication per RB set.  In addition, for each SL session, the QoS requirement of the target service and/or the size of packets to be transmitted could be different. This means that the range of CAPC values and/or the number of RB sets used for each SL session could be different. In this aspect, it would be desirable that the notification/counting of the SL LBT failure indication and the declaration of the consistent SL LBT failure detection are performed independently for each SL session. 

· Question: When SL LBT failure is notified by PHY due to an intended SL transmission, what is the granularity in which MAC can consider that the SL LBT failure has been detected (e.g. whether MAC can consider that the SL LBT failure has been detected per SL BWP, per SL resource pool, per RB set, etc.).  

Proposal: RAN1 provides an answer to the question on RAN2 LS [1] as follows:
· The granularity of SL LBT failure indication notified from PHY to MAC is per RB set per SL session

Further discussion is also needed at least for other aspects below:

· How to define the notification/counting of SL LBT failure indication for S-SSB (e.g., when SL LBT failure occurs for S-SSB transmission, an SL LBT failure indication is notified/counted for all SL session(s) performed in the RB set associated with it, or there is no notification/counting of SL LBT failure indication for this case)?
· Whether the notification/counting of SL LBT failure indication and the declaration of consistent SL LBT failure detection should be supported for groupcast and/or broadcast in addition to unicast?

Observation: At least the following aspects need further discussion:
· How to define the notification/counting of SL LBT failure indication for S-SSB?
· Whether the notification/counting of SL LBT failure indication and the declaration of consistent SL LBT failure detection should be supported for groupcast and/or broadcast in addition to unicast?

3. [bookmark: _GoBack]Conclusion
In this contribution, we discussed how RAN1 provides feedbacks on RAN2’s question in LS [1]. The following observation and proposal are given.

Observation: At least the following aspects need further discussion:
· How to define the notification/counting of SL LBT failure indication for S-SSB?
· Whether the notification/counting of SL LBT failure indication and the declaration of consistent SL LBT failure detection should be supported for groupcast and/or broadcast in addition to unicast?

Proposal: RAN1 provides an answer to the question on RAN2 LS [1] as follows:
· The granularity of SL LBT failure indication notified from PHY to MAC is per RB set per SL session
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